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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 

The  House  met  today  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 
Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  We  have  guests  with  us  to- 
day: In  the  east  gallery,  students  from  St. 

Martin's  School,  Terrace  Bay;  from  St. 
Francis  De  Sales  Separate  School,  Downs- 
view;  and  from  Heatherbrae  Middle  School, 
of  Rexdale.  In  the  west  gallery,  students  from 
John  Knox  Christian  School  of  Clarkson,  and 

St.  Brigid's  Separate  School  of  Toronto. 
Statements  by  the  ministry. 

REGIONAL   MUNICIPALITY  OF 
SUDBURY 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer,  and 
Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs):  Mr. 
Speaker,  later  on  this  afternoon  I  will  be 
introducing  a  bill  to  establish  the  regional 
municipality  of  Sudbury  and  I  would  like  to 
speak  briefly  at  this  point  about  this  piece 
of  legislation. 

The  regional  municipality  of  Sudbury  as 
set  out  in  the  Act  would  consist  of  seven 

area  municipalities  responsible  for  local  muni- 
cipal functions,  and  a  regional  council  re- 

sponsible for  those  municipal  functions  of 
regional  significance.  For  the  first  time  in  any 
regional  government  in  Ontario  we  are  pro- 

posing that  all  planning  responsibilities  and 
all  sewer  and  water  responsibilities  of  the 
municipalities  be  placed  at  the  regional  level 
of  government.  In  addition,  solid  waste  dis- 

posal will  also  be  a  mandatory  regional  func- 

tion in  keeping  with  Ontario's  increasing 
emphasis  on  environmental  protection.  I  will 
say  more  about  these  functions  later. 

The  Act  also  creates  a  regional  police  force 
and  permits  the  regional  council  to  take  over 
public  transit.  Municipal  hospital  financing 
also  is   exclusively  a  regional  function. 

Other  regional  functions  such  as  health, 
welfare,  homes  for  the  aged,  emergency  mea- 

sures, capital  borrowing,  appointments  to 
conservation  authorities  and  regional  roads 
basically  follow  precedents  established  and 
proven  in  other  regional  governments. 

All  other  functions  not  specifically  desig- 
nated as   regional  remain   responsibilities   of 
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the  area  municipalities.  Among  these  are 
garbage  collection,  local  roads  and  streets, 
fire  protection,  licensing,  parks  and  recreation 
and  tax  collection. 

Representation  on  the  regional  council 
would  be  10  from  the  city  of  Sudbury,  two 
from  Rayside-Balfour,  two  from  Valley  East, 
two  from  Neelon-Garson,  two  from  Waters, 
one  from  Dowling  and  one  from  Capreol.  In 
addition,  there  would  be  a  chairman  who 
would  initially  be  appointed  by  the  Lieu- 

tenant Governor  in  Council  and  subsequently 
by  the  regional  council  itself. 

This  legislation  represents  the  climax  of 
several  years  of  study  by  both  the  province 
and  public-spirited  residents  of  the  Sudbury 
area.  In  1968  the  Sudbury  district  municipal 
association  was  actively  discussing  regional 

government  in  response  to  the  regional  gov- 
ernment recommendations  of  the  report  of 

the  Ontario  Committee  on  Taxation.  This 
interest,  coupled  with  the  unique  problems 

of  the  "nickel  basin"  area,  led  the  provincial 
government  in  February,  1969,  to  appoint 
Mr.  J.  A.  Kennedy,  chairman  of  the  Ontario 
Municipal  Board,  to  conduct  a  local  govern- 

ment review.  His  report  was  published  in 
May,  1970,  and  subsequently  briefs  on  this 
report  were  received  by  the  provincial 

government. 
On  March  15,  1971,  my  colleague,  the 

present  Attorney  General  {Mr.  Bales)  put 
forward  some  local  government  reform  pro- 

posals for  the  Sudbury  area.  Further  briefs 
were  received  in  response  to  these  proposals 
and  additional  dialogue  took  place  between 
the  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs  and  the 

municipalities  of  the  Sudbury  area.  Through- 
out this  entire  period  the  municipalities  and 

residents  of  the  Sudbury  area  were  co-oper- 
ative and  sincere  in  their  efforts  to  find 

acceptable  solutions  to  the  question  of  muni- 
cipal reform.  They  demonstrated  patience 

and  understanding  during  a  rather  difficult 

period  during  which  the  provincial  govern- 
ment was  making  significant  changes  in  its 

own  structure  and  organization.  Following 
this,  the  government  reviewed  the  various 
opinions  presented  and  took  a  hard  look  at 
the  unique  municipal  problems  confronting 
the  people  of  the  Sudbury  area. 
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The  development  of  provincial  policy 
toward  municipal  reform  in  the  Sudbury 
region  had,  in  the  first  instance,  to  reflect  the 
basic  goals  and  objectives  for  municipal 
reform  that  have  been  laid  down  by  the 
provincial  government.  Consequently,  the 
basic  provincial  decisions  regarding  the 

structure  and  organization  of  the  Sudbury  re- 
gional government  do  not  simply  represent 

a  collection  of  local  opinions.  Indeed,  if  that 
were  the  case,  there  could  be  no  consistent 
policy  at  all  because  there  has  been  a  wide 

range  of  views  expressed.  Indeed,  the  legisla- 
tion for  the  Sudbury  regional  government 

represents  a  deliberate  attempt  to  construct 
a  policy  which  will  be  adequate  to  the 
problems  of  the  region,  and  yet  reflect  as 
much  as  possible  the  consensus  in  the  nickel 
basin. 

There  have  been  some  changes  in  the 

provincial  government's  thinking  on  the  Sud- 
bury reforms  during  the  past  year.  In  March, 

1971,  the  government  suggested  the  usual 

two-tier  division  of  responsibilities  for  muni- 
cipal planning,  sewer  and  water  services 

which  have  become  a  familiar  pattern  in 
other  regional  governments.  However,  the 
serious  housing  needs  of  the  Sudbury  area, 
along  with  the  tremendous  and  expensive 
servicing  problems  characteristic  of  this  part 
of  Ontario,  led  to  a  change  of  policy.  The 
government  gave  very  serious  consideration 

to  establishing  a  single-tier  regional  muni- 
cipality in  the  Sudbury  area.  However,  we 

do  not  believe  that  there  is  a  sufficient  de- 
gree of  public  acceptance  for  such  a  system 

at  the  present  time. 

Consequently,  we  are  continuing  the  two- 
tier  approach,  but  with  a  strengthened  reg- 

ional structure.  Placing  the  functions  of 
planning,  sewers  and  water  entirely  at  the 

regional  level  should  avoid  potential  dupli- 
cation and  thereby  speed  up  the  planning 

approval  process,  as  well  as  providing  better 
control  of  costs.  The  absence  of  county 
government  experience  makes  this  an  excel- 

lent area  to  initiate  these  changes.  It  will 
mean  that  the  complexity  of  operating  split 
services  will  be  reduced  in  an  area  where 

experience  in  this  regard  has  not  had  the 
opportunity  to  develop. 

We  are  convinced  as  a  government  that 
in  order  to  do  an  effective  job  in  the  critical 

field  of  public  policy  in  the  Sudbury  region, 
both  now  and  in  the  future,  the  regional 
municipality  should  assume  full  control  of  all 
formal  planning  measures.  We  also  believe 
that  it  will  be  important  to  give  that  level 
of  local  government  sole  control  over  what 

we  consider  the  two  key  planning  tools— 
the  supply  and  distribution  of  water  and  the 
collection  and  treatment  of  sewage. 

I  have  no  doubt  that  the  regional  munici- 
pality will  be  under  great  pressure  to  solve 

all  the  problems  in  connection  with  water 
and  sewer  services  overnight.  We  believe  the 
regional  municipal  council  will  have  the 
strength  and  the  prudence  to  weigh  carefully 
the  needs  of  the  area  and  deal  with  these 

problems  by  setting  sensible  priorities,  and  be 

able  to  say  no  to  those  demands  for  develop- 
ment in  the  future  that  are  financially  and 

environmentally  unsuitable.  As  the  region 
works  out  its  priorities,  it  will,  under  the 
Regional  Municipality  of  Sudbury  Act,  be 
in  a  position  to  benefit  from  access  to  the 
tax  base  of  the  region  as  a  whole  and 

choose  what  it  considers  to  be  equitable  cost- 
sharing  arrangements  for  the  residents  of 
the    region. 

So,  I  believe  you  can  see  that  the  over- 
riding concern  for  water  and  sewer  services 

was  in  the  context  of  the  planning  of  land 
use.  If  the  financial  costs  associated  with 

these  services  are  to  be  manageable  in  the 
future,  an  effective  planning  job  must  be 
done  now  and  on  a  continuing  basis.  We 
think  the  regional  council  is  the  level  at 

which  this  job  must  be  tackled  in  the  Sud- 
bury region. 

The  members  of  the  House  should  recog- 
nize that  the  province  in  the  coming  years 

will  be  called  upon  to  grant  extraordinary 
financial  assistance  to  this  part  of  Ontario. 
Because  of  the  difficult  conditions  of  terrain 

and  soil,  the  essential  provision  of  sewer  and 
water  services  will  be  costly.  This  will  mean 

the  province  will  be  required  to  find  some 
means  to  help  these  costs,  either  through 

adjusted  mining  revenue  payments,  needs- 
resource  grants  or  by  some  other  means  of 

special  payments. 

Policing  was  left  indefinite  in  the  1971 

proposals  pending  further  study.  The  On- 
tario Police  Commission  has  reviewed  the 

situation  and  as  a  result  we  are  now  pro- 
posing a  regional  police  force  for  the  entire 

region.  This  will  be  more  equitable  than  the 
present  system  in  which  some  municipalities 

pay  for  policing  while  others  get  it  "free" from  the  Ontario  Provincial  Police.  In  ad- 

dition, a  regional  police  force  provides  more 
consistency  in  policing  and  much  greater 
flexibility  in  terms  of  providing  reserves 
and  achieving  adequate  specialization.  The 
regional  police  system  is  proving  itself  in 
York  and  Niagara,  and  it  is  appropriate  to 
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extend  this  approach  to  policing  to  the  Sud- 
bury region. 

The  situation  which  has  existed  for  many 
years,  where  the  Copper  Cliff  police  have 
provided  security  for  the  properties  of  the 
International  Nickel  Co.  as  well  as  municipal 
police  services  in  other  municipalities  will 
now  be  ended.  Inco  will  provide  for  its 

own  plant  and  mine  security  and  these  ac- 
tivities will  now  be  separate  from  the 

municipal  force  work  to  be  carried  out  by 
the   regional   police   force. 

Another  feature  of  the  Sudbury  regional 
government  legislation  will  be  the  appoint- 

ment, by  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Coun- 
cil, of  a  chief  administrative  officer  to  serve 

during  the  years  1972  to  1976  inclusive. 
This  action  is  an  effort  to  strengthen  the 
administrative  side  of  the  regional  municipal 
structure.  We  believe  that  this  action  is  es- 

sential, given  the  unique  circumstances  in 
the  area  and  the  lack  of  experience  in  the 
administration   of  split  services. 

The  question  of  where  boundaries  should 
be  located  is  always  a  sensitive  issue  in  any 
regional  government  reform.  This  is  es- 

pecially true  of  the  lower-tier  consolidations 
which  are  so  essential  if  the  provincial 
policy  of  reducing  local  tax  imbalances, 
strengthening  local  municipalities  and  gener- 

ally simplifying  and  streamlining  municipal 
government  is  to  be  effective.  The  present 
system  which  promotes  local  tax  imbalances 
is  simply  too  cumbersome  to  make  effective 
provincial-municipal  fiscal  reform  possible— 
hence  the  need  for  a  substantial  degree  of 
municipal  consolidation. 

The  government  of  Ontario  accepts  its  re- 
sponsibility in  regard  to  municipal  consoli- 

dation. We  understand  the  concerns  and 

apprehensions  that  municipalities  have,  and 
we  recognize  their  viewpoint,  given  their 
perspective  of  the  municipal  scene.  But  as  a 
government  we  have  a  responsibility  to  insist 
on  real  and  tangible  reforms,  not  simply  a 
facade  or  reform  which  would  permit  serious 
inequities  in  both  representation  and  finan- 

cial matters. 

In  this  regard  we  have  taken  the  position 
that  the  town  of  Copper  Cliff  should  be 
amalgamated  with  the  city  of  Sudbury. 
Copper  Cliff  people  interact  with  the  people 
of  Sudbury.  Sudbury  people,  as  well,  de- 

pend to  a  very  considerable  extent  on  Cop- 
per Cliff  for  their  employment  and  this  in- 

terdependence simply  cannot  be  denied.  It 
brings  with  it  problems  such  as  the  move- 

ment of  traffic  along  Highway  17  which  re- 
quires a  common  approach  for  a  solution. 

The  merger  of  Balfour  and  Rayside  town- 
ships is  also  important.  There  were  a  num- 

ber of  objections  from  other  merged  areas 
to  our  earlier  proposal  to  keep  these  areas 
separate  and  we  believe  that  this  consolida- 

tion will  further  strengthen  the  new  Sudbury 
regional  government  system.  We  recognize 
the  individual  sense  of  community  identifi- 

cation which  has  developed  in  both  Balfour 
and  Rayside.  However,  we  firmly  believe 
that  there  is  sufficient  similarity  between 
these  areas  to  warrant  their  merger  in  light 
of  the  broad  provincial  policy  of  municipal 
consolidation. 

The  merger  of  Dowling,  Levack  and  Onap- 
ing  also  helps  to  achieve  a  stronger  munici- 

pal structure  by  combining  the  resources  of 
all  three  municipalities  in  the  northwestern 
part  of  the  region. 

Valley  East,  which  will  now  consist  of 
approximately  six  geographic  townships— 
with  the  addition  of  the  currently  unorganized 
southern  half  of  Lumsden  township— has  not 
been  expanded  further  in  area  because  we 
are  concerned  that  individual  area  munici- 

palities not  become  geographically  unwieldy 
because  they  were  made  too  large  at  the 
outset  of  regional  government. 

Capreol  has  not  been  merged  with  Valley 
East,  but  has  been  retained  as  a  separate 
area  municipality  to  provide  the  nucleus 
for  including  Norman  and  Hutton  townships 
along  Highway  545  and,  of  even  greater 
significance,  the  potential  nucleus  for  the 
inclusion  of  the  geographic  townships  around 
Lake   Wanapitei   at   some   future   date. 

This  leads  us  into  consideration  of  plan- 
ning and  environmental  controls  in  the  areas 

just  outside  the  new  regional  boundary.  By 
focusing  all  planning  powers  at  the  regional 
level  we  anticipate  that  the  new  regional 
municipality  of  Sudbury  will  get  on  with 
the  job  of  providing  adequate  planning 
controls,  and  resulting  environmental  pro- 

tection within  the  regional  area.  However, 
we  must  recognize  that  efforts  to  protect 
the  environment  and  control  undesirable  de- 

velopments within  the  region  will  increase 
development  pressures  on  those  areas  outside 
the  regional  area.  Consequently,  action  will 
be  needed  to  deal  with  this  new  situation. 

Two  alternatives  were  open  to  us  as  we 
developed  our  policies.  The  first  was  to  call 
for  immediate  inclusion  of  additional  unor- 

ganized areas  within  the  regional  munici- 
pality of  Sudbury.  This  course  was  rejected 

because  there  was  a  lack  of  enthusiasm  for 
this  on  the  part  of  the  municipalities  within 
the  region.   They  were  concerned  that  they 
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were  being  given  too  much  to  do  all  at 
once,  at  the  outset  of  regional  government. 

The  provincial  government  shares  these 
concerns  and  does  not  want  to  place  those 

responsibilities  on  the  region  during  its  form- 
ative years. 

The  second  alternative  was  to  have  the 

province  assume  oontrol  on  these  outlying 
areas  for  the  first  few  years  with  the  strong 
possibility  that  some  or  all  of  this  area 
would  be  added  to  the  region  at  some  future 
date  after  the  Sudbury  area  planning  study 
had  been  completed.  It  is  this  approach 
which  the  province  has  decided  to  adopt. 

The  province  has  important  doubts  about 

the  long-term  advisability  of  excluding  from 
the  region  the  Cartier  area  to  the  northwest 
and  the  Dill-Cleland  area  to  the  southeast 
because  of  potential  development  pressures 
in  these  areas.  In  addition,  the  Lake  Wana- 
pitei  area  to  the  northeast  has  an  important 
future  water  source  potential  for  the  region 
and  probably  should  eventually  be  included 
in  the  region. 

We  expect  the  Sudbury  area  planning 
study,  now  beginning,  will  be  looking  closely 
at  these  areas  and  suggesting  appropriate 
courses  of  action  to  deal  with  them. 

The  levy  for  general  regional  purposes  will 
be  shared  among  the  area  municipalities  on 
the  basis  of  weighted,  equalized  assessment. 
This  is  in  accordance  with  other  regional 
legislation  and  with  the  recommendations  of 

the  Inter-Municipal  Committee.  However,  for 
some  services,  namely  sewage  and  water,  the 
regional  council,  if  it  so  decides,  may  recover 
the  costs  from  those  area  municipalities  that 
benefit  from  the  services.  The  legislation 
gives  any  aggrieved  area  municipality  the 
right  of  appeal  to  the  Ontario  Municipal 
Board. 

Similarly,  the  council  of  an  area  munici- 
pality has  power  under  the  Municipal  Act 

to  designate  urban  service  areas,  and  tax- 
payers outside  these  areas  will  be  totally  or 

partially  exempt  from  tax  levies  for  the  de- 
signated services. 

Mining  revenue  payments  will  continue  to 

be  made  in  the  area,  but  in  future  part  will 
be  paid  directly  to  the  region,  and  part  to  the 

area  municipalities,  calculated  on  the  respec- 
tive eligible  expenditures  of  each  council. 

An  amendment  will  be  made  to  the  regula- 
tions later  this  year,  designating  the  region 

and  the  seven  area  municipalities  as  mining 
municipalities.  This  is  our  present  thinking 
on  the  matter,  although  we  are  open  to  any 
reasonable   alternative    suggestions   on   this. 

The  existing  unconditional  per  capita  grant 

will  be  replaced  by  per  capita  subsidies  un- 
der the  Regional  Municipal  Grants  Act. 

These  subsidies  recognize  the  increased  serv- 
ice demands  frequently  experienced  under 

regional  government,  and  accordingly  are  at 
a  substantially  higher  level.  The  effect  of 
this  is  to  transfer  an  additional  $1.25  million 
to  the  area  municipalities  in  the  region  in 
1973. 

In  addition,  the  province  has  already  un- 
dertaken a  planning  study  in  the  Sudbury 

area,  at  a  cost  of  approximately  $500,000 
to  the  province.  Arrangements  will  be  made 
for  this  study  to  come  under  the  direction 

of  the  regional  municipality  after  the  coun- 
cil   takes    office. 

The  province  recognizes  that  there  are 

substantial  non-recurring  expenses  in  the  first 
years  of  regional  government,  especially  in 
an  area  such  as  Sudbury  where  there  is  no 
existing  county  organization  to  take  over.  To 
help  offset  some  of  the  financial  burden,  the 
province  will  bear  the  costs  of  the  first 

elections,  the  regional  chairman's  salary  and 
the  chief  administrative  officer's  salary  from 
the  date  of  their  appointment  until  the  end 
of  their  first  term  of  office,  and  assistance 
toward  studies  to  define  regional  facilities  and 
to  establish  regional  administrative  structures. 

In  order  to  protect  existing  taxpayers  from 
sudden  shifts  in  taxation  due  to  the  new 

cost-sharing  basis  for  some  services,  provi- 
sion will  be  made  for  a  system  of  transitional 

adjustments.  These  adjustments  will  be  cal- 
culated annually  by  the  minister  for  the 

transitional  period  of  up  to  five  years.  Broad- 
ly, they  will  phase-in  shifts  in  tax  burden 

over  the  period. 

Legislation  also  protects  the  existing  local 
taxpayers  by  providing  that  any  surplus  or 
deficit  existing  at  the  end  of  1972  will  re- 

main with  the  taxpayers  who  created  it. 
Reserves  are  treated  in  a  similar  manner. 

Generally  speaking,  assets  and  liabilities 
go  with  the  service  responsibility.  Where  the 
region  takes  over  a  service,  the  legislation 
provides  that  all  assets  become  regional,  and 

the  region  becomes  responsible  for  any  re- 
lated liabilities,  such  as  debt  charges  or 

contractual    obligations. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  conclusion,  we  are  con- 
fident that  these  proposals  will  provide  a 

more  effective  municipal  government  under 

which  the  people  of  the  "Nickel  basin"  can 
work  together  to  meet  their  municipal  needs 
both  now  and  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions. 
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REGIONAL  MUNICIPALITY  OF 
SUDBURY 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 

Mr.  Speaker,  I'd  like  to  ask  the  Treasurer, 
further  to  his  statement,  if  the  statute  when 
it  is  introduced  will  provide  for  the  Lieu- 

tenant Governor  to  appoint  the  chairman  as 
well  as  the  chief  administrative  officer;  and 
secondly,  can  he  tell  us  when  he  would 
expect  the  House  to  debate  this  bill  in 
principle  on  second  reading? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  real- 
ize the  timetable  is  very  tight  for  reasons 

which  I  outlined  the  other  day  and  we 
apologize  both  for  the  lateness  in  getting 
this  bill  to  the  House  and  also  the  Waterloo 
bill  which  I  expect  to  introduce  tomorrow. 
We  would  hope  that  they  would  not  be 
called  for  second  reading  this  week,  but 
rather  next  week  and  would  go  into  committee 
of  the  whole  the  final  week  of  the  session. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Supple- 

mentary, Mr.  Speaker:  I'd  like  to  ask  the minister  since  the  commitment  to  take  over 
responsibility  for  services  in  unorganized 
territories  is  a  departure  from  what  has  gone 
on  before,  what  does  he  envisage  as  the 
services  that  might  be  provided  by  the  gov- 

ernment in  the  interim  period? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  it's  not  a 
change  in  policy,  it's  a  reaffirmation  of  policy 
and  a  recognition  on  our  part  that,  because 
of  the  pressures  which  will  be  exerted  out- 

side of  the  Sudbury  regional  government  area, 
those  pressures  will  be  somewhat  greater. 
Frankly,  we  had  hoped,  perhaps  as  at  the 
Soo,  to  interest  the  region  to  take  on  those 
planning  responsibilities  as  Sault  Ste.  Marie 
has  done  for  a  large  unorganized  area  sur- 

rounding the  Soo  and  that  would  be  our 
ultimate  goal. 

The  municipalities  in  the  Sudbury  area  felt 
that  they  should  not  do  so  at  the  present 
time  and  I  think  for  understandable  reasons. 
They  are  going  to  have  their  hands  very 
full. 

I  think  we  are  simply  reaffirming  that  it  is 
our  intention  to  apply  the  strictest  of  planning 
controls.  Unfortunately  when  we  do  it,  it 
often  becomes  too  restrictive.  I  think  it  is 

easier  for  local  people— I've  said  this  before— 
to  say  yes  to  the  right  things.  It's  very  easy 
for  us  to  say  no  to  the  right  things  sometimes 
in  an  unorganized  territory. 

It  is  simply  that  we  will  be  watching  from 
a  planning  point  of  view  what  goes  on  in 
the  unorganized  territories  and  being  vigilant 

to  make  sure  that  until  such  time  as  local 
control  can  be  achieved  the  wrong  kind  of 

development  isn't  taking  place. 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary,  Mr. 

Speaker:  Can  the  Treasurer  tell  the  House 
if  he  has  made  any  special  provisions  for 
getting  the  bill  to  the  people  in  Sudbury, 
particularly  those  people  already  in  municipal 
office  and  others  concerned? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  expect  to  send 
up  a  government  plane  with  messengers  as 

soon  as  the  bill  is  printed;  I'm  not  sure whether  it  is  printed  yet.  I  expect  to  go  up 
to  Sudbury  myself  sometime  in  the  next 
week. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Back  to  one  of  the  planes! 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park  has  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  A  supple- 
mentary, Mr.  Speaker.  Now  that  Inco  is  going 

to  provide  its  own  security,  will  they  be 
subject  to  the  same  restrictions  as  other 
private  companies  in  this  province,  or  will 
their  men  still  be  allowed  to  pack  guns? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  arrangements 
for  private  security  forces  would  rest  with 
my  colleague,  the  Attorney  General.  A  great 
number  of  people  in  the  province  are  given 
authority  to  carry  guns  for  one  reason  or 
another;  sometimes  security  forces  are.  The 

Brinks  people,  for  example- 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —are  licensed  and 

I'm  not  sure  whether  they  are  licensed  by  the 
local  police  commission  or  by  the  Solicitor 
General  (Mr.  Yaremko),  but  I  think  the  ques- 

tion might  be  properly  put  to  him. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York- 
Forest  Hill. 

Mr.  P.  G.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):  Mr. 
Speaker,  does  the  Treasurer  intend  to  make 
those  two  top  appointments  of  the  chief 
executive  officer  and  the  chairman  by  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council  temporarily, 
or  is  this  to  be  a  permanent  feature? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  They  will  be  ap- 
pointed for  the  remainder  of  1972  and  then 

the  term  would  be  1973,  1974,  1975  and 

1976;  two  two-year  terms. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Which 
one  does  Elmer  Sopha  get  and  which  one 
does  Gaston  Demers  get? 
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Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  can  tell  the  member 
which  one  the  leader  of  the  New  Democratic 

Party  is  not  getting. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  am  quite  happy  here,  thank 

you. 
May  I  ask  by  way  of  a  rather  more  serious 

supplementary  —  although   there   may    have 
been  more  in  that  than  I  intended- 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes  I  know,  certainly  my  col- 
leagues think  so.  Can  I  ask  if  it  is  the 

minister's  intention  to  send  the  bill  to  com- 
mittee of  the  Legislature  with  some  of 

the  municipalities  clearly  concerned  about 
regional  government  given  the  opportunity  of 
making  a  presentation? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  we  will  be  deal- 
ing with  it  as  we  have  with  each  of  the 

regional  bills  in  committee  of  the  whole.  We 

take  the  position  that  we  would  sooner  have 
and  indeed  have  had  and  will  have  in  the 
case  of  both  these  bills  extensive  discussions 

with  the  municipalities.  Certainly  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Legislature  from  that  area,  or 

anyone  else  for  that  matter,  are  more  than 
welcome  to  attend.  I  would  be  happy  to 
arrange  that. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  In  the 

matter  of  transitional  adjustment  payments,  is 
there  provision  for  external  funding  at  the 
discretion  of  the  minister? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 

FROST  DAMAGE  TO  CROPS 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and 
Food.  Can  he  report  to  the  House  the  extent 

of  the  damage  that  we've  read  about  from the  frost  over  the  weekend? 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not  sure 

that  I  can  report  the  total  extent  of  it,  but 

let's  say  it  is  very  severe.  It  is  perhaps  the 
most  widespread  damage  by  frost  at  this 
time  of  the  year  that  has  ever  occurred  in 
recorded  history  in  Ontario.  There  are  certain 
crops  that  are  badly  damaged.  Perhaps 
tobacco  was  hit  the  worst  of  any,  but 
strangely    enough    there    are    some    tobacco 

fields  that  aren't  affected  nearly  as  badly  as 
others  in  the  same  community. 

I  saw  fields  yesterday  that  didn't  appear 
to  be  hurt  very  badly  at  all,  and  yet  right 
next  door  to  them  the  tobacco  was  wiped  out 
entirely.  Even  yesterday,  farmers  were  rip- 

ping up  those  fields  and  immediately  replant- 
ing with  plants  that  are  already  in  their 

greenhouses. 
The  problem  really  is,  will  there  be  enough 

tobacco  plants  to  replant  quickly  enough. 
Many  farmers  have  sufficient  tobacco  plants 
on  hand.  Others  are  making  arrangements 

with  those  who  have  tobacco  plants  but  don't 
need  to  use  them,  to  use  those  plants  in  other 
areas.  We  were  co-operating  with  the  federal 

people  and  with  the  Flue-cured  Tobacco 
Growers  Marketing  Board  today,  in  bringing 
plants  in  from  the  southern  United  States  to 
immediately  replant  these  fields  that  have  to 
be  replanted  at  once. 

I  think  we  have  to  recognize  that  it  is  an 
understood  fact  that  with  proper  growing 
conditions  there  can  be  a  normal  crop  of 
tobacco  grown  if  planted  up  to  June  15.  With 
the  very  extensive  use  that  is  being  made  now 
of  irrigation  equipment  and  with  warm 
weather  and  proper  growing  conditions,  as  I 
mentioned  a  moment  ago,  I  think  we  can  look 
forward  to  a  very  good  crop  of  tobacco  yet, 
provided  we  can  get  the  plants  to  replant 
these  areas  that  are  so  badly  damaged. 

With  regard  to  other  crops,  certainly  there 
is  damage  to  corn.  Some  fields  of  corn  are 
looking  pretty  sick,  there  is  no  question  about 
that,  yesterday  and  today.  We  are  advising 

everybody  who  hasn't  already  used  post- 
emergent  application  of  herbicide,  or  pesti- 

cides, to  not  use  them  until  the  corn  recovers 
or  until  we  see  just  what  is  going  to  happen 
to  it.  I  think  generally  it  is  agreed  among 

those  who  are  knowledgeable  in  this  par- 
ticular area,  that  corn  can  stand  a  freeze-off, 

recover,  and  come  back  again.  Sure,  it  will 

set  it  back,  but  it  will  come  on.  So,  I  don't 
think  there  is  going  to  be  any  great  loss  inso- 

far as  yield  of  grain  corn  is  concerned.  There 
may  be  a  few  less  tons  of  forage  corn  for 
silage  use. 

With  regard  to  potatoes,  there  is  certainly 
a  great  deal  of  damage  to  the  potato  crop  in 
certain  areas  of  the  province,  but  here  again 
experience  has  taught  us  that  they  will  come 
back  and  that  while  there  will  be  a  setback- 

there  is  no  question  about  that— they  will  re- 
cover and  probably  yield  a  normally  good 

crop  but  will  be  later  than  we  would  like  to 
have  them.  That  particularly  affects  the  early 

planted  potatoes. 
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The  strawberry  crop  is  damaged  to  some 
degree  but  a  good  many  of  them  are  already 
set  and,  as  I  am  sure  our  friends  from  south- 

western Ontario  are  aware,  some  strawberries 
are  already  in  the  process  of  being  picked. 

Tomato  plants  have  been  damaged.  They 
have  been  set  back,  but  we  think  most  of 
them  will  recover. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Not  the  ones  in  my 
garden! 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  That's  true.  They  may 
look  pretty  bad.  If  they  look  as  bad  as  the 
beans  in  my  garden  I  would  be  doubtful  if 
they  were  very  much  good.  The  tomato 
plants,  they  tell  me,  if  there  is  any  life  at  all, 
will  recover.  I  was  amazed  at  this  and  most 
delighted,  quite  frankly.  There  may  be  some 
areas  where  the  frost  was  so  severe  that  the 

plants  won't  recover  and,  of  course,  whether 
it  is  too  late  to  replant,  or  whether  the  plants 

are  available  or  not,  I  don't  know,  but  we 
are  exploring  the  possibilities  today. 

With  regard  to  white  beans  and  soya 
beans,  with  few  exceptions,  there  will  be  very 
little  damage  there  because  they  are  not  far 
enough  advanced.  There  are  a  few  farmers 
who  were  on  early  land  where  the  white 
bean  crop  did  get  high  enough  to  be  dam- 

aged by  the  frost.  There  can  be  some  prob- 
lems there  but,  generally  speaking,  the  white 

bean  crop  and  the  soya  bean  crop  are  not 

badly  damaged.  We're  keeping  an  eye  on 
the  entire  situation  and  I  don't  think  we'll 
really  know  for  a  few  days  at  least  or  until 
we  get  further  reports  on  what  the  damage 
actually  is. 

It's  ironic  to  think  that  two  weeks  ago  we had  what  I  estimated  to  be  a  rain  that  was 
worth  at  least  $200  million  to  the  farmers  of 
Ontario.  I  think  it  was  quite  a  conservative 
figure  to  give,  because  really  that  rain  came 
in  the  nick  of  time  to  do  a  fabulous  amount 
of  good.  Just  think  of  what  it  meant  in 
Ontario.  We  grow  about  eight  million  tons 
of  hay  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  and  had 
that  rain  not  come,  I  have  to  ask  myself  how 
much  hay— forage  pasture,  all  the  rest  of  it- 
would  have  been  lost. 

This  week  we  have  the  worst  frost  on 
record;  it  is  the  ironies  of  farming  that  we 
have  to  put  up  with.  We  hope  it  will  be  less 
severe  than  we  have  been  led  to  believe 
originally. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  have  a  supplementary, 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  thought  you  might  have  con- 

sidered part  of  that  important  answer  to  be 
a  statement  rather  than  a  part  of  the  ques- 

tion period.  I  will  leave  that  to  your  good 

judgement. 
I  would  ask  the  minister  if,  in  fact,  he  is 

going  to  operate  some  kind  of  a  clearing 
house  for  plants?  Is  there  some  means  where- 

by we  could  provide  perhaps  air  transporta- 
tion for  some  of  those  plants  to  be  brought 

up  from  the  south  for  the  use  of  the  farmers 
here? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  assume 
that  that  is  already  being  done.  Our  extension 
branch  director  and  the  director  of  the  soils 
and  crops  branch  are  working  with  the 
Ontario  Flue-cured  Tobacco  Marketing  Board 
as  of  this  morning  and  were  yesterday.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  I  viewed  many  tobaqco  farms 
yesterday  with  the  hopes  that  we  would  be 
able  to  provide  immediate  assistance  in  the 
movement  of  those  plants  here.  I  have  some 
doubts  whether  they  can  come  in  any  faster 
by  air  transportation  than  they  can  by  direct 
truck  transportation,  because  where  they 
come  from  is  a  matter  of  a  few  hours  by 
truck  to  southwestern  Ontario. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker- 

Mr.  Speaker:   The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West  has  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Can  the  minister  indicate  from 
his  knowledge  the  extent  of  crop  insurance 
in  the  area  and  whether  or  not  the  govern- 

ment, given  the  circumstances,  will  provide 
compensation  where  insurance  is  not  opera- 

tive and  destruction  is  wholesale? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  some 
cases  crop  insurance  is  available;  in  other 

cases,  crop  insurance— that's  government  crop 
insurance— is  not  available;  private  insurance 
is  available.  Many  of  the  tobacco  farmers 
have  not  purchased  frost  insurance  for  the 
spring  crop.  They  have  for  the  fall  up  until 
a  certain  cutoff  date.  They  also  use  hail  in- 

surance extensively  because  hail  insurance 
provided  by  most  tobacco  farmers  is  to  carry 
a  few  extra  plants  in  the  greenhouse  for 
replanting.  It  is  a  normal  custom  and  there 

are  few  years  when  it  doesn't  happen  to 
some  degree,  but  never  to  the  extent  it  has 
at  this  time.  We  have  not  given  consideration 
to  reimbursing  those  who  have  lost  at  this 
time  for  the  simple  reason  that  when  you 
take  losses  that  are  sustained  in  the  fall  of 

the  year— and  they  have  occurred  on  other 
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occasions— there  have  been  no  particular  pro- 
visions provided  at  that  time,  since  crop 

insurance  is  available.  We  think  that  there  is 

usually  sufficient  care  taken  by  those  who  are 
involved  to  look  after  their  own  interests; 
and  they  normally  do. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Kent. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  am  sorry,  Mr.  Speaker,  a 
supplementary  for  clarification:  The  minister 
himself  has  described  this  in  a  sense  as  an 

unprecedented  event,  certainly  the  first  of 
its  kind  this  late  in  the  year;  is  he  saying 
still  that  he  is  not  considering  any  financial 
reimbursement,  given  that  consideration? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  That's  right,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Kent. 

Mr.  J.  P.  Spence  (Kent):  Mr.  Speaker,  a 
supplementary.  In  fact,  if  I  understood  the 

minister's  statement,  those  farmers  who  had 
taken  out  government  crop  insurance,  who 

can't  replant  and  whose  crop  has  been  de- 
stroyed by  frost,  won't  get  any  crop  insur- 

ance this  year? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  I  didn't  say  any- 
thing of  the  kind,  Mr.  Speaker.  Those  farm- 

ers who  have  crop  insurance— for  instance, 

there  is  tomato  crop  insurance;  I  don't  have 
the  details  of  it  right  at  my  fingertips— 

they're  not  on  my  desk— but  if  memory  serves 
me  correctly,  the  policy  provides  for  the 

repurchase  of  plants  for  replanting.  Some- 
times it  is  because  of  flooding  that  it  happens 

and  sometimes  because  of  frost.  So,  these 
plants  will  be  replaced  where  they  are 
necessary  and  that  will  be  covered  by  crop 
insurance.  I  think  most  of  the  tomato  farm- 

ers have  crop  insurance  under  the  govern- 
ment crop  insurance  plan.  But,  supposing 

some  of  them  now  decide  for  some  reason 

or  other  it  is  too  late,  there  is  such  a  thing 
as  bare  ground  crop  insurance  coverage,  and 
I  assume  that  they  will  have  such  coverage 
they  may  plant  some  other  type  of  crop. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  has  further  questions? 

HYDRO  LABOUR  DISPUTE 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  the  Environment:  Has 

he  asked  the  Minister  of  Labour  (Mr.  Guin- 
don)  to  provide  assistance  to  Ontario  Hydro 
in  its  negotiations,  which  evidently  are  not 

going  to  be  successful  in  time  to  ward  off  a 
strike  of  the  Hydro  workers? 

Hon.  J.  A.  C.  Auld  (Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment): Mr.  Speaker,  I  understand  that 

Hydro  has  been  in  touch  with  the  Depart- 
ment of  Labour.  I  believe  that  there  was  a 

request  for  conciliation  or  mediation,  and  that 
is  in  hand. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Rather 
than  put  the  question  to  the  Minister  of 

Labour  for  the  moment,  is  the  minister  con- 
vinced, no  matter  what  the  outcome  of 

conciliation  or  whatever  may  lie  in  the  next 
few  days  before  the  strike  deadline,  that  as 
far  as  power  is  concerned  services  to  the 
people  of  Ontario  will  be  uninterrupted? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  really 

couldn't  answer  that  question,  because  it 
will  depend  what  transpires  on  June  21  and 
thereafter.  Hydro  has  indicated  that  it  be- 

lieves it  can  keep  essential  services  going, 

as  in  the  past.  We'll  just  have  to  see  what course  events  take. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  further  supplementary: 
Is  the  minister  satisfied  under  the  circum- 

stances to  just  wait  and  see  what  happens? 
Surely,  would  the  minister  not  feel  it  was 
his  responsibility  to  satisfy  himself  that  the 
power  will  be  uninterrupted,  and  otherwise 
to  take  any  steps  that  he  might  consider 

appropriate? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  said, 
a  number  of  courses  are  open,  I  suppose, 

to  both  sides.  In  the  event  there  were  rotat- 
ing strikes,  my  understanding  is  that  there 

would  be  no  real  problem  about  power  dis- 
ruption. On  the  other  hand,  if  there  were  a 

total  walkout,  it  would  be  more  difficult 

after  a  period  of  time  because  of  mainten- 
ance factors  and  so  on.  All  I  can  say  is  that  I 

am  keeping  in  close  touch  with  Hydro 
and  trusting  that  the  normal  procedures  of 

negotiation  and  bargaining  will  be  success- 
ful. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  further  supplementary, 

with  your  permission,  Mr.  Speaker:  Is  it 

not  true  that  the  Hydro  workers  have  in- 
dicated, at  least  through  what  I  have  been 

able  to  read  in  the  press,  that  it  will  not 
particularly  be  a  rotating  strike,  although  that 
may  be  it,  but  that  they  will  undertake  to 
see  that  the  power  was  maintained?  I  have 

a  sense  of  the  minister's  strange  lack  of  con- cern about  this  matter. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  naturally  I 
am  concerned.  I  am  sure  all  members  in 

this  House  are  concerned.  But  I  don't  want 
to  be  in  the  position  of  saying  anything  here 
which  will  prejudice  any  of  the  negoti- 

ations that  are  presently  going  on. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

HIRING  HYDRO  ECONOMISTS 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question  first  of  the  Minister 
of  the  Environment:  Why  is  Ontario  Hydro 
advertising  for  economists  in  the  United 
Kingdom,  given  the  employment  problems, 
particularly,  of  university  graduates  in 
Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I  really  couldn't  say.  I 
wasn't  aware  that  it  was,  Mr.  Speaker.  I'll 
inquire  and  get  an  answer  for  the  hon.  mem- 
ber. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Perhaps,  by  way  of  supple- 
mentary, while  the  minister  is  getting  that 

answer,  he  could  explain  why  Hydro  says  in 
its  ad:  "While  we  have  a  need  for  seasoned 
professionals,  we  will  also  consider  more 
junior  people  who  wish  to  progress  in  this 

work."  Perhaps  he  might  explain  to  the  House 
why  it  is  that  at  this  point  we  have  to  go 
that  far  afield,  given  our  unemployment  pat- 
tern? 

May  I  also  ask  in  terms  of  Hydro,  why 
Ontario  Hydro  is  buying  hydro  from  Manitoba 
to  the  extent  of  a  fairly  large  profit  which 
will  then  be  made  of  over  $20  million?  Is 

that  a  pattern?  Have  we  been  buying  hydro 
from  other  provinces  to  that  extent? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  To  bail  them  out. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  A  profit  of  $20  million  to 
Ontario  Hydro  or  Manitoba  Hydro? 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  Manitoba  Hydro. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  The  only  thing  I  can  say  is 
I  will  check  and  get  the  details- 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  How  does 
Ontario  expect  to  make  a  profit? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  —but  I  don't  think  it  is  at 
all  unusual.  At  certain  times  of  the  year  we 

are  purchasing  from  neighbouring  juris- 
dictions; then  at  other  times  of  the  year  we 

are  selling  back  to  them. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  see. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  But  it  is  a  rather  com- 
plicated balance  that  Hydro  keeps  because 

of  the  type  of  generation  that  they  have  in 
certain  parts  of  the  province;  sometimes 

they're  purchasing  and  sometimes  they're  sell- 

ing. 

Mr.  Stokes:  As  a  supplementary,  is  the 
commission  purchasing  power  from  another 
jurisdiction  when  a  facility  of  Ontario  Hydro, 
namely  the  thermal  steam  plant  in  Thunder 
Bay,  is  inactive  a  good  portion  of  the  time? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I  couldn't  say,  Mr. 
Speaker,  other  than  to  say  that  I  assume  a 
thermal  plant  is  a  base  load  plant  and  this 

may  be  peak  power  that  they're  purchasing, 
which  isn't  available. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

REMOVAL  OF  SAND  FROM  DUNES 
IN  PRINCE  EDWARD  COUNTY 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question,  Mr.  Speaker,  of  the 
Minister  of  Natural  Resources:  Could  he  give 
the  information  to  the  Legislature  now  which 
he  promised  on  March  1  and  then  said  on 
March  6  would  shortly  be  available  on  the 
conduct  of  negotiations  and  alternative  sites 
for  the  Sandbanks? 

Hon.  L.  Bernier  (Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources): Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  pointed  out,  I 

believe,  in  an  earlier  question,  this  matter 
now  is  presumably  before  the  courts  and  any 
information  that  I  would  give  possibly  would 
be  sub  judice. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  don't  know  whether  to  seek  a 

Speaker's  ruling  or  not  on  a  point  of  order. 
As  I  understand  it,  and  I  ask  it  by  way  of 

question,  the  Environmental  Law  Association 
has  indicated  that  it  may,  at  some  time,  ques- 

tion the  violation  of  the  beach— what  is  it 
called,  the  Beach  Improvement  Act? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Beach  Protection  Act. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Beach  Protection  Act.  What 
conceivable  relationship  does  that  have  to 
providing  the  Legislature  with  information  on 
the  progress  on  an  alternative  site  to  the 
said  dunes,  which  progress  you  have  promised 
us  in  the  House  on  succesive  occasions? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  hon. 
member  well  knows,  we  have  appointed  a 
Dr.  Tovell  of  the  Royal  Ontario  Museum, 

who  is  a  very  qualified  conservationist  and 
geologist  to  do  an  in-depth  study.  In  view  of 
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this,  and  of  this  legal  proceeding  now  super- 
imposed on  top  of  all  that,  my  legal  people 

tell  me  that  any  statement  at  this  time  would 
be  sub  judice  and  I  can  only  take  their 
advice. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Absolute  nonsense,  and  the 
minister  knows  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  surely  the  minis- 
ter himself  considers  that  patently  ridiculous? 

What  has  that  to  do  with  whether  or  not  he 

is  able  to  find  alternative  sites  in  other  parts 

of  the  province?  How  is  that  related— can  he 
explain  that?  What  have  his  legal  people 
said  to  him  about  the  relationship  between 
the  two? 

Mr.  Shulman:  There  isn't  a  legal  suit  yet. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  I  do  believe  I've 
answered  that  question  that  the  hon.  member 

has  put  to  me— 

Mr.  Lewis:  In  fact  there  isn't  even  a  case. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  I've  answered  it  as 
clearly  as  I  can. 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  then,  Mr.  Speaker, 

by  way  of  supplementary,  whether  the  minis- 
ter considered  the  question  on  March  6,  1972, 

when  I  asked— "Would  he  table  in  the  Legis- 
lature the  negotiations  which  so  far  have 

taken  place,  and  indicate  to  the  Legislature 
which  alternative  site  is  under  scrutiny  and 
what  the  problems  are,  since  much  has  been 

rumored  privately  and  publicly  as  to  the  pro- 

ceedings?"—and  his  answer,  "Yes,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  could  table  that  information;  I  will  be 

glad  to."  Why  is  that  not  now  available 
three  to  four  months  later? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  I  can  only  repeat  what 

I've  said  earlier,  Mr.  Speaker.  That  in  view 
of  the  legal  proceedings  that  have  been  taking 

place,  my  legal  people- 

Mr.  Shulman:  There  are  no  legal  proceed- 
ings. 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  haven't  moved  on  it. 
They  just  said  that  they  may. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  —advise  me,  they  advise 
me  that  it  would  be  sub  judice. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  appeal  to 
you,  sir,  to  look  into  this  matter  and  to  give 
the  House  a  ruling  as  to  whether  the  min- 

ister can  use  a  sub  judice  rule  in  this  instance 
as  a  masquerade  to  protect  him  from  giving 
information  to  the  House? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I've  been  listening  very  care- 
fully to  the  exchange  of  questions  and  the 

answers  given,  and  I  must  admit  at  this  point, 
that  I  cannot  detect  any  application  of  the 
sub  judice  rule  which  would  apply  in  this 
case  at  all.  The  question  was  straightforward. 
It  seems  to  me  that  the  outcome  of  any  in- 

quiry of  any  kind  could  not  possibly  affect 
the  answer  that  might  be  given  to  the 

question. 
However,  I  will  certainly  be  glad,  on  be- 

half of  the  hon.  member  and  the  House 

generally  to  look  into  the  whole  situation 
and,   if  necessary,  rule  further. 

LEGISLATION   CONCERNING 

SELF-DEVELOPMENT   COMPANIES 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  appreciate  that,  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  shall  then  come  back  to  it. 

May  I  ask  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and 
Corporate  Relations,  or  something  of  the 
kind,  is  the  hon.  member  for  Scarborough 
Centre  (Mr.  Drea)  correct  in  his  understand- 

ing, as  quoted  in  a  Toronto  Star  article  of 
Saturday  last,  that  legislation  is  likely  to 

come  down  this  month  governing  the  be- 
haviour of  dance  studios  and  related  self- 

development    companies? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  ( Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  tell  the  hon.  member  that  we 

are  always  cognizant  of  the  matters  raised 

in  discussion  of  private  members'  business, 
and  I  might  say  that  we  are  considering 

the  application,  in  a  broad  way,  of  legisla- 
tion to  take  care  of  any  of  these  matters, 

such  as  the  one  raised  by  the  leader  of  the 
NDP. 

Mr.  Roy:  A  dancing  performer  now. 

Mr.  H.  Worton  (Wellington  South):  That 
is  what  you  call  fast  stepping. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Is  that  a  broad  and  subtle  re- 
pudiation of  the  contention  of  the  member? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  that  a  supplementary? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  No,  it  is  no  repudia- 
tion of  the  matter  that  was  raised  and  dis- 

cussed in  the  House,  nor  of  any  other  mat- 
ter that  is  discussed  in  the  House  that  we 

pay   attention  to. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  the  minister  can't  indicate 
to  me  that  such  legislation  would  be  forth- 

coming this  month? 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:   It's  not  that  you  don't 
pay  attention— 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Or  a  little  untimely,  I'm not  sure. 

Mr.  Shulman:  By  a  few  years  perhaps. 

Mr.   Speaker:   Does   the  hon.   member  for 
Scarborough   West  have  further  questions? 

FROST  DAMAGE   TO   CROPS 

Mr.  Lewis:  Just  one  last  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture.  Since,  if  I  under- 

stood him,  he  gave  June  15  as  the  deadline 
for  further  planting— 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  did  not,  no. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  you  didn't?  Well,  then  let 
me  put  it  a  different  way.  Given  the  excep- 

tional nature  of  what  occurred  in  Ontario  in 

the  last  48  hours,  would  he  consider  com- 
pensation of  some  kind,  once  he  has  reviewed 

the  situation  yet  again?  Or  does  he  feel  that 
the  farmers  in  the  southwest  have  things 
good  enough  that  they  might  not  need  that 
compensation? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  is  a  nice  choice. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart;   Mr.   Speaker,  being  a 
farmer    of   the    southwest    myself,    although 
not  a  tobacco  farmer- 

Mr.   Lewis:    I   understand. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —I  can  say  the  farmers 
of  the  southwest,  or  anywhere  else  in  the 

province,  don't  have  things  that  good  that 
they  couldn't  use  some  help.  There's  no 
question  about  that.  But  I  think  we  have  to 
recognize  the  basic  fact  that  once  you  say 

that  you're  going  to  make  help  available  to 
one  certain  group  of  people,  you  have  to 
make  that  help  available  to  everyone. 

The  suggestion  I  made  was  that  it  has  been 
a  known  fact  that  in  many  previous  years 
when  frost  has  occurred  in  the  spring  of  the 
year,  the  tobacco  farmer  protected  himself 
against  having  to  replant  by  growing  a  lot 
more  plants  than  he  actually  needed  in  his 
greenhouse,  holding  them  until  the  frost 
period  was  past,  and  replanting  if  necessary. 
And  it  has  been  found  that  any  plants  that 
were  put  in  by  June  15,  under  normal  grow- 

ing conditions,  would  produce  a  normal  crop 
of  tobacco. 

Now  that  doesn't  for  a  moment  suggest 
that  a  crop  planted  after  June  15,  with 
unusually  good  growing  conditions,  with  the 

use  of  irrigation  as  it  now  pertains  in  On- 

tario, wouldn't  produce  what  we  consider 
to  be  a  normal  crop  of  tobacco.  No  one  can 
really  tell. 

For  instance,  last  fall  we  had  no  frost 
until  well  into  November.  I  believe  it  was 
Nov.  24  when  we  had  the  first  killing  frost 

last  year— and  I'm  only  talking  from  memory 

now,   but— 
Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  but  it  was  in  an  election 

year. Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Well,  of  course,  that 
might  have  made  a  great  difference.  I  must 
confess  that  the  hot  air  which  emanated 
from  my  friends  on  that  side  of  the  House 
perhaps  had  much  to  do  with  holding  the 

frost  off— I  don't  know.  But  whatever  hap- 
pened, we're  grateful  for  the  fact- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Some  of  us  irrigated. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  We're  grateful  for  the 
fact  that  we  are  here  and  you  are  there,  of 
course,  to  some  degree,  and  the  farmers  were 
so  delighted  that  they  sent  us  back  here  with 
a  greater  majority  than  ever. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ham- 
ilton West. 

Mr.     J.  McNie     (Hamilton     West):     Mr. 
Speaker,  I  will  have  to  delay  that  question 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  minister  had  to 
slip  out. 

Mr.  Lewis:  In  fact,  the  minister  fled  when 
he  saw  the  member  rise. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Minister  of  Industry 
and  Tourism  has  the  answer  to  a  previous 

question. 

PROPOSED  TAKEOVER  OF  TORONTO 
COMPANY 

Hon.  J.  White  (Minister  of  Industry  and 
Tourism):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  reply 
to  a  question  by  the  hon.  member  for  Scar- 

borough West,  who  asked  if  I  were  aware 
of  a  possible  takeover  of  Jespersen-Kay  Sys- 

tems Ltd.  of  Toronto  by  an  American-owned 
firm. 

I  am  informed  that  this  company  has 
experienced  heavy  losses  because  of  very 
high  investment  in  plant  and  startup  costs  of 
the  Jespersen  system,  combined  with  slow 
acceptance  by  the  Canadian  housing  industry 
of  the  precast  concrete  components  which 
the  company  produces. 
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Attempts  by  the  company  to  obtain  neces- 
sary financing  from  the  sale  of  additional 

shares  have  failed.  In  view  of  the  company's 
deteriorating  financing  condition  and  the  in- 

ability to  raise  funds  on  its  own,  manage- 
ment entered  into  negotiations  with  National 

Kinney  Corp.  of  New  York  and  has  obtained 

interim  bank  financing  guaranteed  by  Na- 
tional Kinney.  The  bank  loan  must  be  repaid 

within  15  days  if  these  negotiations  fail. 

The  alternative  to  the  acquisition  of  Jes- 
persen-Kay  by  the  National  Kinney  Corp. 
of  New  York  would  seem  to  be  the  collapse 
of  the  company.  This  would  result  in  the 
immediate  loss  of  approximately  170  jobs  and 
would  leave  a  number  of  housing  projects 
unfinished. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 

Is  there  no  possibility  of  the  Ontario  De- 
velopment Corp.  taking  a  look  at  this  com- 

pany? Why  should  it  be  made  viable  by 
National  Kinney  of  the  United  States— taken 
over  and  we  lose  the  ownership— if  it  can 
be  made  viable  by  the  Province  of  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  com- 
pany has  a  performance  loan  from  the  On- 
tario Development  Corp.  already  which  will, 

in  all  likelihood,  be  continued  in  the  event 
of  an  acquisition,  provided  that  employment 
is  created  in  this  jurisdiction  as  was  origin- 

ally undertaken  by  the  Canadian  firm. 

There  is  more  involved  than  financing, 
however.  The  important  aspect  seems  to  be 
finding  acceptance  in  a  situation  where  the 
economies  of  this  particular  method  are 
obvious  to  consumers,  that  is  to  say,  to  the 
building  industry.  My  understanding  is  that 
National  Kinney  have  access  to  enormous 
markets  in  New  York  State  and  they  would 
be  able  to  provide  a  market  directly  and 
indirectly  to  get  this  thing  on  a  scale  which 
would  be  economical,  in  a  way  that  appears 
not  to  be  possible  for  the  Canadian  firm. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  In  view  of 
the  fact  that,  in  the  estimates  the  other  day 

the  minister  responsible  for  housing  didn't 
know  anything  about  this,  and  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  this  process  is  the  most  ad- 

vanced and  successful  process  in  the  United 
States  of  America,  will  the  minister  advise 

me  why  he  will  not  first  of  all  investigate 
the  alleged  corruption  in  the  operation  of  the 

business  and,  secondly,  why  we  don't  bring 
modular  housing  into  this  country? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  This  Jespersen  system 
is  a  Swedish  patent,  as  I  understand  it. 
Whether  or  not  it  has  been  successfully 

marketed   in   the   States   I   don't  know. 
The  company  here  in  Canada  has  striven 

mightily  to  persuade  the  housing  industry  to 
use  its  concrete  components  but  so  far  with- 

out success.  The  company  did  attempt  some 
months  ago  to  raise  additional  financing  by 

the  sale  of  stock  but  the  market  wouldn't 
take  up  those  shares,  having  no  confidence 
in  the  ability  of  the  company  to  make  a 
profit  in  this  somewhat  restricted  market. 
The  officers  of  the  company,  those  who 
control  the  company,  as  I  understand  it,  have 
sought  out  not  only  additional  financing  from 
a  source  available  to  them,  but  also  a  market 
for  their  product  large  enough  to  sustain 
profitable  operations. 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  further  supplementary, 
Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the  minister  advise,  in 

view  of  the  fact  that  we  have  a  very  sub- 
stantial investment  now  through  ODC,  why 

he  doesn't  investigate  the  whole  matter  thor- oughly? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  in- 
vestigated the  matter  as  thoroughly  as  I 

thought  was  appropriate.  If  the  hon.  member 
will  put  specific  questions  to  me  I  will  try 
to  get  the  answers.         # 

Mr.  J.  A.  Ren  wick  (Riverdale):  By  way  of 

a  supplementary  question:  What  was  the  ex- 
tent of  the  financing  provided  under  the  for- 

givable loan  programme  of  the  Ontario  De- 
velopment Corp.?  What  was  the  name  of 

the  chartered  bank  which  finally  was  pre- 
pared to  extend  financing  credit  to  the 

company  under  the  guarantee  from  the 
United  States  company? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  amount  of  the  loan 

was  originally  $250,000.  It  was  a  performance 
loan  and  my  understanding  is  that  10  per 
cent  of  that  performance  loan  has  been 
earned;  the  balance  of  90  per  cent  is  still owing. 

The  name  of  the  lender  in  these  unusual 
circumstances  is  not  known  to  me  at  the 

moment.  Obviously  the  loan  was  available 

to  Jespersen-Kay  because,  and  probably  only 
because,  it  was  guaranteed  by  this  enormous 
American  corporation.  The  loan  was  repay- 

able within  15  days. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  a 

supplementary  question,  my  question  was 
really  whether  or  not  it  was  a  Canadian 
chartered  bank  that  made  the  funds  available 

under  the  guarantee? 
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Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  think  it  was  not.  If  I 
am  mistaken  in  that  I  will  let  the  hon. 
member  know. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That  it  was  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  think  it  was  an  Amer- 
ican bank. 

Mr.  Renwick:   An  American  bank? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  If  I  am  incorrect  I  will 
let  the  hon.  member  know. 

Mr.  Renwick:  In  other  words,  Mr.  Speaker, 
a  Canadian  chartered  bank  was  not  pre- 

pared to  extend  credit  to  the  company  even 
with  the  guarantee  of  the  parent  company 
or  the  guarantee  of  the  American  company 
with  which  the  company  in  London  was  ne- 
gotiating? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can- 
not comment  on  that.  It  may  be  that  a 

Canadian  chartered  bank  would  have  been 

willing  to  lend  the  money,  on  the  assump- 
tion that  it  was  an  American  financial  house. 

Since  the  loan  was  apparently  made  to  the 
Canadian  firm  on  the  guarantee  of  the 
American  firm,  I  suppose  it  is  not  unreason- 

able for  that  American  firm  to  have  used  its 
own  bankers. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  a 
final  supplementary  question:  Is  it  the  minis- 

ter's assessment  at  the  present  time  that  for 
practical  purposes  the  control  of  that  com- 

pany is  now,  or  is  about  to  pass  to  the 
United  States? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  This  matter  must  be 
decided  upon,  as  I  understand  it,  by  the 
shareholders;  and  I  think  their  special  meet- 

ing for  this  purpose  is  June  20,  1972.  If 
the  shareholders  should,  for  whatever  reason, 
reject  the  offer,  then  the  company  no  doubt 
will  have  to  make  some  other  arrangements, 
or  perhaps  be  driven  to  terminate  its  ac- 
tivities. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Kent. 

FRUIT  STANDS  AT  HIGHWAY 
SERVICE  CENTRES 

Mr.  Spence:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  Agriculture.  I  wonder 

if  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  would  give 
consideration  to  encouraging  the  owners  of 
service  centres  along  our  expressways,  such 
as  Highway  401,  to  have  fruit  stands  set 
up  during  summer  months  and  early  fall  in 
order  that  the  fruit  growers  in  this  province 

will  be  able  to  market  more  of  their  fruit  to 

the   tourists   going   through   our  province? 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  ( Windsor- Walkerville): 
Good   idea. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
does  appear  to  be  considerable  merit  to  this 
suggestion.  Discussions  have  taken  place 
with  the  Minister  of  Transportation  and 
Communications  (Mr.  Carton)  and  with  ap- 

propriate officials  of  this  ministry  and  ours. 
The  matter,  however,  is  not  quite  as  easy 
to  resolve  as  it  might  seem  on  the  surface. 
Certain  undertakings  were  given  at  the  time 
the  contracts  were  made  with  those  people 
who  established  the  service  centres.  How- 

ever, other  means  are  being  explored  whereby 
we  would  hope  to  open  fruit  stands  in  other 
areas. 

Some,  of  course,  have  been  opened  on  the 

Queen  Elizabeth  Way  and,  I  think,  are  prov- 
ing satisfactory.  Certainly,  in  southwestern 

Ontario— that  lower  part  of  the  peninsula— a 
good  many  roadside  fruit  stands  are  in  oper- 

ation. I  think  that  they  are  a  good  idea.  I 
would  like  to  see  more  of  them  established. 
We  are  not  certain  that  the  service  centres 

are  the  right  places,  but  we  are  wondering 
a  bit  about  some  of  the  cutoffs  on  the  free- 

way—the Macdonald-Cartier  Freeway— that 
might  lend  themselves  to  the  establishment 
of  substantial  fruit  stands.  There  has  to  be 

a  place  where  the  service  trucks  can  come 
in  and  unload  the  produce,  where  it  can  be 
kept  fresh;  and  where  people  can  pull  off  and 
take  their  time  to  choose  what  they  want 
and  drive  on  in  safety. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Hamil- 
ton West  has  his  question  now? 

FEDERAL  HOUSING  STATEMENT 

Mr.  McNie:  Mr.  Speaker,  to  the  Minister 
of  Economics  and  Intergovernmental  Affairs: 
Has  the  minister  any  comment  on  the  state- 

ment that  was  made  by  Mr.  Basford  in  the 
House  today,  with  regard  to  programmes  for 
urban  renewal  and  home  rehabilitation? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Don't  ask  the  minister  re- 
sponsible for  housing,  he  wouldn't  know. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
probably  what  were  introduced  today  were 
the  amendments  to  the  National  Housing 
Act,  which  we,  like  others,  have  been  await- 

ing with  considerable  interest.  I  haven't  seen 
the  statement,  nor  the  amendments.  I  don't 
think  either  my  colleague,   the   Minister  of 
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Revenue,  or  I,  would  want  to  comment  until       review  and  the  meetings  in  Thunder  Bay  will 
we  have.  take? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Port 
Arthur. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary:  Since 
these  matters  were  circulated  to  the  provinces 
in  advance  for  private  observations,  can  you 
not  indicate  to  us  what  the  position  of  the 
Ontario  government  has  been? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  They  weren't  pre- 
sented in  legislative  form.  They  weren't 

circulated  in  legislative  form. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  the  proposals  were  pre- 
sented— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Our  reactions— some 
good;  some  bad. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Port 
Arthur.  Supplementary. 

Mr.  McNie:  Were  the  municipalities  in- 
volved? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Ontario,  since  the 
cancellation  of  the  urban  renewal  programme, 
has  consulted  with  the  municipalities  regu- 

larly on  this.  We  submitted  to  the  federal 
government  two  or  two-and-a-half  years  ago, 
I  think,  a  very  well-documented  brief  and 
position  on  what  we  thought  should  happen. 
That  paper  was  fully  supported  and,  in  fact, 
developed  with  the  municipalities  of  Ontario, 
particularly  those  which  had  had  experience 
in  urban  renewal.  We  are  still  waiting  for  a 
reaction  to  that  brief,  and  we  have  never  had 
it.  That  is  not  what  we  consider  to  be  con- 

sultation; but,  apparently,  that  is  consultation, 
according  to  the  government  of  Canada. 

Yes,  the  municipalities  were  involved.  The 
amendments,  such  as  they  were  described  by 
Mr.  Basford,  were,  in  fact,  circulated  to  the 
municipal  liaison  committee,  and  we  discussed 
them  at  some  length  on  Friday  morning. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Port 
Arthur. 

GOVERNMENT  BUILDINGS  IN 
THUNDER  BAY 

Mr.  J.  E.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  A  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Government  Services,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Am  I  correct  in  my  information 
that  the  minister  is  visiting  Thunder  Bay 
this  Thursday  to  review  the  choice  of  sites  for 
the  government  complex?  If  I  am  correct, 
could  the  minister  inform  us  what  form  the 

Mr.  Lewis:  How  will  the  minister  salvage 
the  member  for  Fort  William  (Mr.  Jessiman)? 

Hon.  J.  W.  Snow  (Minister  of  Government 

Services):  Mr.  Speaker,  I— 

Mr.  Lewis:  All  very  nice,  very  nice. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  —will  be  visiting  Thunder 
Bay  on  Thursday  at  the  invitation  of  city 
council.  I  will  be  meeting  Thursday  evening 
with  the  city  of  Thunder  Bay  council  along 
with  the  board  of  directors  of  the  Lakehead 
Exhibition. 

Mr.  Stokes:  And  the  member  for  Fort 
William. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  And  the  member  for  Fort 
William. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Port 
Arthur,  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Why  not  the  member  for  Port 
Arthur? 

Mr.  Foulds:  Am  I  correct  in  assuming  that 
the  minister  will  actually  review  the  physical 
sites  during  the  day  with  the  city  planner 
and  the  city  engineer,  as  reported  in  the 
News-Chronicle?  If  that  is  correct,  why  have 
the  city  co-ordinator  and  the  mayor  not  been 
invited  to  participate  in  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  received  a 
letter  late  last  week,  or  the  middle  of  last 
week  I  guess  it  was,  from  the  clerk  of  the 
city  of  Thunder  Bay  asking  the  member  for 
Fort  William  and  myself  to  meet  with  the 
council.  I  telephoned  the  city  clerk  to  discuss 
the  meeting  and  to  say  that  I  would  be  able 
to  be  there.  I  said  we  would  be  coming  to 
Thunder  Bay  in  the  morning,  so  that  we 
would  have  the  day  to  look  over  the  sites 
and  make  other  inquiries.  I  asked  him  if  he 
would  notify  the  city  engineer  and  the  city 
planner  that  we  were  coming,  so  that  in  case 
we  had  any  questions  or  required  any  tech- 

nical information  they  would  be  available  in 
the  afternon  prior  to  the  meeting  with  the 
council.  It  is  that  easy. 

Mr.  Foulds:   A  supplementary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Rainy 
River  has  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Speaker.  Will  the  minister  disabuse  the 
people  of  Thunder  Bay  in  regard  to  calling 
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what  amounts  to  an  office  building  a  mini- 

Queen's  Park;  and,  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
there  is  a  real  tempest  there  between  the 
Port  Arthur  Conservative  Association  and  the 
present  sitting  member  for  Fort  William  as  to 
the  site,  will  the  minister  consider  moving  the 
new  office  complex  to  the  riding  of  Rainy 
River,  and  perhaps  to  Fort  Frances? 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  have 
been  a  great  many  suggestions  of  locations  for 
this  office  building.  I  might  say  that  I  have 

never  referred  to  it  as  a  mini-Queen's  Park. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Just  the  member  for  Fort 
William. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  It  is  a  consolidated  office 
building- 

Mr.  Reid:  And  that  is  all  it  is. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  —and  in  my  terms,  quite 
a  substantial  one,  I  might  say.  As  far  as  loca- 

tions go,  we  will  be  looking  over  and  re- 
assessing the  suggested  site.  We  will  also  be 

looking  at  a  couple  of  other  proposed  sites 
that  have  been  suggested  to  me.  I  might  say 

that  we  have  had  other  suggestions  of  pos- 
sible locations.  I  don't  believe  I  will  look  over 

the  sites  in  Rainy  River  on  this  particular 
trip,  although  I  have  had  an  invitation  to 
survey  a  site  at  Kakabeka  Falls,  which  has 
been  suggested  as  an  ideal  location  for  this 
building. 

Mr.   Stokes:   A  supplementary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  time  for  oral  questions 
has  expired. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Motions. 

Introduction  of  bills. 

REGIONAL  MUNICIPALITY  OF 
SUDBURY 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  establish  the  Regional 
Municipality  of  Sudbury. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  If  the  hon.  minister  has  no 
further  comment,  the  hon.  member  for  High 
Park. 

BUSINESSES  CONTROLLED  BY 
ORGANIZED  CRIME 

Mr.  Shulman  moves  first  reading  of  bill 

intituled,  An  Act  respecting  Businesses  Con- 
trolled by  Organized  Crime. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  purpose  of 
this  bill  is  to  provide  a  means  of  putting  out 
of  business  those  corporations  which  are  in- 

volved with  organized  crime.  I  am  introduc- 
ing it  at  this  time  in  the  hope  of  getting  the 

Solicitor  General  off  his  rear  end. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Essex 
South. 

CONTROLLING  OF  HOURS  IN 
RETAIL  ESTABLISHMENTS 

Mr.  Paterson  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  provide  for  the  Control- 

ling of  Hours  in  Retail  Establishments. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  provide 
for  uniform  closing  days  and  business  hours 
in  retail  establishments  throughout  the  prov- 

ince. In  addition,  it  will  provide  exemptions 
for  neighbourhood  variety  stores  and  service 
businesses  and  also  would  allow  retail  estab- 

lishments in  resort  communities  during  the 
summer  months  only,  to  operate  outside  the 
general  provisions. 

TASK  FORCE  HYDRO 

Mr.  D.  A.  Evans  (Simcoe  Centre):  Mr. 

Speaker,  on  a  point  of  personal  privilege  re- 
garding comments  made  during  the  question 

period  of  June  6,  1972.  The  member  for 
Waterloo  North  made  the  following  state- 

ment and  I  quote  from  page  3249  of  Han- 
sard: 

Since  I  have  an  admission  from  no  less  than  the 
vice-chairman  of  Hydro  that  12  copies  of  the  interim 
report  are  now  in  the  possession  of  Hydro  and  cannot 
be  left  out  of  the  vault.  .  .  . 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  member  for  Waterloo 
North  misled  the  House  and  told  an  untruth, 
because  on  June  5  he  came  and  sat  down 
beside  me  and  told  me  he  had  heard  that 
Ontario  Hydro  Commission  had  12  copies  of 

Task  Force  Hydro's  report.  I  said  that  was 
news  to  me.  He  then  said,  "Come  on,  I  know 
you  have  a  copy."  He  said,  "Slip  me  one  and 
I  won't  tell  anyone."  I  said  if  I  had  a  copy, 
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he  would  be  the  last  one  that  I  would  give 
one  to.  There  is  no  doubt.  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
he  deliberately  misinformed  the  House. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Resign! 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  speak  to 
the  point  of  personal  privilege?  I  will  be  glad 

to  withdraw  the  number  "12."  It  was  not  he 
who  had  informed  me  that  the  Hydro  did 

have  12  copies.  However,  the  member  defin- 
itely informed  me  that  there  were  copies  at 

Hydro  and  as  I  said,  someone  no  less  than 
the  vice-chairman  of  Hydro  admitted  that 
there  were  copies  of  the  report  in  Hydro.  I 
stand  on  that  statement  that  he  did  indicate 

to  me  that  Hydro  did  have  copies,  and  Mr. 
Gathercole  has  since  said  publicly  that  he 

had  seen  a  copy,  as  did  the  member  two 

weeks  ago.  But  I  withdraw  the  number  "12" 
if  that's  offending. 

Mr.  Reid:  Let's  hear  the  member's  reply 
to   that  one! 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  said  I'd  be  the  last  person 
to  whom  he'd  send  a  copy! 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please.  Does  the  hon. 
member  wish  to  withdraw  his  comments  in 
view  of  what  the  hon.  member  for  Waterloo 
North  has   said? 

Mr.  Lewis:   Certainly  not! 

Mr.  Evans:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  cer- 
tainly not  going  to  withdraw  my  comments 

because  what  the  member  for  Waterloo 
North  has  said  is  not  true. 

Mr.  Reid:  He'll  answer  on  the  judgement day. 

Mr.  Evans:  At  no  time  did  I  say  to  him— 

Mr.  Roy:  You  acquiesced. 

Mr.  Evans:  —that  Ontario  Hydro  had  any 
copies  of  the  interim  report  of  Task  Force 
Hydro. 

Mr.  Reid:  Well,  do  they? 

Mr.  Evans:  At  no  time- 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  obviously 
calls  for  a  duel. 

Mr.  Evans:  He  made  that  up  himself  for 
his  own  convenience. 

Mr.  Good:  I  just  refuse  to  accept  the  mem- 

ber's allegation  that  he  did  not  admit  to  me 

that  there  were  copies  of  the  task  force's  in- 
terim report  at  Hydro- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  is  certainly  not  deny- 
ing it. 

Mr.  Good:  —because  he  did  indicate  it  to 
me.  I  asked  him  questions  about  it  and  he 

said,  "If  you  want  to  ask  those  questions, 

ask  the  Premier  (Mr.  Davis)."  I  said,  "I'll  do 
that  tomorrow,"  and  I  did  that  the  next  day. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Surely,  Mr.  Speaker,  slingshots 
would  settle  this  once  and  for  all. 

Mr.  Good:  And  for  the  member  to  get  up 
in  his  place  and  say  that  he  did  not  admit 
that  such  copies  were  at  Hydro  puts  him  in 
the  position  of  which  he  accused  me. 

Mr.  Roy:  Deny  it.  Get  up  and  deny  that 

they  don't  exist. 

Mr.   Speaker:    I  must  say  that  the   entire 

matter   is   something   that   requires    consider- 
able consideration.  In  the  first  place- 

Mr.  Reid:  I  believe  the  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 

Mr.  Speaker:  —I  think  it  is  not  proper  for 
the  hon.  member  to  accuse  the  other  of  deli- 

berately misleading  the  House;  nor  is  it 

proper  for  him  to  say  that  he  made  state- 
ments which  were  positively  untrue.  This  is 

a  matter  of  controversy  between  the  two 

hon.  members.  I  don't  think  that  it  is  proper 
for  one  member  to  accuse  the  other  of  deli- 

berately misleading  the  House,  and  it  is  my 

opinion  that  part  of  the  hon.  member's statement  should  be  withdrawn  because  all 

members  are  presumed  to  be  honourable 

members.  I  also  think  that  these  two  mem- 
bers should  get  together  and  see  if  they 

can't  iron  the  thing  out  to  their  satisfaction. 

Mr.   Shulman:   Fight  it  out. 

Mr.  Speaker:  If  any  further  ruling  is  call- 
ed for,  I  shall  make  it  at  a  later  date. 

Mr.  Lewis:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 

Speaker,  since  Ontario  Hydro  is  considering 
legal  action,  the  whole  matter  is  sub  judice 
anyway. 

Mr.  Roy:  Is  he  going  to  withdraw  it? 

Mr.   Speaker:   Orders  of  the  day. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  35th  order,  House 

in  committee  of  supply;  Mr.  R.  D.  Rowe  in 
the  chair. 
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ESTIMATES,   MINISTRY  OF  REVENUE 
(continued) 

On  vote  804: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  804,  the  Ontario 

housing  programme;  I  believe  we  were  con- 
sidering the  whole  vote  as  a  unit. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Mr.  Chairman,  before  we  proceed:  On  the 
evening  of  June  8  during  the  estimates  the 
hon.  member  for  York-Forest  Hill  (Mr. 

Givens),  who  unfortunately  isn't  present  at 
the  moment,  asked  me  to  give  him  certain 
information.  A  good  portion  of  the  informa- 

tion he  asked  for  consisted  of  statistics,  some 
of  which  my  staff  was  able  to  provide  me 
that  evening  from  the  records  they  had  with 
them;  and  there  was  other  information  I  said 
I  would  get.  I  have  the  answers  to  the 
questions    now. 
He  asked  if  these  estimates  before  the 

House  are  accurate  or  optimistic  outlines.  I 

wasn't  too  sure  whether  that  was  rhetorical 
question  or  not;  however,  I'm  pleased  to 
advise  him  that  they  are  both— they  are  both 
accurate  and  optimistic.  And  that  just  shows 
how  accurate  my  staff  is  that  it  was  able  to 
get  me  that  detailed  answer  this  quickly. 

He  also  requested  greater  detail  of  the 
$23,566,000  budget  for  rental  housing  and 
the  $28.1  million  set  aside  for  home  owner- 

ship. The  $23.6  million  for  rental  housing  is 
divided  as  follows:  $10.3  million  for  projects 
under  construction,  $11  million  for  new 
projects,  $1.5  million  for  anticipated  projects, 
and  the  remainder  for  fees  and  interest.  The 
$28.1  million  is  made  up  of  $9.7  million  for 
land  acquisition,  $9.7  million  for  land  servic- 

ing, $2.7  million  for  large-scale  development, 
and  $7.4  million  for  capitalization  of  interest. 
After  deducting  $1.3  million  for  recoveries 
from  land  sales,  the  total  provincial  pro- 

gramme is  $28,227,000.  OHC  also  has  $7.5 
million  of  federal  funds  for  the  total  pro- 

gramme of  $35  million. 
Another  question:  How  much  revenue  will 

be  forthcoming  from  this  interest?  Interest 
earned  on  first  and  second  mortgages  last 
year  was  about  $10  million,  but  $9.4  million 
was  owed  to  the  provincial  Treasury.  After 
deducting  administration  charges,  the  revenue 
remaining  was  $676,787. 

Question:  How  many  new  homes  will  be 
started  this  year?  How  many  will  be  com- 

pleted in  the  fiscal  year?  I  think  I  gave  the 

answer  to  that,  but  just  in  case  I  didn't— 16,000  to  17,000  starts;  and  some  20,000  to 
be  completed  in  the  fiscal  year,  of  which 
13,450  will  be  public  housing. 

Question:  Can  you  estimate  how  many  new 
housing  units  will  be  built  this  year  in  On- 

tario as  compared  to  last  year?  In  1971  there 
were  89,000  housing  unit  starts  in  Ontario. 
Incidentally,  I  think  the  estimate  we  gave  in 
the  Throne  Speech  was  90,000  and  I  would 
suggest  that  is  a  pretty  good  estimate.  In 
1971  there  were  89,980  housing  units  started 
in  Ontario  and  it  is  expected  the  starts  this 
year  will  reach  a  record  of  93,000. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  Still  off  20 
units. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Question:  What  is  the 
rate  at  which  construction  of  OHC  units  has 
increased  over  the  past  five  years?  Answer: 
The  average  annual  rate  of  increase  of  OHC 
housing  since  1965  is  61  per  cent. 

Question:  How  much  is  spent  on  mainten- 
ance? Some  $9,256,399  is  required  for  public 

housing  of  which  these  estimates  cover  some 
42.5  per  cent. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  asked  the 
minister  last  week  if  he  would  find  out  what 

the  hell  was  going  on  in  his  department  and 
he  replied  that  he  was  certainly  like  hell 
going  to  find  out.  Can  he  answer  that  ques- tion now? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Bloody  well  going  to  find  out! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
that  file.  I  studied  it  over  the  weekend.  There 
are  some  questions  which  I  would  like 
answered  myself  as  a  result  of  the  file.  I 
would  say  that  certainly  some  of  it  puzzles 
me.  I  must  tell  the  hon.  member,  though,  the 
officials  involved  are  now  down  in  St.  Paul,  I 

think  it  is— 

Mr.  Shulman:  Exiled? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —on  a  tax  administra- 
tion conference.  One  is  speaking;  one  is  being 

elected  to  some  high  office;  the  other  one  is 
giving  a  paper.  I  will  have  to  wait  until  they 
come  back  and  I  will  be  glad  to  get  all  of 
the  details  for  the  hon.  member  as  soon  as  I 
can  unravel  them  myself. 

Mr.  Shulman:  And  they  are  all  to  be  de- 
moted when  they  return  I  presume? 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Windsor- 
Walkerville. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor-Walkerville): 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Last  Thursday  I 
asked  the  minister  a  question  concerning  the 
purchase  of  older  homes  and  renovating  them. 
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Would  the  minister  mind  informing  us  how 

many  homes  have  been  purchased,  or  approxi- 
mately how  many  have  been  purchased  in 

Ontario  and  renovated  for  geared-to-income 
housing? 

Likewise,  while  he  is  having  his  officials 
look  into  that,  could  he  break  that  down  so 

that  I  could  get  the  figure  for  the  city  of 
Windsor? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes,  I  will  be  glad  to. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  While  the  officials  are 

looking  into  that  item  may  I  ask  the  minister 
a  question  concerning  his  rent  supplement 
plan.  How  many  homes  are  on  the  rent 
supplement  plan  in  the  city  of  Windsor? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I'll  get  that  informa- tion. 

While  we  are  waiting  for  that,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  hon.  member  for  Sudbury  East 

(Mr.  Martel)  asked  me  a  question  as  well 
regarding  the  resolutions  and  surveys  that 
were  taking  place. 

On  May  29,  1972,  the  council  of  the 
town  of  Capreol  passed  a  resolution  asking 
Ontario  Housing  Corp.  to  provide  10  one- 
bedroom  senior  citizen  units.  This  resolution 

was  received  by  the  corporation  on  June  6 

and  I'm  advised  that  staff  from  the  develop- 
ment division  will  be  meeting  with  the  clerk 

to  discuss  sites  on  Tuesday  of  next  week. 

With  respect  to  family  accommodation,  the 
hon.  member  for  Sudbury  East  may  wish  to 
know  that  a  resolution  was  passed  by  the 
town  council  on  March  20  of  this  year  in 
which  they  requested  that  the  corporation 
undertake  a  survey  of  need  and  demand  for 

rent  geared-to-income  family  housing.  The 
questionnaires  were  sent  to  the  municipality 

on  April  5  and  I'm  told  that  responses  to 
this  survey  began  to  be  received  on  May  25. 
Appropriate  staff  in  the  corporation  will  be 
interviewing  persons  interested  in  OHC  fam- 

ily accommodation  within  the  next  few  days 
and  a  report  to  council  will  be  prepared 
shortly  thereafter. 

While  I  am  on  this  subject,  it's  too  bad 
the  hon.  member  isn't  present  today  because 
I  made  a  commitment— it  was  either  on 
Thursday  or  the  day  before— which  concerns 
me  a  little  because  I  think  I  was  sort  of 

sucked  into  something  and  I  must  admit  I 

didn't  realize  the  implications  of  it.  We  were 
engaged  in  a  dialogue  about  whether  a 
municipality  should  have  the  right  to  lay 
down  some  residential  requirements  as  to 
those  who  are  permitted  in  public  housing 
accommodation  within  the  confines  of  that 
particular  municipality.   I  pointed   out  that, 

of  course,  the  local  municipality  paid  7.5 

per  cent  of  the  cost  of  operation  and  there- 
fore we  felt  the  municipality  should,  if  it 

wants  to,  have  something  to  say  as  to  the 
residential  requirements  involved. 

The  hon.  member  for  Sudbury  East  dis- 
agreed. He  insisted  that  they  should  have 

nothing  to  say  about  that,  and  that  we  in 
fact  should  tell  them  that  regardless  of  the 
fact  that  they  do  pay  7.5  per  cent  of  the 
cost,  we  should  tell  them  they  should  be 
required  to  take  applications  from  anyone 
across  this  province. 

I  then  asked  him  whether  he  would  mind 

if  I  therefore  said  that  at  the  request  of  the 
member  for  that  riding,  that  I  should  discuss 
it  with  the  municipality  of  Sudbury  and  tell 
them  that  their  member  has  requested  that 
we  discuss  with  them  the  advisability  of 
their  not  having  the  right  to  say  anything 
about  those  who  are  entitled  to  make  appli- 

cation. He  said,  "Of  course  you  can  tell  them 

that." 

Well,  of  course,  the  situation  is  that  he 

doesn't  represent  the  city  of  Sudbury.  He 
represents  the  area  just  adjacent  to  the 
municipality  under  discussion.  And  there 
have  been  some  problems  in  Capreol  with housing. 

What  he  in  fact  was  saying  was:  "Even 
though  my  municipality,  at  least  up  until 
that  particular  moment,  had  not  agreed  that 
they  are  prepared  to  engage  in  a  housing 
project,  we  think  that  the  municipality  next 
door,  which  is  prepared  to  pay  for  the  oper- 

ation of  public  housing,  should  be  required 
to  take  any  citizen  from  the  town  of  Capreol, 

or  my  riding,  into  their  municipality." 
I  think  under  those  circumstances,  Mr. 

Chairman,  I  withdraw  the  offer  that  I  gave 
to  the  hon.  member  that  I  will  tell  the  city 
of  Sudbury  that  their  member  has,  in  fact, 

agreed  to  this. 
I  suppose  when  the  hon.  member  reads 

Hansard,  or  if  he  is  advised  about  this  dis- 
cussion, he  will  have  another  laugh,  because 

he  must  have  had  a  good  one  that  day— and 

I  wouldn't  blame  him— because  I  was  ask- 
ing him  to  make  a  commitment  for  a  muni- 

cipality  which   was   not  in   his   riding. 

Mr.  R.  Gisborn  (Hamilton  East):  I  think 
you  would  find  that  the  member  for  Sudbury 
(Mr.  Germa)  would  also  agree,  though. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't 
know  if  the  minister  has  answers  to  the 

questions  I  asked  him  earlier.  If  he  hasn't, 
I  think  his  officials  are  going  to  hand  them 
to  him. 
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All  right  then;  I'll  wait  for  the  reply.  I 
have  a  few  other  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  single  homes 
purchased  and  renovated  for  public  housing; 
a  total  of  306. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  That  is  for  all  of  Ontario. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes.  Of  course,  we 

should  keep  in  mind  this  doesn't  add  to  the 
total  housing  stock  of  the  community;  it's 
only  that  it  provides  us  with  housing  for 
larger  families,  and  it  is  a  better  way  of 
housing  them  than  we  can  possibly  manage 
otherwise. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Oh  yes,  there  is  nothing 
wrong  with  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  total  of  rent 
supplement  properties  throughout  Ontario  is 
595,  if  I  read  it  correctly;  458  in  Metro 
and  137  in  the  balance  of  the  province. 
There  are  none  under  supplement  in  Wind- 

sor, but  presently  OHC  is  negotiating  for 
some  units  in  that  city. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
minister  made  mention  of  the  purchase  of 
306  older  homes  in  the  whole  province.  Now 

he  apparently  didn't  have  a  breakdown  for 
the  city  of  Windsor,  because  I  would  assume 
that  the  answer  for  that  would  have  been 
exactly  the  same  as  the  answer  was  for  the 
number  of  properties  that  he  has  under  the 
rent  supplement  plan  in  the  city.  That  is 
zero.  He  certainly  has  none  whatsoever. 

Does  the  department  not  think  that  the 
housing  situation  in  the  community  warrants 
a  little  more  vigour  on  your  part  so  that  we 
could  provide  that  alternative  to  the  housing 
shortage;  and  that  is  the  rent  supplement, 
both  on  a  family-unit  basis  and  also  on  the 
senior  citizen  basis? 

Mr.  Minister,  I  made  mention  to  you  in 
the  House  at  another  time  the  number  of 
requests  on  file  in  your  department.  For 
example,  as  of  May  15,  senior  citizen  re- 

quests for  housing  are  1,560;  family  requests 
are  1,072;  a  total  of  2,632  requests  for  hous- 

ing as  of  May  15  of  this  year.  Doesn't  that 
indicate  to  you  that  you  have  got  to  come 
along  and  provide  some  other  answer  to  the 

housing  shortage?  You  can't  build  the  homes 
quickly  enough,  there  may  not  be  the  finan- 

cial resources  to  accommodate  that;  but  at 
least  on  a  rent  supplement  plan,  you  could 
have  provided  something;  likewise  on  a 
purchase  plan  for  older  homes  and  reno- 

vating them. 

You  should  have  been  a  little  more  vigor- 
ous in  your  whole  approach  to  the  problem. 

What  plans  has  the  department  now  to 
accommodate  the  community  in  its  need  for 
more  housing?  I  am  specifically  referring  to 
purchase  and  supplement. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  am  advised  that  in 
Windsor  the  waiting  list  for  family  housing 
as  of  April  30  was  710. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Did  you  say  it  was  710? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  should  advise  the 
hon.  member  that  that  means  there  were 

710  on  file.  That  doesn't  mean,  by  any  means, 
in  accordance  with  our  system  of  choosing 
those  who  are  really  qualified  for  housing 
under  a  public  housing  scheme,  that  there 
are  710  applications  which  have  been  ap- 

proved. 
Mr.  B.  Newman:  What  date  is  that,  Mr. 

Minister? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  These  are  for  families. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  And  what  date? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Under  development 
are  308  family  units— half  the  number  of 
those  which— 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  May  I  give  to  the  min- 
ister the  statistics  from  the  Windsor  housing 

authority  on  exactly  the  same  thing  that  he 
is  talking  about?  This  is  by  letter  from  R. 

J.  Ruta,  the  manager,  April  24,  "We  are enclosing  one  copy  of  analysis  of  applications 
on  hand,  and  a  copy  of  our  report  of  the 

applications  as  of  April  17,  1972." 
That  indicates  that  there  are  1,541  senior 

citizens'  requests,  there  are  1,020  family  unit 
requests  in  the  community;  for  a  total  of 
2,561.  The  May  15  figures  from  your  man- 

ager in  the  city  of  Windsor— these  aren't figures  that  I  have  pulled  out  of  the  air,  Mr. 

Minister— as  of  May  15  senior  citizens'  re- 
quests are  1,560;  family  1,072,  for  a  total  of 

2,632. 
If  you  look  at  the  number  of  senior  citizens 

who  received  housing  over  the  past  five 
months  you  would  find  that  27  senior  citizens 
were  accommodated  in  Ontario  Housing;  27 
additional  senior  citizens  out  of  1,560  who 
are  on  file.  Taking  the  rate  of  27  people 
getting  accommodation  in  five  months  it  will 
be  about  20  years  before  you  can  accom- 

modate them,  providing  no  additional  accom- 
modation was  constructed.  That  is  by  way 

of  attrition. 
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In  the  family  accommodation,  147  families 

were  placed  in  geared-to-ineome  housing 
according  to  the  figures  provided  by  your 
manager  in  the  city  of  Windsor;  147  out  of 
1,072  wanting  housing.  It  would  take  maybe 
four  or  five  years  to  accommodate  them  at 
that  rate. 

The  situation,  Mr.  Minister,  is  a  little  more 
serious  than  I  think  you  are  being  informed 

about.  I  would  like  the  minister's  reply  to that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I'll  look  at  the  dis- 
crepancy that  the  hon.  member  alleges  exists 

between  the  figure  he  gave  me  and  the 
figure  that  has  been  given  to  me  by  my  staff 

here— that  is,  the  710  for  family  accommoda- 

tion. We  didn't  talk  about  the  senior  citizen 
list.  The  only  discrepancy  that  he  points  out 
is  with  the  figure  I  gave  him  for  those  who 
are  listed  for  family  housing. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  There  really  is  a  dis- 

crepancy. I  would  assume  that  Mr.  Ruta's 
figures  which  have  been  provided  to  those 
of  us  who  came  from  the  area  are  accurate. 
We  get  them  on  a  monthly  basis,  Mr.  Min- 

ister, and  someone  is  pulling  the  wool  over 

someone's  eyes— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  We  get  our  figures 
from  the  same  source. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  May  I  also  point  out  to 
the  minister  that  the  number  of  investigations 
to  find  out  whether  the  need  is  actually  there, 
is  sort  of  shocking  when  you  look  at  the 
figures. 

Now  I  can't  quote  the  May  15  figures, because  all  of  a  sudden  the  uninvestigated, 
for  some  unknown  reason,  happens  to  be  the 
high  figure  and  the  investigated  from  the 
previous  four  months,  is  the  low  figure.  For 
example,  the  uninvestigated  was  1,146  as  of 
January  18;  1,217  as  of  February  17;  1,232 
as  of  March  15;  1,268  as  of  April  17.  Then 
all  of  a  sudden,  for  May  5,  the  uninvestigated 
are  498.  And  I  know  they  couldn't  have 
investigated  that  number.  You  don't  have  the 
staff  there  to  investigate  the  numbers  of 
requests  that  you  do  have. 

So  I  would  think  there  was  an  error,  either 
in  the  one-month  figures  provided  to  me,  or 
an  error  in  the  four  months'  figures  that  were 
provided  in  the  earlier  part  of  the  year. 

That's  beside  the  point,  Mr.  Minister;  the 
figures  don't  mean  a  thing.  There  is  a  need for  the  housing  in  the  area— a  serious  need. 

This  is  especially  so  in  the  senior  citizens' 
area,  simply  because  too  many  senior  citizens 
are  paying  rentals  higher  than  they  can 
afford.  That  is  why  I  respectfully  request  you 

to  look  more  seriously  into  the  rent-supple- 
ment plan. 

A  lot  of  them,  as  I  made  mention  on 
Thursday,  would  not  ask  for  Ontario  Housing; 

wouldn't  ask  for  accommodation  high-rise, 
wouldn't  ask  to  be  placed  in  any  housing,  if 
they  were  allowed  to  stay  in  the  accommoda- 

tions in  which  they  live  today,  with  the 
Department  providing  a  supplement  to 
accommodate  the  individual.  Likewise,  I 
would  think  there  are  some  in  the  family 

units  who  would  be  content.  I  don't  know 
how  many  of  those,  but  I  think  many  of  the 

senior  citizens  feel  this  way.  You've  got  two 
avenues  open,  Mr.  Minister,  the  rent  supple- 

ment and  the  purchase  of  older  accommoda- 
tions that  could  be  a  real  assist  in  over- 

coming the  problem. 

I'm  not  going  to  discuss  it  any  more.  I'm 
fairly  certain  that  Mr.  Goyette  and  Mr.  Riggs 
know  the  situation.  I  hope  that  next  year 
when  we  come  back  to  these  estimates,  I 

don't  have  to  talk  on  the  need  for  housing 
in  the  city  of  Windsor;  either  for  senior 
citizens  or  family  units. 

Would  the  minister  mind  explaining  the 
reason  for  the  development  of  the  senior 

citizens  high-rise  complex  in  the  Fontaine- 
bleau  area  as  opposed  to  the  downtown 
area?  Apparently  all  members  of  council— I 

shouldn't  say  all— however,  most  members  of 
council  preferred  the  downtown  area;  but  it 
was  built  in  the  Fontainebleau  area.  They 
wanted  400  housing  units;  you  provided  317 
in  the  Fontainebleau  area.  And  from  press 
indications  there  seemed  to  be  some  type  of 
pressure  from  up  above  that  dictated  to 
council  that  the  development  should  have 
been  in  the  Fontainebleau  area. 

I'm  not  arguing  which  is  the  better  of  the 
two;  except  it  does  seem  strange  that  the 

development  took  place  in  an  area  that  was 
not  originally  requested. 

I  will  read  the  quote  from  the  press 

approximately  of  the  date  that  the  problem 

was  discussed;  I'm  quoting  out  of  the  paper now: 

Mayor  Wansborough  said  to  eliminate 

any  chance  of  losing  money  and  the  hous- 
ing, he  changed  his  vote  to  support  the 

Ronark  proposal.  The  mayor  said,  when  five 
proposals  were  submitted  originally  to  the 

committee  [now  the  mayor's  comments], 
"there  was  not  one  member  who  favoured 

the  Ronark  proposal." 
Now,  this  is  not  council;  I  would  assume  this 
would  be  the  planning  committee.  Would  the 
minister  reply  to  this  now? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  can  tell  the  hon. 

member  that  insofar  as  the  rent-supplement 
scheme  is  concerned,  as  I  announced  earlier, 

we're  hoping  to  expand  this  just  like  every 
other  aspect  of  housing. 

That  has  its  peculiar  problems  as  well, 

It's  difficult  to  find  a  sufficient  number  of 
landlords  with  acceptable  premises  who  are 
prepared  to  accept  the  prospective  tenants 
we  send  them. 

I  don't  know  whether  this  will  be  a  sur- 
prise to  the  hon.  member  or  not,  but  we  also 

have  a  great  deal  of  problems  with  respect  to 
applicants,  senior  citizens  and  others  who  are 
eligible  in  the  rent  supplement  scheme, 
accepting  the  kind  of  housing  we  are  able 
to  get. 

You  see,  the  public  housing  which  we  build 
is  of  the  highest  standard  and  is  very  desir- 

able. Many  senior  citizens,  as  well  as  others, 
have  visited  friends  who  are  in  our  senior 

citizen  housing.  They  like  the  accommoda- 

tion and  that's  really  why  many  of  them  put 
themselves  on  the  list.  They  want  that  hous- 

ing accommodation,  which  to  them  is  prefer- 
able. 

This,  incidentally,  is  a  philosophy  and  a 
problem  which  runs  through  the  whole  system 
of  lists  for  public  housing.  As  I  mentioned 
earlier  in  a  general  way,  people  want  to 

improve  their  position,  which  doesn't  neces- 
sarily mean  that  they  are  needy  insofar  as 

housing  is  concerned.  This  is  one  of  the 

difficulties  we've  had  in  the  rent  supplement 
programme  generally. 

And  since  I  announced  in  the  House  a  short 
while  ago  that  we  were  going  to  attempt  to 

expand  the  rent  supplement  programme,  I'm 
advised  that  there  are  now,  in  Windsor, 
some  27  units— five  one-bedroom;  11  two- 
bedroom  and  11  three-bedroom  units— pres- 

ently under  negotiation.  Whether  they've 
managed  to  close  any  of  these  or  not,  I 

couldn't  tell  the  hon.  member.  But  it's  not 

just  as  simple  as  saying:  "We  have  money, 
we're  prepared  to  engage  in  a  rent  supple- 

ment programme,  let's  go  all  over  the  place 
and  find  housing  for  these  people." 

I'm  sure  the  hon.  member  will  appreciate 
also  that  while  the  rent  supplement  pro- 

gramme is  a  good  one  and  we  prefer  it,  we 
could  have  a  vastly  expanded  rent  supple- 

ment programme  as  against  public  housing 

in  projects  as  such.  That  really  doesn't  add 
to  the  stock  of  housing  either,  because  you're 
taking  up  space  that  someone  else  would  take 
up   in   any   case,   by  and  large. 

As  to  the  particular  project  which  the  hon. 
member  mentions,  I  think  he  said  the  name 
was  Fontainebleau? 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Right! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Fontainebleau.  I'm advised  that  this  was  another  one  of  those 

proposals  which,  when  the  board  of  directors 
considered  it— having  regard  for  the  lower 
price— that  it  had  acceptable  zoning  require- 

ments. That  the  requirements  for  zoning 
were  there;  there  are  the  economics  of  it 
in  addition  to  the  acceptable  nature  of  the 
project— it  was  such  that  the  board  felt  it 
should  go  in  that  particular  location. 

I  am  sure  the  hon.  member  will  appre- 
ciate that  we  have  to  concern  ourselves 

with  the  economics  of  it  as  well.  Aside  from 

the  fact  that  the  cost  was  less— and  I  don't 
have  those  figures;  I'm  attempting  to  get what  the  difference  in  the  cost  was  for  the 

building.  But  one  cost  one  can  think  of  im- 
mediately for  the  maintenance  would  be  the 

higher  taxes  paid  in  a  downtown  location. 
If  the  hon.  member  is  familiar  with  the 
location— I  am  not— he  would  know  what 
the  difference  in  taxation  would  be  for  a 

project  of  that  nature  and  what  the  differ- 
ence would  be  as  against  Fontainebleau  and 

the  downtown  area. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  I  accept  the  minister's 
comments  to  a  certain  degree.  But  it  does 
seem  strange,  Mr.  Minister,  that  when  all 
members  of  the  planning  committee  suggest 
that  it  should  be  in  the  one  area  rather  than 

in  the  second  area,  your  department  chose 
the  poorer  of  the  two  areas.  I  can  understand 
the  money  end  of  the  thing,  but  I  think 
more  has  to  be  looked  at  than  simply  dol- 

lars and  cents.  The  convenience  to  the  senior 
citizen  has  to  be  one  of  the  things  that  has 

to  be  taken  into  consideration.  I'm  not 
going  to  argue  as  to  whether  the  downtown 
SODA  proposal  was  better  than  the  Ronark 
Fontainebleau  proposal,  but  left  in  the  citi- 

zen's mind  was  that  there  seemed  to  be  some 

untoward  pressure— "You  either  take  the 
Ronark  proposal  or  you  get  no  senior  citi- 

zen's housing  at  all"— and  I  think  that  is  the 
wrong  approach  to  use.  Sell  them  on  the 
Ronark  proposal  in  the  Fontainebleau  area, 

but  don't  pressure  them.  You've  got  "big 
brother"  immediately  telling  "little  brother" 
that  it's  going  there  and  only  there,  leave  it 
or  lump  it,  and  that's  not  the  right  way  of 
approaching  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  is  not  quite 

right.  I  don't  think  I  said  that. 
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Mr.  B.  Newman:  I  don't  say  you  said  that, 
Mr.  Minister— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  is  not  quite  what 
I  said.  With  great  respect,  if  the  implication 
is  that  we  are  just  walking  roughshod  and 
saying  that  is  where  it  is  going  to  be;  but 

I  don't  feel  we  are  going  to  allow  local 
municipalities  to  decide  in  every  case  where 
it  is  going  to  be  regardless  of  cost.  There 
must  be  some  control  of  the  situation  be- 

cause of  the  millions  of  dollars  of  the  tax- 

payers' money  that  is  invested.  You  know  we 
co-operate  with  the  municipalities  in  every 
possible  way  we  can. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If  we  are  going  to 
say,  in  fact,  that  the  municipality  is  going 
to  have  the  one  and  only  say  as  to  where  the 
location  is,  I  think  the  hon.  member  can 

appreciate  some  of  the  implications  that 
would  arise  from  that  too  without  me  going 
into  detail. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
finish— 

Hon.    Mr.    Grossman:    Incidentally,   if  the 
hon.  member  will  just  forgive  me,  I  forgot 

to  mention— I  think  it  is  a  very  good  point 
made  by  my  staff- 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  I  don't  intend  to— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —that  we  can  build 

units  faster  than  we  can  get  rent  supple- 
ments arranged  for.  It  takes  many  months;  I 

have  been  advised  that  to  get  200  of  them  in 
Toronto  we  had  to  look  at  1,400  of  them  be- 

fore we  found  200  that  were  acceptable. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  But  Mr.  Minister,  I  men- 
tioned a  rent  supplement  scheme  back  in 

1967  in  the  House.  Had  you  followed  up  on 
that  five  years  ago,  you  could  have  built  up 
a  backlog  of  accommodations  that  would 
have  taken  care  of  the  rent  supplement.  But 

you  people  weren't  interested  in  moving  at the  time. 

I  have  mentioned  practically  every  year  at 
some  time  or  other  in  the  discussion  of  hous- 

ing that  this  could  be  the  answer.  We  don't 
necessarily  have  to  build  geared-to-income 
type  of  houses  when  we  can  provide  a  rent 
supplement  to  accommodate  the  people;  we 
can  build  the  other  types  of  homes  much 

more  easily  to  accommodate  those  who  don't 
need  geared-to-income  housing.  Once  you 
build  housing  in  the  community,  whether  it 

is  geared-to-income  or  not,  you  are  going  to 

take  the  pressure  off  the  need  for  the  geared- 
to-income  housing. 

When  we  get  to  the  Fontainebleau  prob- 
lem, just  listen  to  this,  Mr.  Minister,  and  see 

if  pressure  wasn't  applied  by  your  depart- ment. 

Mayor  Frank  Wansbrough  stated  that  he 
was  still  not  happy  with  the  location,  but 

"we  didn't  want  to  lose  the  funds."  The 

mayor  was  referring  to  reports  from  On- 
tario Housing  Corp.  officials  that  they  were 

unhappy  with  the  delay  by  the  city  in 
accepting  a  proposal  and  stood  a  chance  of 
losing  money  that  had  been  allocated  for  a 
Windsor  development. 

The  mayor  said  to  eliminate  any  chance 
of  losing  the  money  and  the  housing  he 
changed  his  vote  to  support  the  Ronark 

proposal. Here  is  what  Alderman  Tom  Toth  had  to  say: 

Alderman  Tom  Toth,  another  member 

of  the  committee,  said  flatly,  "It  is  nothing 
more  than  an  ultimatum  by  Ontario  Hous- 

ing Corp.  to  either  accept  their  choice  or 

lose  everything."  [and  he  continued]  "We 

just  have  no  choice." 
Mr.  Minister,  your  department  should  have 
sold  the  other  proposal  instead  of  coming 

down  with  the  big  stick;  That's  all.  Maybe 
your  officials  will  say  they  did  not  use  the 

big  stick,  but  press  reports  don't  indicate  that 
at  all.  I  would  prefer  to  see  co-operation  be- 

tween your  department  and  municipal  officials 
so  that  all  are  satisfied  as  far  as  housing  for 
the  residents  in  the  area  is  concerned. 

The  minister  mentioned  that  it  is  kind  of 

hard  to  find  rent  supplement  accommodation 
and  that  a  lot  of  these  people  who  have  their 

names  in  don't  necessarily  want  housing,  they 
simply  want  to  upgrade  themselves. 

That  may  be  true,  Mr.  Minister,  but  how 

do  you  know  it's  true,  when  out  of  1,541 
requests  for  housing,  1,268  have  not  been 

investigated?  If  they're  not  investigated,  then 
you  can't  use  that  argument. 

Mind  you,  were  they  investigated  and  your 
officials  come  along  and  said  that  these  people 
are  in  satisfactory  accommodation  today,  we 

don't  have  to  provide  new  accommodation  for 
them,  I  can't  help  but  accept  that.  But  I 
look  at  figures  provided  by  the  Windsor  Hous- 

ing Authority  and  see  that  82  per  cent  of  the 
senior  citizens  who  asked  for  housing  accom- 

modations were  not  investigated.  They  were 

not  investigated,  not  because  the  staff  is  in- 
capable or  inefficient,  but  I  would  say  you 

are  short  of  staff  and  they  may  be  seriously 
overworked  in  an  attempt  to  investigate  these. 



JUNE  12,  1972 3491 

I  am  using  statistics  from  your  own  officials 
back  in  the  community,  so  you  can  see  that 
you  are  definitely  not  looking  into  whether 
the  individual  actually  needs  the  accommo- 

dations. Were  you  to  look  into  his  needs,  I 
think  that  you  could,  with  logic,  argue  and 
make  the  point  that  you  are  attempting  to 
make. 

I  wanted  to  ask  the  minister  questions  on 
two  other  items.  Why  is  there  a  limitation  on 
individuals  who  have  some  type  of  physical 

handicap  getting  Ontario  Housing  accommo- 
dation? Why  is  there  a  limitation  on  them? 

Those  who  are  physically  handicapped  are 
the  people,  I  would  think,  who  you  would 
accommodate  almost  first.  They  could  be 
placed  in  Ontario  Housing,  where  there  is  the 
need.  If  they  have  the  financial  ability  to  pay 
for  housing  elsewhere  I  will  not  plead  their 
case  at  all;  but  where  there  is  a  need  I  think 
it  should  be  taken  care  of. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Has  the  hon.  member 

any  evidence  that  OHC  discriminates  against 
those  physically  handicapped?  I  would  be 
very  shocked  to  find  that  out. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Yes  I  do  have,  Mr.  Min- 

ister. I'm  not  going  to  read  this  into  the record  at  all— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member 

doesn't  need  to  bring  the  name  out.  He  can 
hand  it  to  me  later,  if  he  will  give  me  the 
details. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  I'll  simply  show  it.  The 
article  simply  says  they  held  a  poverty  teach- 
in  in  the  community  and  individuals  came 
down  to  it  and  expressed  their  point  of  view. 
This  happens  to  be  a  young  lady  by  the 
name  of  Bernice  Turtle,  who  lives  in  a  store 
on  Dulag  Rd.  She  is  not  pleading  for  her- 

self, because  the  fellow  who  owns  the  store 
gives  her  housing  accommodations  for  $47.50 
a  month  and  is  doing  her  a  real  favour;  she 

really  appreciates  that.  Here's  her  quote: 
"Handicapped  people  just  cannot  get  hous- ing at  a  reasonable  rate.  The  maximum  we 

can  receive  is  $145  a  month"— [because  she 
is  handicapped]  "and  how* are  we  supposed 
to  live  on  on  that  and  still  pay  housing  ac- 

commodation, pay  rental,  in  the  normal  mar- 

ket?" Were  a  rent  subsidy  or  a  rent  supplement 

provided  to  them  I  think  you'd  be  able 
to  solve  some  of  the  problems.  Some  of 
these  people  would  be  content  to  stay  where 
they  are. 

You  know,  you're  asking  people  to  submit 
plans  to  you   for  leasing  their   accommoda- 

tions for  the  supplement.  But  why  do  you 
have  to  ask  people?  You  have  people  who 
are  now  living  in  accommodations  and  are 
content  there.  Were  you  to  approach  the 
landlord  and  ask  the  landlord  if  he  would 
be  willing  to  accept  them  at  the  present 

rental— Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  has  nothing  to 

do  really,  with  the  fact  that  they're  phys- 
ically handicapped. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  The  handicapped?  No, 

that  doesn't  have  as  much— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Because  we  dealt 
with  the  other  one  the  other  night. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  That  does  have  to  do 
with  the  handicapped  and  the  fact  that  they 
would  stay  in  the  housing  accommodation 

where  they  are,  because  they're  getting  it 
cheaper.  But  when  they  apply  for  Windsor 

housing,  they  have  a  real  difficult  time  get- 

ting it,  Mr.  Minister.  I'm  not  kidding  you 

at  all— 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I've  been  asking  the 

hon.  member  to  give  me  evidence  that 

they're  discriminated  against  because  they 
happen  to  be  handicapped  physically.  As  I 

said,  I'd  be  shocked  to  find  that  out,  because 
the  buildings  I  have  been  in,  they're  all  spe- 

cially equipped  to  handle  physically  handi- 
capped for  any  of  those  who  may  be  in  the— 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Yes,  Mr.  Minister,  I'm 
pleading  the  case  of  Miss  Turtle,  who  comes 
along  and  complains.  Miss  Turtle  says  that 

the  Ontario  Human  Rights  Code,  "Doesn't cover  the  handicapped  in  any  way  at  all 

when  it  comes  to  discrimination";  and  she's talking  about  housing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  But  she  doesn't— 

Mr.   B.   Newman:    Well— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member  is 

a  very  intelligent  man  and  he  must  know  he's not  making  a  point  there.  If  this  lady  feels 

that  she  should  be  getting  housing  and  she's 
not,  that's  one  thing.  But  if  she  feels  she's 
not  getting  the  housing  because  she's  phys- 

ically handicapped,  that's  another  matter; 
and  of  course  that  would  be  a  shocking thing. 

And  I'm  asking  the  hon.  member— and  I 
have  been  asking  him— to  make  the  point 
where  there  appears  to  be  some  discrimina- 

tion because  she's  handicapped.  And  so  far 
you  really  haven't  done  that. 
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Mr.  B.  Newman:  Mr.  Minister,  maybe 

I'm  not  going  to  bring  up  an  individual  at 
all.  But  the  complaints  to  me— ever  since 

you've  had  housing  in  the  community— have 
been  that  the  handicapped  have  difficulty 
getting  in.  That  there  is  a  limitation  on  the 
number  that  will  be  accepted. 

This  is  told  to  me,  Mr.  Minister,  whether 

it  is  right  or  wrong.  You  tell  me  it's  wrong. 
There  is  a  limitation  placed  on  the  number 
that  you  will  accommodate  in  a  housing 
development  because  they  happen  to  have 
some  type  of  a  handicap,  either  blind  or 
physically  handicapped,  because  you  say  you 

don't  have  ramps  and  you  don't  have  other 
types  of  facilities. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  We  do  have  ramps. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  You  do  have  ramps,  but 

you  don't  have  ramps  in  all  of  your  housing accommodations. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I've  had  experience 
with  it  myself.  If  there  is  anyone  who  needs 

to  be  accommodated,  it  isn't  that  big  a 
problem  to  provide  ramps;  except,  I  suppose, 
in  some  very  unusual  situations.  We  have  a 

policy  of  providing  for  the  physically  handi- 
capped. 

The  point  system  would  be  applied  to  that 
person  when  making  an  application  for  hous- 

ing. I  imagine  that  the  physical  handicap 
would  probably  give  her  more  points,  rather 
than  fewer,  because  it  may  very  well  be 
the  accommodation  she  is  living  in,  and  I 
imagine  this  happens  in  more  instances  than 

not,  isn't  a  good  place  for  a  person  who is  physically   handicapped. 

It  may  be  that  she  could  probably  use  a 
place  where  there  are  ramps  and  the  place 

she  is  in  doesn't  have  them.  I've  come  up 
against  some  of  these  cases  myself.  So,  I 
would  think  rather  the  reverse  of  what  the 

hon.  member  suggested  happens;  that  is  from 
the  standpoint  of  getting  accommodation,  it 
would  be  in  her  favour  if  she  is  physically 
handicapped. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  All  right.  The  minister 

will  say  without  any  reservations  that  On- 
tario Housing  will  provide  all  of  the  ac- 

commodations to  the  handicapped,  if  there 

is  a  need— not  all,  but  provide  accommoda- 
tions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  will  say  there  is 
no  discrimination  against  them  because  they 

are  physically  handicapped.  Indeed,  we  don't 
discriminate  against  anyone,  particularly  we 

wouldn't  discriminate  against  the  physically 

handicapped.  I  don't  want  to  give  anyone 
encouragement  because  he  happens  to  be 
physically  handicapped  and  wants  to  get 
public  housing  when  there  are  others  who 

may  be  in  greater  need,  and  have  that  per- 
son feel  he  is  going  to  get  a  priority  over 

them,  even  though  his  need  isn't  as  great, 
just  because  he  is  physically  handicapped. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  The  minister  may  have 
me  floored  on  his  last  comment  there,  and 

I'll  accept  that.  There  may  have  been  greater 
need  with  an  individual  other  than  a  handi' 

capped  person.  Ill  accept  that  argument. 
But  the  comment  that  comes  to  me,  Mr. 

Minister— and  I  kid  you  not— is  from  people 
who  have  handicaps,  that  they  will  come 
along  and  apply  to  Ontario  Housing  and  are 
not  given  any  more  consideration  than  the 

others.  They  often  remark  that  it  is  ex- 

tremely difficult— 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member  has 

been  an  elected  member  long  enough  to 

understand  human  nature.  I'm  sure  he  has 
had  this  kind  of  a  rationale  from  many 

people  in  many  aspects  of  our  society  who 

will  feel  that,  because  they  didn't  get  what 
they  wanted,  they  are  discriminated  against 

for  some  reason  or  other;  whether  it's  race, 
colour,  creed,  physical  handicap,  and  so  on. 

I'm  suggesting  to  him  that  perhaps  this  is 
the  reason  for  this  kind  of  an  approach  taken 

by  some  people. 

I  say  to  the  hon.  member,  if  he  has  a  case 
in  point,  I  would  be  very  glad  to  look  into  it, 
and  it  could  be  a  good  example  of  how  the 
system  is  working. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Right.  I  will  do  so  in  the 
future,  Mr.  Minister,  rather  than  working 
through  the  local  branch  of  Ontario  Housing. 
Those  that  I  think  should  be  given  special 
attention  I  will  contact  the  minister  himself 

and  inform  him  of  them,  hoping  that  I'll  get 
a  reply  within  a  decent  period. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member 

knows  he  gets  replies  from  me. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Yes,  Mr.  Minister.  I  can't 

say  that  I  don't,  except  that  I  don't  neces- 
sarily get  it  as  quickly  as  I  should. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Perhaps  you  don't 
get  it  as  quickly  as  I'd  like  you  to  get  it. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  No.  The  last  letter  took 
about  a  month  to  come  back  from  your 

people.  That's  a  little  too  long,  especially 
when  you  are  dealing  with  an  individual  who, 
in  your  estimation,  is   extremely  worthwhile 
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and  should  be  given  the  accommodation,  but 
for  some  unknown  reason  it  has  to  take  three 

or  four  members  of  Parliament  to  get  it  to 

happen. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It  is  very  unusual  for 
a  member  of  this  Legislature  to  wait  for  a 
month  for  an  acknowledgement. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  It's  nothing  unusual? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  say  it  is  very  un- 
usual. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  It  is 
in  fact! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Members  of  this 

Legislature,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  get 

top  priority  in  respect  to  phone  calls,  an- 
swers to  letter,  requests,  and  so  on;  because 

that's  the  way  I  felt  as  a  private  member  of 
this  Legislature. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  always  get  an  acknowl- 
edgement within  two  or  three  weeks  saying 

our  letter  has  been  received. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  I  am  not  going  to  bring 
the  letter  up,  but  your  officials  know  the 

one— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:   Of  course,  I  know- 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  —in  which  I  had  asked 
concerning  the   dog  question.   I  waited  and 
waited   and   waited   and  waited;    and   never 
got  an  answer. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  am  not  saying  to  the 

hon.  member  that  it  isn't  impossible  for  him 
to  wait  a  month.  It's  quite  possible  these 
things  will  happen.  There  are  thousands  of 
letters  to  be  answered. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  I  know  that  you  person- 
ally are  most  accommodating,  but  when  we 

go  below  you  it  isn't  necessarily  the  same 
way  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  staff  is  usually 

very  very  helpful  and  very  accommodating. 

Mr.  Lewis:  On  the  contrary,  the  staff  is 
helpful;  the  minister  is  impossible. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  There  you  go! 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  I  know.  On  the  last  one 

that  I  brought  up  with  your  staff,  concerning 

a  seeing-eye  dog,  I  waited  too  long  for  an 
answer.  If  there  is  something  in  the  regula- 

tions that  precluded  a  seeing-eye  dog,  they 
could  have  given  it  to  me  right  over  the 
telephone  or  by  a  letter  immediately. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  With  great  respect 
to  the  hon.  member,  I  have  said  this  many 

times  in  this  House.  I  don't  think  members 
of  this  Legislature  should  be  required— with 
as  much  respect  as  I  have  for  civil  servants, 
and  I  certainly  have  a  great  deal  of  respect 

for  those  working  for  the  Ontario  govern- 
ment, particularly  in  OHC— an  hon.  member 

of  this  House  shouldn't  have  to  go  to  any 
civil  servant.  He  should  go  directly  to  the 

minister.  That  is  what  comes  to  my  desk— 

the  top  priority  is  the  members  of  this  Legis- 
lature; and  the  member  should  have  come  to 

me  first. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  really? 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Maybe  you  are  right,  but 

I  know  that  you  are  a  busy  man  and  I  know 

my  little  problems— 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Try  me! 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  —are  a  little  too  much 

to  be  thrown  in  when  the  other  116  mem- 
bers may  throw  problems  to  you.  I  figure 

that  we  are  going  to  accommodate  you  by 

going  to  officials  under  you  rather  than  both- 
ering you.  I  thought  that  I  was  doing  you  a 

service  by  not  doing  that,  but  in  the  future, 

as  you  suggest,  any  request  that  I  get  I'll funnel  through  you  and  let  you  turn  around 
and  take  care  of  it  for  me. 

I  wanted  to  ask  only  one  other  question 
of  the  minister,  and  that  is  concerning  mobile 

housing.  What  is  holding  up  the  develop- 
ment of  mobile  housing  on  the  part  of 

Ontario  Housing?  Is  Ontario  Housing  itself 

going  to  get  into  the  mobile  housing  field 
in  an  attempt  to  alleviate  the  housing  situa- 
tion? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Is  the  member  sug- 
gesting we  should  build  mobile  housing? 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  No,  I  think  you  could 

probably  go  into  mobile  housing  on  a  geared- 
to-income  basis  the  same  as  you  go  into 

other  types  of  housing— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  would  mean  we 

would  build  them— 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  I  beg  your  pardon? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  would  mean  we 

would  build  them  or  buy  them. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Yes,  you  would  buy  them 
the  same  as  you  would  buy  housing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If  you  are  going  to 
build  them  you  may  as  well  build  permanent 
housing   for   people.    There   is    no   point   in 
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building  mobile  housing  for  them.  We've 
got  the  money,  we've  got  the  time,  we  have 
got  the  talent  and  we  will  build  housing  for 
them  without  building  mobile  housing. 

Quite  frankly,  mobile  housing,  in  my  view 
at  least,  is  still  not  the  best  kind  of  housing; 
it  is  a  matter  of  opinion  and  I  am  reminded 

that  it  isn't  any  cheaper  anyway.  They  cost 
quite  a  bit  today  to  get  the  kind  of  housing 
that  we  would  need. 

Our  big  problem  today  is  housing  for 

families  and  the  hon.  member  doesn't  need 
much  imagination  to  know  what  it  would 
cost  to  get  mobile  housing  for  a  family  of 
four,  five  or  six  people.  The  whole  question 
of  mobile  housing,  I  must  admit  as  far  as 
government  is  concerned,  has  not  been  de- 

cided, having  regard  for  municipalities'  views 
on  housing  and  what  the  policy  shall  be  in 
respect  of  allowing  municipalities  to  develop 
great  mobile  housing  areas  and  so  on.  I 

don't  think  that  is  the  answer  to  our  housing 
problem  anyway.  If,  as  I  say  we  can  buy  this 
or  we  can  build  it,  we  may  as  well  carry 
on  and  build  the  kind  of  housing  which  is 
more  suitable  for  families. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  What  the  minister  says 
is  absolutely  true,  but  what  the  minister  fails 

to  recognize  is  that  for  orderly  development 
in  a  given  community  you  could  relieve  the 
pressure  and  allow  the  community  to  de- 

velop, in  an  orderly  fashion  in  its  own  time, 
by  providing  some  type  of  mobile  housing 
in  the  community.  After  you  have  used  the 
mobile  housing  for  a  while  that  mobile  hous- 

ing could  still  be  used.  It  could  be  used  as 
summer  cottages;  it  could  likewise  be  used 
as  housing  for  farm  labour. 

Back  in  1966,  I  made  an  impassioned  plea 
with  your  predecessors  concerning  mobile 
housing  and  the  case  still  stands.  If  you  are 
not  going  to  use  it  on  a  geared-to-income 
basis  or  anything  of  that  sort,  could  you  not 
use  it  as  a  supplement  to  your  housing  situa- 

tion? There  are  some  people  who  may  prefer 
to  live  in  mobile  housing  rather  than  live  in 
conventional  housing.  In  fact,  I  think,  there 
are  almost  more  mobile  homes  sold  in  the 

United  States  than  conventional  homes  today. 
The  president  of  the  Bank  of  America  in  the 
United  States  lives  in  a  mobile  home. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If  the  hon.  member 
lives  in  a  mobile  home  there  would  be  no 
stigma  attached  to  it.  If  the  president  of  a 
bank  or  a  big  corporation  wants  to  live  in 
a  mobile  home,  there  is  no  stigma  attached 
to  it. 

As  the  hon.  member  knows,  we  are  having 
enough  difficulty  in  many  areas  of  the  prov- 

ince getting  acceptance  of  public  housing. 

I  am  sure  it  doesn't  take  too  much  imagina- 
tion to  visualize  what  would  happen  if  we, 

with  or  without  the  municipalities'  permission 
—and  we  would  have  to  have  their  permis- 

sion—started to  go  ahead  and  have  a  pro- 
gramme of  accommodating  people  in  mobile 

homes. 

You  see,  once  you  start  to  talk  about 
public  housing,  in  the  minds  of  many  people 

there  is  an  image  which  is  not  a  true  image— 
I  talked  about  this  in  my  opening  comments 

on  these  estimates— and  I  can  just  imagine 
what  would  happen  if  we  started  to  use 
mobile  homes  for  this  purpose.  I  mean,  I 
think  it  would  completely  destroy  our  ability 
to  provide  housing  as  we  are  doing  today. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Maybe  if  the  minister 

doesn't  look  upon  it  as  being  the  type  of 
housing  which  you  would  rent  to  individuals, 
how  about  using  it  as  the  type  of  housing 
that  you  would  sell? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  think  the  same 

thing  would  apply  as  far  as  public  housing 

is  concerned— that's  just  the  point  I  am  at- 
tempting to  make. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Well,  all  right  then- 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  have  an  awfully  stigmatic 
view  of  your  department. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  am  trying  to  avoid 
it. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  I  accept  the  minister's 
comments  concerning  it.  I  still  think  that 
mobile  housing  has  a  real  part  to  play  in 

alleviating  shortages  of  housing  accommoda- 
tions. Whether  it  is  government  or  private 

enterprise  that  gets  involved,  providing  the 
provincial  government  shows  a  little  more 
leadership  and  comes  down  with  some  type 
of  regulations  and  necessary  amendments  to 
various  legislation,  I  think  mobile  housing 
has  a  real  place  in  taking  care  of  future 
housing  accommodations. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member 

might  help  a  bit— and  I  say  this  most 
sincerely,  I  am  not  trying  to  be  sarcastic.  He 
is  very  close  to  the  picture  in  Windsor  I 
know,  and  he  is  close  to  the  council.  It  may 
help  a  bit  if  he  went  and  discussed  this 
matter  with  the  councillors  and  found  out 

what  they  would  think,  if  in  order  to  help 
some  of  the  people  looking  for  homes  in 
Windsor,  we  went  into  a  programme  of 
public  housing  through  a  purchase  or  rental 
scheme  for  mobile  homes.  Find  out  how  they 
feel. 
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I  think  he'll  find  that— Windsor  may  be 
different,  you  know— mobile  homes  are  by  no 
means  accepted  universally  across  this  prov- 

ince by  the  municipalities.  The  hon.  member 
knows  in  most  instances  they  wont  even  put 
them  on  the  tax  rolls;  they  license  them.  The 
motivation  for  that  is  because  by  and  large 
they  would  rather  have  a  permanent  type  of 
housing. 

Of  course,  I  know,  we  can  get  into  a  great 
debate  upon  why  they  are  not  permanent 
when  you  want  them  to  be,  but  I  think  he 

might  help  if  he  went— 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  They 
just  got  complete  municipal  franchise. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —back  home  and  asked 
them  how  they  would  feel  about  it. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  I  don't  think  it  is  a 
responsibility  of  mine,  Mr.  Minister,  and  I 

don't  think  you  can  judge  the  Province  of 
Ontario's  wants  by  going  into  any  one  given 
community.  There  may  be  communities  that 
would  appreciate  that  type  of  housing— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  is  what  I  am 
asking. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Well,  I  know,  but  Mr. 
Minister  you  have  all  the  staff  there— or  your 
housing  authorities  have  the  staff!  Let  them 

look  into  the  problem.  You  don't  expect  me 
to  do  it.  You  don't  want  me  to  take  over 
your  job  yet,  do  you? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  am  told  this  has 

been  done  and  there  wasn't  a  great  deal  of 
acceptance  for  mobile  homes. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  If  the  minister  says  it 
was  done  and  there  is  no  request  for  it,  it 
does  seem  strange  that  mobile  housing  in  the 
United  States  is  developing  a  lot  faster  than 
any  other  type  of  housing. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Sault 
Ste.  Marie. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Rhodes  (Sault  Ste.  Marie):  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

First  of  all  I  think  perhaps  I  would  like 
to  comment  on  the  last  remarks  made  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Windsor-Walkerville.  I 

would  sincerely  hope  that  we  don't  get  into 
asking  Ontario  housing  to  provide  what  he 
calls  mobile  homes,  because  it  is  obvious 

that  they  wouldn't  be  mobile  homes;  it 
would  merely  be  putting  trailers  in  some 
communities  and  calling  them  housing.  And 

I  would  have  to  disagree  vehemently  with 
that  approach. 

I  would  hope  that  if  we  are  going  to 
develop  housing  in  the  province,  that  it 
would  continue  along  the  lines  that  we  are 
now  doing,  and  that  is  to  build  permanent 
types  of  homes;  unless  of  course  the  hon. 
member  is  suggesting  that  these  trailers- 
mobile  homes,  if  you  will— be  made  available 
as  low-rental  housing  or  family  housing  and 
that  we  provide  transportation  for  them  as 
they  move  around  the  country.  But  I  know  in 
the  municipality  I  come  from  that  there  is 
very  little  acceptance  of  this  type  of  housing 
unless  it  is  on  a  permanent  basis  and  it  is  in 
a  properly  developed  type  of  park. 

I  would  like  to  see  us  continue  in  the 
housing  programme  that  we  have  now;  that  is 
providing  permanent  homes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  one  question  I  would 

like  to  ask  the  minister.  Perhaps  he  can't 
give  me  an  answer  at  this  moment  because 
it  is  relatively  new,  but  I  am  wondering  what 
sort  of  liaison  there  is  between  the  Ontario 

housing  officials  and  those  of  the  other  min- 
istries, for  example  the  Ministry  of  Environ- 

ment? 

It  has  come  to  my  attention  in  the  last  few 
days  that  a  representative  of  the  Ministry 
of  the  Environment  has  publicly  criticized 

the  proposed  location  for  a  senior  citizens' development  in  the  city  of  Sault  Ste.  Marie, 
and  this  has  had  considerable  coverage  in 
the  press. 

The  proposed  development  was  approved 
of  by  the  planning  board  and  the  council  of 
the  municipality  and  for  a  good  part  by  the 
Ontario  housing  officials;  now  a  representa- 

tive of  the  Ministry  of  the  Environment  has 
indicated  this  is  not  a  good  area  to  build 
this  type  of  housing  because  there  may  be  a 
degree  of  pollution  coming  from  the  adjacent 
steel  mill. 

I  know  that  this  subject  was  discussed 
with  the  Ontario  Housing  officials  earlier.  I 
thought  it  had  been  resolved,  in  that  the 
original  site  was  moved  farther  away  from 
the  industrial  site. 

I  hope  the  minister's  officials  will  not  stop 
this  development  as  a  result  of  this  report 
from  one  member  of  the  Ministry  of  the 
Environment,  the  reason  being  that  the 
people  who  will  move  into  this  housing  for 
the  most  part  are  senior  citizens  who  have 
lived  in  this  part  of  my  community  for  many 
years.  There  is  an  ethnic  area  made  up 
primarily  of  people  of  Italian  origin  who 
want  to  stay  in  that  part  of  the  community, 
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where  their  social  clubs  are,  where  their 
friends  are,  where  many  of  the  things  they 
have   grown   up   with   are  now   located. 

I  would  hate  to  think  that  this  might  be 
stopped  as  a  result  of  the  fact  that  there  may 
be  some  dust  problem  in  that  area,  which 
has  been  recognized  by  the  community,  by 
the  Ministry  of  the  Environment  and  by  the 
industry  which  is  working  in  an  effort  to  cut 
down  on  the  amount  of  pollution. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  this  project  will  not 

be  shelved  and  this  much-needed  housing 
will  go  ahead  and  be  built.  I  suggest  to 
the  minister  and  his  officials  that  if  this  type 
of  report  was  to  be  the  criterion  of  whether 
you  build  housing,  when  one  considers  the 
pollution  counts  in  the  city  of  Sudbury,  for 

example,  we  wouldn't  build  any  more  hous- 
ing in  the  whole  city  of  Sudbury  and  in  many 

parts  of  Toronto. 

I  know  the  minister  has  had  a  number  of 
members  of  this  House  criticize  him  con- 

siderably for  the  lack  of  housing  and  the 
lack  of  effort  on  the  part  of  the  Ontario 
Housing  Corp.  I  suppose  there  are  those 
who  would  like  me  to  join  with  them  in 

attacking  him  vehemently,  but  I  am  not  go- 
ing to  do  that. 

I  have  had  the  opportunity,  like  the  mem- 
ber for  Windsor- Walkerville,  to  get  some 

figures,  and  I  think  if  you  look  at  it  in  its 

fullest  sense— and  I  am  going  now  with  the 
city  of  Sault  Ste.  Marie  and  the  city  of 

Sudbury— in  Sault  Ste.  Marie  in  1965  there 

were  absolutely  no  senior  citizens'  units  at 
all.  Under  the  present  programme  in  the 
city  of  Sault  Ste.  Marie  there  are  136  units 
now  occupied,  60  units  now  being  built  and 
186  units  approved  for  development. 

In  the  city  of  Sudbury  there  were  no 

senior  citizens'  units  in  1965.  Today  there 
are  341  actually  occupied,  101  now  being 
built  and  202  units  have  been  approved  for 

development.  So  there  has  been  some  pro- 
gress   made. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  How  many 
applications  have  been  made? 

Mr.  Rhodes:  Considerable  progress  has 

been  made.  Let's  go  to  the  family  units.  In 
1965  in  Sudbury  there  were  131  units;  to- 

day there  are  795  occupied,  205  now  being 
built  and  250  approved  for  development. 
Now,  the  question  is  how  many  applications; 
and  I  have  that  too.  I  can  tell  the  hon.  mem- 

ber that  in  Sudbury  there  are  1,232  applica- 
tions  for   two-bedroom    accommodation. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Alone? 

Mr.  Rhodes:  But  applications  don't  prove 
the  point. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Come  now.  The  Minister  of 
Intergovernmental  Affairs  (Mr.  McKeough) 
said  today  when  he  introduced  the  bill  that 
there  was  a  critical  housing  shortage  in 
Sudbury. 

Mr.    Rhodes:    When    you    talk    about    the 

need  for  housing  in  the  Province  of  Ontario- 

Mr.  Renwick:  It  helps  a  little  bit  to  know 
who   applies  for  it. 

Mr.  Rhodes:  —the  need  for  housing  has 
been  created  not  by  the  fact  that  there  has 
been  no  action  on  the  part  of  the  government 
or  Ontario  Housing;  it  has  been  created  by 
the  fact  that  for  many  years  this  has  been 

the  home,  the  drop-off  spot  for  people  com- 

ing from  provinces  where  they  don't  do  the 
job  that  is  being  done  in  this  province. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Come  on!  Are  you  saying 
we  should  abolish  the  application  form?  Is 
that  what  you   are  saying? 

Mr.  Rhodes:  My  friends  from  the  New 
Democratic  Party,  who  are  so  popular  and 
so  very  evident  in  the  city  of  Sudbury, 
know  full  well  there  are  a  goodly  number 
of  these  people  on  application  in  the  city 
of  Sudbury  who  have  come  into  the  city  of 

Sudbury  from  the  various  Maritime  prov- 
inces, brought  in  under  the  pretence  that 

there  is  all  kinds  of  work.  Let's  not  talk 
about  that. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That  is  common  in  the 
Province    of   Ontario. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  Pretence 

by  whom?  Inco  and  the  Conservative  govern- 
ment! 

Mr.  Renwick:  What  do  you  want  to  do, 

set  up  barriers  around  the  province? 

Interjections    by   hon.    members. 

Mr.  Rhodes:  No  barriers  around  the  prov- 
ince at  all. 

Mr.  Renwick:  All  right  then! 

Mr.  Rhodes:  But  I  say  it  is  wrong  to 
stand  up  and  to  look  at  the  minister  and  his 

officials  and  say,  "You  are  not  doing  any- 
thing." It  is  not  correct  and  I  think  you 

realize  it.  You  must  put  some  of  the  respon- 
sibility on  the  members  of  the  municipal 

councils. 
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Mr.  Foulds:  Who  was  there  for  the  last 
little    while. 

Mr.  Rhodes:  In  my  experience  in  the  city 
of  Sault  Ste.  Marie,  at  no  time  did  we  ever 
ask  Ontario  Housing  to  develop  housing  in 

our  community  when  they  didn't  respond 
and  respond  favourably.  They  came  out  and 
they  built  the  housing  we  asked  for.  They 
took  the  surveys  and  they  built  the  housing. 
Not  only  the  attitude  of  your  councils— 
what  about  the  attitudes  of  your  people? 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Five  years. 

Mr.  Rhodes:  Go  into  those  municipalities 
and  ask  people;  tell  them  you  are  going  to 
build  public  housing  next  door  to  them  and 

see  what  happens.  You'll  find  out  what  hap- 
pens. They  don't  want  the  public  housing. 

Everyone  says  give  us  public  housing,  but 
build  it  beside  somebody  else. 
We  went  through  that  routine  in  every 

municipality  in  this  province.  We  have  gone 
through  it  in  this  Legislature  already.  If 
we  can  change  the  attitudes  of  people,  to 
accept  public  housing  as  being  very  essential 
in  the  province,  it  will  make  it  a  lot  easier 
job  for  Ontario  Housing  to  go  and  build  this 
housing   and  provide   it. 

Do  you  know  how  long  some  of  the  delays 
are?  How  long  some  of  these  projects  have 
been  delayed  in  municipalities  because  of 
attitudes  of  councils,  of  planning  boards,  of 
delegations  of  people?  I  know  how  long  they 
have  gone  on.  I  have  sat  through  many  of 
them.  I  have  felt  rather  embarrassed  for  my 
municipality  when  these  people  came  in, 

prepared  to  build  the  housing  and  we  didn't 
get  it. 

I  think  there  is  a  demand  and  a  need  now 

for  smaller  units  to  get  out  of  the  ghetto 
type  of  development.  I  agree.  I  think  the 
experience  in  Toronto  has  shown  that.  On- 

tario Housing  has  been  criticized  for  lack  of 
recreation  areas,  but  Ontario  Housing  has 
always  indicated  to  me  that  they  are  pre- 
pared  to  live  up  to  the  requirements  of  the 
various  municipalities.  You  have  got  zoning 

bylaws— they'll  live  by  them.  When  they  go 
into  a  municipality— again,  I  know  I  am 
speaking  only  for  one  municipality— but  when 
they  went  into  that  city  they  looked  all  over 
the  place  for  land  zoned  properly  for  build- 

ing. When  they  found  it,  there  was  no  serv- 
icing for  it  and  people  blamed  Ontario 

Housing  for  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right! 

Mr.  Rhodes:  It  is  not  right!  I  say  that  here 
is  an  agency  that  is  trying  to  do  a  job,  and 
I  think  has  done  a  good  job  until  now  and 
will  continue  to  do  the  job.  Granted,  may 
they  have  to  be  criticized— it  is  the  way  you 
get  things  done— but  not  to  the  point  of  say- 

ing that  the  job  is  not  being  done;  that  they 
have  fallen  down  completely  on  the  require- 

ments of  housing  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

I  think  as  long  as  we  continue  the  pro- 
gramme as  it  is,  Mr.  Minister,  and  if  we 

can  get  the  co-operation  of  the  municipalities 
—perhaps  there  is  a  selling  job  required,  as 
was  suggested  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Windsor- Walkerville,  to  go  out  and  get  people 
to  accept  public  housing.  Right  at  this 
present  time— and  the  minister  knows  full 
well  the  problems  faced  here— when  you  go 
into  some  of  these  cities,  Metropolitan  To- 

ronto or  any  other  city  across  this  province, 
and  tell  somebody— I  ask  the  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  West  to  ask  the  people  in  his 
riding  when  they  go  to  put  housing  in; 

they  will  object- 
Mr.  Lewis:  As  a  matter  of  fact  there  is  a 

very  very  unusual  percentage  of  public 
housing  in  my  riding. 

Mr.  Rhodes:  They  will  object  to  more. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  I  am  not  so  sure.  I 
would  like  to  get  the  minister  to  try. 

Mr.  Rhodes:  I  know  that  there  have  been 

objections   here. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Scarborough  has  a  good  record 
in  public  housing. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Be  care- 
ful of  that- 

Mr.  Rhodes:  I  think,  Mr.  Minister,  that 

you   can   be— 
Mr.  Lewis:  It  has  a  good  record  in  the 

sense   of  numbers   of  units. 

Mr.  Rhodes:  If  the  member  is  suggesting 
there  are  too  many  units  in  his  riding  that 
is  exactly  the  example  I  am  talking  about. 

Do  you  want  housing  or  don't  you  want  hous- 
ing? 

Mr.  Singer:  North  York  has  the  best  one. 

Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Minister,  I  am  not  going 
to  criticize  you  because  I  think  the  job  is 
going  pretty  well,  I  would  like  to  see  you 
continue  with  the  same  programme  and  at 
the  same  pace  you  are  going. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Get  out  the  bylaws! 
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Mr.  Rhodes:  If  you  can  step  it  up,  God 
bless  you.  Until  you  can  convince  the  rest 
of  the  province  and  the  people  living  in  it 
that  there  is  a  desperate  need  for  this  type 
of  housing;  that  it  is  an  acceptable  type  of 
thing;  and  that  people  who  live  in  this  type 
of  housing  are  not  second  class  citizens;  you 
are  going  to  have  the  same  problem  across 
the  province  and  you  will  have  the  same 

criticisms  year  after  year  from  the  oppo- 
sition. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Brant. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are 

just  two  or  three  matters  I  want  to  bring  to 
the  attention  of  the  minister.  The  first  has 

to  do  with  the  programmes  that  he  might  have 
that  would  be  available  to  assist  housing  in 

rural  areas.  I  don't  mean  the  small  towns 
but  those  areas  where  families  with  large 
numbers  of  children  have  been  forced  out 

of  the  cities  because  they  cannot  find  hous- 
ing with  sufficient  accommodation,  numbers 

of  bedrooms.  My  experience  in  the  constitu- 
ency of  Brant  and  other  rural  areas  is  that 

often  old,  broken-down,  but  very  large 

homes— sometimes  abandoned  for  a  period  of 
time— have  been  rented  by  the  farmers  to  a 
family  that  would  come  in,  sometimes  with 
welfare  assistance.  These  large  families  would 
then  establish  themselves  there  and  the  kids 

would  go  to  school  on  school  buses.  Then 

the  problems  for  the  local  municipality  would 
begin   in   earnest. 

In  many  cases  there  is  no  water  supply.  I 
am  aware  of  some  areas  where  the  water  is 
dipped  out  of  a  ditch  beside  the  road  for 

washing  purposes  and  drinking  water  has  to 
be  brought  in  from  considerable  distance  in 

milk  cans.  I  realize  that  the  responsibility  of 
the  municipality  is  paramount  to  close  down 
a  place  like  that  if  in  fact  it  does  not  come 

up  to  the  standards  the  municipality  sets. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  argument  is  put  to 
them:  If  this  house  is  removed,  where  are 

these  people  with  10  or  12  children  to  go? 
Often  the  argument  is  put  to  the  reeve  and  the 

council:  "You  simply  cannot  condemn  this 
house  because  there  is  no  place  for  this 

family  to  go."  It  is  the  worst  kind  of  slum 
accommodation  that  could  be  imagined. 

I  know  that  seven  or  eight  years  ago  a 
group  of  us  as  members  went  down  to  some 

of  the  areas  in  this  city  and  saw  accommoda- 
tions that  were  really  shocking,  horrifying. 

I  am  sure  that  many  of  those  places  have 
been  improved,  but  if  you  want  to  see  really 
the  worst  accommodation  in  the  whole  prov- 

ince you  have  got  to  look  into  some  of  the 
rural  areas. 

I  would  suggest  that  the  minister  should 
establish  a  programme  with  the  municipali- 

ties, but  not  where  he  goes  in  and  says: 

"Now,  if  you  ask  me  we  will  build  rent- 
geared-to-income  housing  in  this  area."  And 
they  will  say:  "Well,  that's  fine,  but  we  don't 
have  sewage  disposal;  we  don't  have  a  water 
supply."  And  the  Ontario  Housing  people 
say.  "Fine,  you  let  us  know  as  soon  as  you 
get  that  problem  worked  out  and  we  will 

come  back  and  see  you." 
Obviously,  out  of  your  present  programmes 

you  can  do  little  or  nothing  to  help  these 
rural  municipalities.  But  there  could  be  a 
fund  that  would  be  made  available  to  the 

municipalities,  and  in  turn  made  available  to 
the  owners  of  these  properties.  So  that  instead 
of  saying,  all  right,  we  are  going  to  placard 
this  house,  or  it  must  be  torn  down;  that 
instead  we  are  going  to  require  you  to  bring 
it  up  to  a  standard,  but  we  are  going  to 
provide  some  of  the  funds,  if  not  all  of  the 
funds,  for  this  housing  to  be  brought  to  the 
standard  that  we  now  place  before  you— if 
you  think  that  it  is  suitable  for  your  area. 

And  it  could  be  that  these  funds  could  be 

in  the  form  of  a  grant  to  the  homeowner  as 
long  as  they  would  allow  the  facility  to  be 
listed  under  one  of  the  housing  authorities. 

But  my  point  is  this  that  it's  much  too  easy 
for  Ontario  Housing  to  say  the  responsibility 

for  the  quality  of  the  housing  in  any  munici- 
pality must  be  left  to  that  municipality. 

In  many  rural  areas  it  is  not  working. 
There  are  homes  in  use  with  families,  kids 
going  to  school  and  so  on,  which  are  well 
below  any  kind  of  a  reasonable  level.  The 
reason  put  for  maintaining  them  and  not 
placarding  them,  is  that  there  is  no  place  for 
these  young  people  or  for  these  families  to  go. 

On  the  other  hand  the  minister,  or  at  least 
his  predecessors,  when  I  have  raised  this 

before,  the  answer  is  glibly  put:  "We  are 
prepared  to  have  housing  programmes  in  any 

municipality  that  requests  it."  But  without 
sewage  and  water  facilities,  these  simply  are 
not  possible.  I  urge  on  the  minister  some  sort 
of  a  programme  that  would  not  have  to  be 
terribly  expensive,  but  which  would  give  the 
local  municipalities  something  else  to  say  to 

these  people  besides:  "Okay,  we  agree  we 
can't  close  it;  we'll  let  you  go  for  a  few  more 

months." 
I  don't  think  the  farmers  who  own  the 

housing  can  be  accused  of  sort  of  profiteering 
on  a  slum  basis;  although,  in  some  respects, 
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I  suppose  they  are.  But  the  rents  they  charge 
do  not  permit  the  upgrading  of  the  housing 

and  the  municipalities  don't  have  any  facilities 
to  assist  them.  That's  the  first  point. 

The  second  is:  Can  the  minister  tell  the 
House  how  many  acres  he  now  has  available 
in  the  so-called  land  development  bank  that 
we  have  now  discussed  in  this  House  for  a 
number  of  years.  These  include  the  acquisition 
of  large  properties  in  Waterloo  county;  and 
just  two  years  ago,  another  large  property 
near  the  city  of  Brantford  in  Brantford  town- 

ship. Neither  one  of  these  areas  has  been 
scheduled  for  development,  but  I  would  say 

to  the  minister  that  the  decision  of  his  pre- 
decessors to  acquire  those  lands  for  housing 

development,  has  in  fact  dictated  planning 
decisions  to  the  local  municipality.  In  the 
case  of  Brantford— and  I  wish  the  former 
mayor  of  Brantford  (Mr.  Beckett)  were  here 
today  because  he  might  be  able  to  give  some 
further  information— the  areas  that  have  been 
acquired  by  Ontario  Housing,  just  to  the  west 
of  the  city,  have  specifically  been  not  in- 

cluded in  the  long-range,  15-year  plan  for  the 
expansion  of  the  urban  municipality.  But 
with  the  acquisition  of  the  land  by  Ontario 
Housing,  this  will  obviously  have  to  be 
changed. 

The  minister's  colleague,  the  Treasurer 
(Mr.  McKeough),  has  announced  a  regional 
government  study  for  the  area.  I  am  quite 
sure  that  the  fact  that  Ontario  Housing  has 
2,000  to  3,000  acres,  or  perhaps  even  more 
than  that,  slated  for  development  some  time 
in  the  future,  will  be  one  of  the  immutable 

planning  decisions  around  which  other  de- 
cisions must  be  based,  even  though  it  does 

not  correspond  with  the  planning  decisions 
made  by  the  municipality  under  expert  advice 
and  often  in  consultation  with  another  arm 
of  government. 

I  have  felt  a  tendency  to  support  the 
government  when  it  says  it  is  acquiring  land 
where  it  becomes  available,  so  that  in  the 
future,  as  the  housing  requirements  change, 
it  has  the  land  bought  at  reasonable  prices 
for  servicing  and  development.  But  I  think 
one  of  the  operative  decisions  in  acquiring 
this  land  must  be  that  it  fits  in  with  the 

general  long-range  plans  of  the  municipality 
concerned.  Otherwise,  the  minister  becomes 
one  of  the  major  planners  in  the  province 
willy-nilly.  If  he  wants  to  assume  that  re- 

sponsibility, then  it  should  be  done  in  con- 
junction with  a  lot  of  co-operation  and  co- 

ordination with  the  plans  already  established. 

These   are   two   points,    Mr.    Chairman. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  the  main  point  the  hon.  member  was 
raising— at  least  I  think  it  was  the  main  thrust 
of  his  argument— was  that  when  there  are 
big  houses  in  rural  municipalities  which  are 
badly  in  need  of  rehabilitation,  we  should 
step  in  and  use  those  houses  for  families. 
I  suppose  the  hon.  member  was  referring  to 
abandoned  houses,  because  if  they  are  not 
abandoned,  we  are  not  adding  to  the  stock. 

All  he  is  asking  us  to  do  otherwise- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  If  you  will  permit  me, 
there  is  something  more  than  just  adding  to 
the  stock.  It  is  taking  the  responsibility  to 
see  that  even  houses  that  are  in  use  are  at 
a  certain  minimum  level,  even  these  large 

old  buildings.  I  don't  want  to  go  over  the 
argument  again,  but  some  of  them  have 
been  abandoned  and  the  families  will  come 

out   and  say,   "Let  us  move  in  here." 
The  farmer  will  say,  "OK,  you  shouldn't 

move  in,  but  if  you  haven't  got  any  place 
to  go,  I  guess  you  can  move  in  for  a  little 

while." 

What  then  happens  is  that  that  old  farm- 
house, abandoned  or  minimally  used  for  a 

good  long  time,  becomes  a  part  of  the  hous- 
ing stock  at  a  level  of  accommodation  which 

should  never  be  permitted.  It  is  simply  not 

enough  of  an  answer  to  say  that  it's  up  to 
the  municipality,  because  it  can't  cope  with it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
I  presume  a  portion  of  the  legislation  which 
Mr.  Basford  was  supposed  to  have  brought 
into  the  House  of  Commons  today  dealt  with 
rehabilitation  of  old  houses.  In  that  respect, 

we  will  be  very  much  interested  in  seeing— 
he  discussed  this  with  us  when  he  was  here— 
what  eventually  has  come  out  in  legislation. 
I  am  not  privy  to  that;  we  will  have  to  wait 
and  see. 

I  believe  a  part  of  that  would  cover  what 
the  hon.  member  has  said  here.  Ontario 

would  be  interested  in  seeing  what  the  pro- 
gramme is  in  respect  of  the  rehabilitation 

of  homes  which  were  supposed  to  be  part  of 
that  programme;  and  we  would  be  glad  to 
consider  whatever  we  can  do  to  help. 

Under  our  present  programme  where  we 
now  own  300  or  400—1  think  the  figure  I 

gave  earlier  was  300-odd— 
Mr.  B.  Newman:  It  is  306. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —306  houses  across 

the  province— most  people  don't  even  know 
where  they  are.  Where  we  find  a  house 
which  we  can  use  for  a  family  that  we  can 
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house  in  that  particular  building,  we  would 
be  interested  in  renting  or  buying  it,  provid- 

ing the  price  is  reasonable;  and  if  necessary, 
if  it  needs  some  rehabilitation  we  would  be 
doing  that  too.  So  we  do  everything  we  can. 

Indeed,  as  far  as  being  able  to  provide 
housing  is  concerned,  we  will  lend  money 
for  the  purpose  of  building  septic  tanks  and 
houses  which  are  serviced  by  septic  tanks 
and  wells.  If  the  okay  is  received  by  the 
local  MOH  we  build  senior  citizen  housing 
in  places  like  Harriston  and  Gore  Bay. 

We  are  now  in  discussions  with  the  offi- 
cials in  Teeswater,  where  as  a  matter  of 

fact  until  today  CHMC  were  not  anxious  to 
loan  any  money  because  the  sewage  system 
was  by  septic  tank.  We  are  prepared  to  do 
this    where    it   appears    to   be   feasible. 

I  don't  know  whether  there  was  anything 
else  covered  by  the  hon.  member- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Land  banks! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Of  course,  land  banks! 
We  have  a  pretty  large  land  bank.  I  am  sure 
the  member  knows  the  land  bank  in  his  own 
area  of  Brantford  township,  where  we  have 
1,012  acres. 

We  have  12,595  acres  in  land  banks 
throughout  the  province.  Of  course  some  of 
them  I  know  are  ready  for  development,  but 
we  are  doing  precisely  what  the  hon.  member 
mentioned,  trying  to  assemble  as  much  land 
as  possible  in  anticipation  of  the  time  when 
we  will  be  able  to  use  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  If  you  will  permit  me,  Mr. 
Chairman,  my  point  is  that,  say  that  land  in 
Brantford,  it  is  specifically  not  in  the  long- 
range  expansion  plan  for  the  two  municipal- 

ities of  the  city  and  the  township,  but  the 

minister's  decision  to  buy  that  as  part  of  the 
land  bank  will  certainly  require  a  change  in 
the  basic  plan.  How  do  you  get  to  do  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Then  the  hon.  member 

is  making  the  point  that  we  shouldn't  even 
pick  up  land  unless  it  fits  in  with  the  plans 
of  the  local  municipality,  and  he  is  saying 
that  insofar  as  Brantford  is  concerned,  as  far 
as  he  knows,  it  does  not  fit  in  with  the  plans 
for  the  area? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  According  to  their  official 
plan. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well  I  have  a  note 

here  which  might  be  helpful.  In  April  of  1970 
the  corporation,  after  discussions  with  the 
mayor  of  the  city  of  Brantford  and  the  reeve 
of    Brantford    township,    agreed    to    proceed 

with  the  acquisition  of  land  in  Brantford 
township  to  provide  an  alternative  for  the 
long-range  growth  of  the  city.  The  new  Brant- 

ford official  plan  recommended  the  growth 
of  Brantford  into  the  township  and  it  was 
based  upon  the  proposed  construction  of  a 
new  expressway  bridge  and  the  extension  of 
major  trunk  services  through  the  area.  I  think 
that  shows  they  fit  in  with  the  plan. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  If  I  may,  Mr.  Chairman, 
it  is  interesting  that  you  say  the  note  was 
after  consultation,  because  certainly  the  reeve 
of  Brantford  township  was  publicly  quoted  as 
being  extremely  critical  of  the  decision  and 

saying,  "How  could  this  possibly  happen  with- 
out consultation?"  But  it  is  now  18  months 

old  and  certainly  I  would  expect  that  they 

would  bring  their  plan  into  line  with  the  de- 
cision taken  here  at  Queen's  Park. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  You  say  that  it  wasn't in  consultation  with  the  reever 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  am  advised  here  that 

Mr.  Goyette  says  "definitely." 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  All  right,  that  is  fine;  it 
is  part  of  history  now.  But  in  other  words, 
go  ahead  and  make  these  acquisitions  as  I 
fully  expect  that  you  will  and  would  support 
you  in  so  doing,  but  I  would  suppose  that  it 
would  be  only  after  consultation.  If  the  min 
ister  tells  me  that  this— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  would  hope  so. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —was  after  consultation, 
certainly  I  would  accept  it,  just  as  in  the 
case  in  Waterloo  township.  Certainly  it  has 
been  common  knowledge  that  Ontario  Hous- 

ing didn't  consult  with  any  of  the  reeves  nor 
any  of  the  planning  authorities,  but  still  you 
bought  the  land;  or  your  predecessor,  Mr. 
Randall,  bought  the  land.  I  am  quite  sure  that 
the  changes  in  the  plans  in  Waterloo  county, 
particularly  once  it  is  regionalized,  will  accept 
that  block  of  land  for  housing  development 
as  one  of  the  cornerstones  which  will  not  be 
movable  or  changeable.  It  simply  means  that 
the  minister  has  a  very  heavy  responsibility  to 
see  that  he  does  not  become  the  chief  planner 
for  the  communities  in  which  there  is  going 
to  be  a  growing  stock  of  Ontario  Housing. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted  to 
ask  the  minister— and  then  perhaps   explain 
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the  reason  for  my  question— whether  he  is 
giving  any  thought  to  reviewing  the  pro- 

cedures by  which  he  allocates  scarce  resources 
to  those  who  are  applicants  for  Ontario  Hous- 

ing? In  other  words,  is  he  satisfied  with  the 
method  by  which  the  present  system  operates, 
or  has  he  a  continuing  concern  that  there 
may  be  improvements  which  can  be  made 
which  would  provide  for  a  more  equitable 
allocation  of  available  resources? 

The  reason  for  my  question  is  that  while 
I,  as  a  member  of  the  club  here,  like  to  have 
my  mail  answered  promptly  by  the  minister 
or  by  the  managing  director  of  Ontario  Hous- 

ing Corporation— and  I  do  generally  have  it 
answered  that  way— I  really  am  quite  con- 

cerned about  being  placed  in  an  invidious 
position.  There  is  some  question  with  respect 
to  my  constituents  as  to  whether  or  not  those 
who  happen  to  consult  with  me  in  some  way 
or  other  about  their  housing  problems,  would 
get  either  better  or  worse  treatment  than 

those  who  didn't  consult  with  me  about  their 
housing  problems  and  made  their  applications 
directly  through  normal  procedures  by  filing 
an  application  with  the  Ontario  Housing  Corp. 

This  comes  back  to  the  question  about 
whether  or  not  the  point  system,  as  pre- 

sently administered  by  the  Ontario  Housing 
Corp.,  is  fair  and  if  the  judgements  made  on 
the  point  assessment  by  the  housing  officers 
of  Ontario  Housing  Corp.  are  equitable 
decisions. 

What  guarantee  or  what  assurance  do  we 
have  that  these  scarce  resources  are  allocated 
fairly  and   equitably? 

Is  there  any  public  record  which  is  avail- 
able to  indicate  that  there  is  a  scrupulous 

adherence  to  the  priority  system  that  the 
point  system  is  designed  to  establish?  Is 

there  any  intention  on  the  minister's  part  to 
establish  a  review  procedure  with  respect  to 
applications  that  have  been  on  hand  for  a 
given  period  of  time?  Is  there  any  way  in 
which  the  point  system  can  be  reviewed 
and  improved  from  the  point  of  view  of 
allocating  these  from  scarce  resources? 
And  is  there  some  method  by  which  an 

applicant  can  go  to  the  Ontario  Housing 
Corp.  and  be  satisfied  that  his  application 
is  receiving  correct,  orderly  and  proper 
treatment   by   the   Ontario   Housing   Corp.? 

All  this,  of  course,  in  the  light  of  the  fact 
—despite  what  my  friend,  the  member  for 
Sault  Ste.  Marie  states— because  there  is  now, 
has  been  for  a  long  time  and  will  be  in  the 
future,  a  continuing  surplus  of  legitimate 
demands  for  Ontario  Housing,  and  in  the 
Metropolitan  Toronto  area  in  particular. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  I  am  sure  the 
hon.  member  knows  what  the  point  system 
is.  Is  he  suggesting  to  me  that  it  would  be 
helpful  to  him  to  have  a  list  of  all  those 
who  have  been  approved  and  therefore  he 

will  be  able  to  say  "no"  to  some  of  those 
people  who  come  to  him?  Of  course  he 

doesn't  expect  me  to  believe  that;  because 
he  won't  say  no  to   anybody. 

Mr.  Renwick:  No,  that  is  not  my  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  I  think  the  nub 

of  the  hon.  member's  question  is  really:  Can 
we  provide  some  public  method  by  which 
everyone  will  see  those  who  have  been  ap- 

proved for  public  housing.  So  that  they  can 

say.  "Mr.  and  Mrs.  John  Smith  were  provid- 
ed with  public  housing  on  Jan.  1972,  and  I 

have  had  an  application  in  for  two  years; 

and  they  were  ahead  of  me.  I'd  like  to 

know  why?" That  is  really  what  he  is  saying.  He  wants 

the  public- 
Mr.  Renwick:  Yes,  from  the  point  of  view 

of  the  individual  applicant. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  I  haven't  given 
that  any  thought.  I  must  say  it  doesn't 
really  appeal  to  me  on  the  face  of  it  be- 

cause of  the  implications  I  can  immediately 
see. 

We  are  trying  to  avoid  as  much  as  pos- 
sible the  stereotype  that  has  been  created, 

an  incorrect  one,  of  those  people  who  are 
living  in  public  housing.  I  think  that  would 

only  add  to  the  stereotype.  Let's  not  make it  worse  by  issuing  a  public  document,  or 
having  somebody  come  up  and  see  a  list 
that  says  Mr.  and  Mrs.  John  Brown  have 
got  public  housing,  by  having  everyone  look- 

ing at  the  list.  I  don't  know  how  else  you could  do  it. 

There  is  an  application  review  board 
within  the  corporation.  Anyone  who  feels 
they  have  been  discriminated  against  for 
some  reason  or  other  in  respect  of  getting 
accommodation  may  appeal  to  this  board. 
They  look  at  the  application  and  they  listen 
to  the  person  who  has  applied  for  a  review. 
The  results  of  that  review  goes  to  the  com- 

mittee of  the  board  of  directors  of  OHC. 
I  think  that  outside  of  having  it  completely 
independent  of  the  Housing  Corp.  itself,  this 
is  fairly  good  protection.  That  there  will  be, 
by  and  large,  justice  done. 

After  all,  the  corporation  is  anxious  to  run 
a  good,  viable  housing  policy.  Certainly  they 

don't  want  to  discriminate  against  any  one, 
at  least  knowingly.  I  don't  know  what  else 
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you  can  do,  other  than  publish  these  lists; 

and  as  I  say,  I  can't  see  that  as  being  very 
helpful  in  respect  of  the  image  of  public 
housing  tenants. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  try 
to  ignite  in  the  minister  a  little  bit  of  interest 
in  this  problem,  because  he  has  given  the 
answer  which  I  fully  anticipated  he  would 

give. 
Let  me  say  right  at  the  beginning  that  I 

don't  particularly  buy  the  mytholgy  of  the stigma  attached  to  the  persons  who  make 
application  to  Ontario  Housing.  The  people 
in  my  constituency  who  come  to  me  asking 
me  to  assist  in  any  way  I  can  with  respect 
to  their  applications  for  Ontario  Housing  are 
not  concerned  about  the  question  whether 
or  not  people  know  that  they  have  applied 
for  it.  They  are  anxious  to  obtain  Ontario 
Housing;  it  is  the  only  solution  to  a  very 
pressing  need.  So  I  set  aside  this  question 
that  in  some  way  or  other,  some  kind  of  a 
stereotype  exists  which  is  immediately  im- 

printed upon  every  person  who  makes  an 
application  for  Ontario  Housing. 

I  am  quite  certain  that  of  the  50  to  100 
housing  applications  which  I  regularly  have 
in  process,  some  of  which  get  filled  and  new 
ones  get  added  from  time  to  time,  if  there 
was  any  valid  purpose  to  do  so  those  persons 
would  be  quite  prepared  to  have  their  names 
available  for  some  kind  of  public  review. 

Setting  that  aside,  I  was  not  asking  the 
minister  whether  or  not  I  could  establish  a 
scoresheet  of  those  who  I  was  successful  in 

helping.  It  is  precisely  the  opposite.  I  don't 
like  to  be  in  the  position  where  I  can  act  in 
some  way  as  a  creaking  wheel  that  will  get 
some  kind  of  special  treatment. 

I  want  the  people  in  my  riding  who  have 
legitimate  housing  concerns  to  feel  that  they 
will  get  the  identical  treatment  by  going 
directly  to  the  Ontario  Housing  Corp.  and 
not  feeling  that  in  some  way  or  other  I,  as 
their  member,  can  exercise  some  kind  of 
influence. 

I  think  the  minister  has  got  to  recognize 
that  with  the  best  will  in  the  world  amongst 
those  who  allocate  the  housing  which  is 
available,  the  very  fact  is  that  the  word  is 
generally  around  that  you  try  to  get  your 
sitting  member  of  the  Legislature,  your  alder- 

man, the  mayor,  a  member  of  the  executive 
board  of  the  city  of  Toronto  or  some  person 
of  some  kind  of  status  or  influence  because 
of  his  elected  position  to  make  a  representa- 

tion on  your  behalf. 

This  must  make  it  more  difficult  for  the 
members  of  the  Ontario  Housing  staff,  who 
have  this  difficult  task  to  perform,  to  make 
their  assessment  and  to  answer  and  give 

equal  priority  to  applications— 

An  hon.  member:  It's  true! 

Mr.  Renwick:  —which  come  without  that 
sponsorship  and  applications  which  come 

with  that  sponsorship.  I'm  saying  to  the 
minister  that  whatever  element  of  politics 
exists  in  the  allocation  of  scarce  housing 
resources,  or  whatever  element  of  politics 
appears  to  exist,  must  be  dispelled. 

I  for  one  feel  most  unhappy  about  making 
applications  and  writing  the  letters.  I  do  it 
because  it  is  a  traditional  method  by  which 
members  exert  influence  on  behalf  of  their 

constituents,  but  I  do  not  like  doing  it.  I'm 
quite  prepared  to  do  it  because  I  know  of 
no  other  system. 

I  want  to  know,  bearing  in  mind  the 
necessary  requirement  of  a  relative  degree 
of  privacy  about  personal  affairs  of  indivi- 

duals, whether  it  is  possible  for  an  individual 
who  has  an  application  before  Ontario  Hous- 

ing to  go  to  Ontario  Housing  to  have  the 
allocation  system  explained  to  him,  to  explain 
why  it  is  that  his  application  has  not  as  yet 
been  filled  and  then  to  have  that  confirmed 
to  him  in  writing  and  to  be  advised  in 
writing  that  he  can  make  a  personal  appeal 
before  this  review  committee  of  Ontario 
Housing  Corp.;  that  he  can  come  before  that 
committee  and  restate  his  position. 

If  necessary  he  can  satisfy  that  committee 
about  the  accuracy  or  inaccuracy  of  the 
point  system  which  has  been  allocated  to 
him  and  have  that  matter  reviewed  in  a 
semijudicial  way  by  that  review  committee. 
A  decision  can  then  be  made  to  him  that, 
yes,  there  has  been  some  alteration,  or  his 
priority  has  been  changed  in  some  way,  or 
that  he  can  expect  a  more  prompt  answer 
to  his  application  within  the  next  few  weeks. 

Now  whatever  all  of  those  reasons  may  be 

—and  I  don't  underestimate  in  any  way  the 
difficulty  of  an  equitable  allocation  of  the 

resources— is  there  anything  which  the  min- 
ister has  in  mind  which  will  improve  a 

system  which  has  obvious  faults  to  it?  That 
is  not  casting  any  reflection  either  on  the 
minister,  the  members  of  the  housing  corpo- 

ration, or  the  present  system.  There  must 
be,  obviously,  some  better  way  of  doing  it; 
and  I  want  the  minister  to  feel  there  is 
some  initiative  which  he  can  take  about  the 
problem  of  the  allocation. 
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Will  the  minister  answer  some  of  those 

comments  that  I've  made  and  also  delineate 
for  me  clearly  the  question  of  how  you  get 
before  this  review  board?  Do  you  have  a 
right  to  appear?  What  are  the  instructions 
which  are  given  to  you  to  permit  you  to 
appear?  How  is  the  decision  given  to  the 
individual  applicant  about  his  housing  appli- 
cation? 

And  what  does  he  do  then  to  make  certain 
that  the  decision  of  that  committee  is  com- 

municated to  those  who  are  responsible  for 
the  allocation  of  scarce  housing  resources, 
to  make  certain  that  the  decision  of  that 
committee  is  taken  into  account  by  those 
who  are  allocating  the  housing  resources 
and  who,  while  that  appeal  is  taking  place, 
have  already  received  a  large  number  of 
other  applications  on  a  day-to-day  basis  from 
persons  whose  need  is  extremely  great? 

Will  the  minister  give  me  some  indication 
that  surely  there  is  something  in  the  expe- 

rience of  the  housing  corporation  and  this 
minister  that  would  indicate  that  improve- 

ments can  be  made  in  the  method  of  allocat- 
ing housing  resources  in  Metropolitan  To- 

ronto? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
hon.  member  has  posed  some  questions.  He 
has  asked  for  a  solution  to  a  problem,  but  he 

doesn't  have  anything  to  recommend  by  way of  a  solution. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  have. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Unless  he  suggests, 
as  I  indicated  earlier,  that  we  should  publish 
a  list,  or  something  of  that  nature.  A  person 
has  a  right,  either  by  asking  or  writing,  to 
have  his  application  presented  to  the  appli- 

cants' review  board. 

Mr.  Renwick:  What  is  this  board  called? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  application  re- 
view board— application  review. 

Mr.  Renwick:  How  long  has  it  been  in 
existence? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Just  under  three 
months. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  no  wonder  I've  never heard  of  it  before! 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Are  they  on  a  muni- 
cipal level? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Municipal? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes.  Well,  we  only 
have  it  in  Metro  Toronto  at  the  moment. 
Indeed,  I  am  looking  over  the  whole  point 
system  method  in  all  of  its  aspects.  And 
as  to  what  the  hon.  member  suggested,  I 
don't  know  that  I  have  a  solution  to  it  at 
the  moment.  You  have  to  be  careful  that 

your  solution  doesn't  create  more  problems than  it  cures  when  we  do  this.  Indeed  the 
registry,  the  figures  of  which  were  raised 
the  other  day,  was  the  first  attempt  to  get 
closer  to  this  by  establishing  the  number  of 

people  and  the  grades— the  classification— 
in  respect  to  points.  So  there  will  be  a 
better  idea  of  the  people  who  are  qualified 
in    respect    of    the    number    of   points. 

If  a  person  sees  that  they  have  fewer  than 
24  points  and  they  see  how  many  other 
people  have  fewer  than  24  points,  they  will 
be  able  to  see  at  a  glance  that  the  likelihood 
of  their  getting  accommodation  is  either 

pretty  good  or  it's  pretty  remote.  That's  a part  of  this  attempt,  I  suppose.  In  addition 
to  giving  everybody  who  is  interested  the 

figures  involved,  I  don't  have  any  solution 
to  it  in  respect  of— 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member  is 

saying  you  not  only  have  to  do  the  right 
thing,  you  have  to  give  the  appearance  of 
doing  the  right  thing.  We  are  aware  of  that. 

It  is  difficult  for  some  of  these  decisions  to 
be  made.  It  is  difficult  to  answer  someone 
who  feels  they  should  be  entitled,  that  they 

have  a  need,  that  someone  else's  need  was 
greater  than  theirs. 

I  think  the  corporation  does  tell  anyone 

who  asks  that  the  reason  they  haven't  been 
accommodated  to  the  date  when  they've asked  is  because  others  who  have  more 

points  have  been  ahead  of  them.  If  some- 
body wants  to  question  that  they  can  go 

before  the  application  review  board  and  dis- 
cuss it  at  that  time.  As  I  say,  the  report  of 

that  board  goes  to  the  corporation  directors. 

It's  pretty  good  protection,  aside  from  making 
it  all  public. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  just 

pursue  this  question  of  the  applicants'  review board.  Until  the  minister  spoke  about  this 

review  board  I  didn't  know  that  it  existed. 
I  would  have  assumed  that  I  would  have 
been  one  of  the  persons  who  might  have 
heard  about  it,  had  there  been  any  publicity 

given  to  it. 
Perhaps  the  minister  will  recall  that  two 

or  three  or  four  years  ago  we  had  quite  a 
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problem  in  the  House  about  persuading  the 
then  Minister  of  Social  and  Family  Services, 
the  present  Solicitor  General  (Mr.  Yaremko), 
to  advise  the  persons  who  are  in  receipt  of 
general  welfare  assistance  or  family  benefits 
allowance  that  there  was  in  existence  a  review 
board. 

I  wonder  whether  the  minister  would  give 
consideration  to  taking  all  the  applicants  who 
have  had  their  applications  for  Ontario  hous- 

ing outstanding  for  a  stated  period  of  time, 
for  example  six  months  or  from  a  year  ago, 
and  specifically  advising  those  applicants  that 

you  have  established  in  Metropolitan  To- 

ronto an  applicants'  review  board,  outlining 
to  them  the  procedure  which  is  to  be  followed 
in  order  that  they  may,  if  they  wish,  have 
their  application  reviewed  to  see  whether  or 
not  it  would  be  possible  for  this  to  be  done 
in  an  adequate  and  effective  way? 

In  addition  to  that,  would  the  minister  be 
good  enough  to  tell  us  the  members  of  the 

applicants'  review  board,  where  it  sits  and  to 
whom  does  one  address  one's  inquiry  in  order 
to  have  an  application  reviewed? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will 
get  the  names,  although  I  can  tell  the  hon. 
member- 

Mr.  Singer:  It  is  easy  to  see  it  is  something 
the  minister  deals  with  all  the  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Does  the  hon.  mem- 
ber feel  that  I  should  know  the  names  of 

these— 

Mr.  Singer:  These  are  people  the  minister 
is  dealing  with  all  the  time. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  one  of  the  most  secret 

things  I've  run  into. 

Mr.  Singer:  —one  would  think  the  minister 
would  know  something  about  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  will  undertake  to 

give  consideration  to  the  suggestions  made 
by  the  hon.  member,  to  consider  this  in  the 
context  of  the  consideration  of  the  whole 

method  by  which  we  gather  together  the 
statistics,  the  applications,  the  number  of 
points  allotted  and  so  forth.  It  has  to  be 
taken  in  the  context  of  the  whole  problem. 
For  example,  if  we  were  to  advise  all  the 
people  who  apply,  I  think  we  would  be  busy 
doing  nothing  else  but  keeping  the  review 
board  going  day  and  night. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  not  a  bad  idea. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It  may  not  be  a  bad 
idea  to  the  hon.  member,  but  what  we  are 
involved  in  is  attempting  to  provide  as  much 

housing  as  possible- 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  is  not  doing  that 
so  he  may  as  well  review  the  cases. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —and  not  get  bogged 
down  in  red  tape,  of  which  there  is  a  little 
too  much  even  now. 

These  are  the  names  of  the  members  of 

the  applicants'  review  board:  Mrs.  Betty 
Meredith,  Mr.  L.  Stimpson;  Mr.  G.  Johnson 
and  the  district  supervisors  in  the  various 
districts  involved. 

Mr.  Singer:  These  are  all  your  own  officials? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes,  I  said  so  at  the 
outset. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  perhaps  we 

should  pursue  this  a  little  bit,  not  from  the 
point  of  view  of  being  critical  of  the  minister 
for  at  least  having  taken  this  initiative,  but 
from  the  point  of  view  of  indicating  to  him 
that  I  think  that  such  a  review  board  has  to 

be  somewhat  more  detached  from  the  par- 

ticular persons'  roles  whom  you  have  named 
as  being  members  of  that  review  board.  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  very  persons  who  have 
been  involved  in  the  determination  of  the 

procedures  by  which  the  allocation  is  origin- 
ally made  should  not  be  the  same  persons 

who  make  the  review  as  to  whether  or  not 
the  decision  has  been  made  properly. 

Let  me  make  a  distinction.  The  minister 
confuses  the  issue  with  the  provision  of 
housing  by  way  of  construction.  To  provide 
an  adequate  number  of  housing  units  for  the 

persons  who  require  Ontario  Housing  is  en- 
tirely separate  and  divorced  from  the  ques- 

tion of  the  equitable  allocation  of  available 
housing  units  to  persons  who  have  a  need 
for  them.  Let  us  not  compound  the  problem 
to   improve   the   system. 

There  are  still  going  to  be,  under  any 
allocation  of  scarce  resources,  disappointed 

persons.  All  that  one  can  do  is  to  make  cer- 
tain that  the  disappointed  persons  are  those 

persons  who,  on  any  reasonable,  objective 
judgement  of  need,  have  lesser  need  for 
the  scarce  resource  than  the  persons  to 

whom  they  are  allocated.  That  doesn't  com- 
pound the  problem  in  doing  that. 

You  stated  to  my  leader,  the  member  for 
Scarborough  West,  that  if  every  applicant 
made  an  application  the  review  board  would, 
in   essence,   grind   to   a  halt,   and   that  they 
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couldn't  possibly  deal  with  it.  All  right,  I'll leave  that  to  the  minister. 

At  least,  you  can  select  a  point  in  time, 

whether  it's  six  months  or  a  year,  at  which 
you  could  inform  persons  that  they  have  a 
right  to  have  their  applications  reviewed  in 
order  that  it  be  done  in  an  orderly  way. 

The  minister  also  indicated  that  I  did  not 
have  any  particular  positive  suggestion  to 

make.  Well  I'm  going  to  make  one  now.  I 
am  going  to  ask  the  minister  if  he  will  appoint 

a  minister's  committee,  and  if  necessary  a commission,  of  which  the  chairman  will  be 
one  of  the  judges  of  the  high  court,  and  of 
which— 

Mr.  Singer:  They  won't  do  it  unless  they are  paid. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —another  member  will  be 
a  member  from  a  management  consultant 
firm  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  to  deal  with  this 
question.  And  the  third  member  of  that  com- 

mission will  be  a  person  who  is  an  applicant 
for  public  housing  or  is  a  person  who  has 
experienced  the  delays  which  are  involved 
in  it  and  has  made  the  effort  to  find  out 
what  the  problem  was  about. 

And  then  to  ask  that  commission,  or  that 
committee,  if  it  will  review  the  procedures 
in  detail  of  the  Ontario  Housing  Corp.  on 
the  allocation  of  housing  in  accordance  with 
need  and  make  recommendations  with  res- 

pect to  the  procedures  which  should  be 
adopted  in  order  to  establish  a  more  equit- 

able  method   of   allocation. 

I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  situation 
has  gone  along,  from  the  inception  of  Ontario 
Housing  through  a  number  of  stages  in  con- 

nection with  this  problem.  I  think  we  are 
now  at  the  point  where,  in  the  absence  of 
an  outside  review  to  study  the  method  and 
come  up  with  recommended  new  procedures, 
we  are  not  going  to  make  any  improvement 
in  the  existing  system. 

It  would  appear  to  me,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  it  stands  in  urgent  need  of  a  new  look. 
It  stands  in  urgent  need  of  someone  taking 
a  detached  look  and  determining  whether 

or  not,  having  regard  to  individual  persons' 
rights  to  housing,  which  the  minister  may 
very  well  be  admitting  by  establishing  a  re- 

view board,  whether  we  are  about  to  em- 
bark upon  the  same  kind  of  problem  that 

we  had  with  the  Minister  of  Social  and 
Family  Services,  that  the  reason  that  these 
things  are  done  in  such  a  modulated  way,  is 

so  that  people  won't  get  the  idea  that  they 
have   a  right  to  housing. 

I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  minister 
has  got  to  recognize  very  soon  that  there  is, 
for  the  individual  applicant  in  Metropolitan 
Toronto  and  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  a 
right  to  decent  housing  accommodation  and 
that  the  obligation  of  government,  assumed 

by  government,  regardless  of  the  co-opera- 
tion which  may  be  necessary  between  the 

federal,  provincial  and  municipal  govern- 
ments, to  provide  that  housing  requires  that 

we  devise  the  best  possible  system  for  the 
equitable  and  fair  allocation  of  the  housing 
accommodation. 

Will  the  minister  give  some  consideration  to 
that  procedure?  And  will  he  give  some  con- 

sideration to  giving  publicity  to  the  members 

of  the  applicants'  review  board,  indicating 
quite  clearly  those  applicants  whose  reviews 
would  be  entertained  by  that  board,  having 
regard  to  the  length  of  time  their  applications 
have  been  outstanding? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Chairman,  all 
I  can  say  is  what  I  have  said  previously,  and 
that  is  we  can  take  all  these  suggestions  into 
consideration  in  adopting  whatever  new 
policy  comes  out  of  the  study  they  are  making 
on  the  whole  points  system  and  how  they 
handle  the  list. 

The  hon.  member  must  appreciate  that  the 
problems  in  some  of  his  recommendatrbns  are 
compounded  by  the  fact  that,  for  example,  we 
deal  with  over  200  municipalities,  230-odd 
municipalities,  which  want  something  to  say 
too. 

We  just  had  some  earlier  questions,  by  a 
member  of  the  Liberal  opposition  I  think  it 
was  earlier  today,  in  respect  of  the  autonomy, 
or  more  autonomy  as  he  called  it,  for  the 
local  municipalities  as  to  what  goes  on  in 
the  public  housing  projects  for  which  they 
pay  a  portion  of  the  operating  costs.  It  may 
very  well  be  that  some  of  the  suggestions, 
some  of  the  plans  that  we  come  up  with, 

may  not  be  acceptable  to  some  of  the  munic- 
ipalities. It  may  very  well  be  that  in  some 

instances  their  objections— if  there  are  any— 
may  be  very  valid. 

So  we  have  to  take  all  of  this  into  con- 
sideration. I  should  point  out  to  the  hon. 

member  too  that  the  allocation  system  as  it 
exists  today  is  under  the  eye  and  constant 
review  of  the  social  agencies;  certainly  in 
most  of  the  municipalities  and  most  certainly 
in  Metro.  And  if  there  were  any  injustices 
of  any  extreme  nature,  I  am  sure  we  would 
have  heard  from  them. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  they  just  write  in  sup- 

port— 
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Mr.  Renwick:  Nobody  knows. 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  just  write  and  say— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member 

says  they  don't  know,  the  social  agencies 
don't  know.  Is  that  what  he  is  saying? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well  they  don't  know  why 
someone  is  rejected,  or  why  someone  is 
accepted.  They  have  the  same  problems 
the  minister  outlined  to  the  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  I  don't  know. 
It  seems  to  me  that  if  they  would  inquire— 
and  I  am  sure  they  do— as  to  why  someone 

hasn't  been  accepted,  they  are  told  why. 
Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  but  they  are  told  there 

isn't  enough  housing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  No,  I  don't  think  they are  told  that  at  all. 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  are  told  somebody  hasn't 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That's  right! 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  are  often  told  there  aren't 
enough  three  or  four  bedroom  units. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Then  how  would  any 
system  of  being  given  an  answer  as  to 

why  you  weren't  given  accommodation— how 
would  that  resolve  the  problem  of  having 
more  two  or  three  bedroom  units.  How  would 
that  provide  the  answer? 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  am  just  agreeing  you  can 
improve  the  system  and  still  increase  your 
housing  stock. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  As  I  say,  I  am  not 
going  to  give  any  commitments  off  the  top  of 

my  head.  It  is  too  complex.  I  don't  want 
either.  And  neither  do  I  want  the  public— we 
are  walking  on  eggs  here;  we  want  to  provide 

as  much  housing  as  possible,  and  I  don't 
want  to  antagonize  against  the  public  housing 
system. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  don't  think  you  are  walking on  eggs. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  You  know,  I  am  in  a 
position  where  I  can  sense  a  lot  of  these 
things.  And  I  want  the  public,  as  far  as  is 
humanly  possible,  to  be  with  us  in  our 
programme. 

Mr.  Singer:  He  can't  stand  to  antagonize 
people. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  And  some  of  the  sug- 
gestions which  I  hear  from  time  to  time  are 

apt  to,  in  some  instances,  antagonize  the 
public  even  more  than  some  of  them  are 
antagonized  now. 

I  want  to  make  sure  that  we  are  able  to  do 
what  we  are  doing;  except  as  far  as  possible 
to  be  more  progressive  and  to  a  larger  extent 
to  give  more  housing  wherever  possible 
across  the  province  with  the  acceptance  of 

the  public  for  that  housing.  I  don't  want  to 
do  anything  which  is  going  to  antagonize  the 
public  any  further  in  respect  of  that  housing 

programme. 
I  can  think  of  a  lot  of  things,  and  in  some 

of  the  things  the  hon.  member  suggested,  I 
just  sense  there  are  some  implications  in  that 
which  would  do  a  lot  of  harm. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  the  com- 
mittee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  supply  begs  to  report  progress  and  asks 
for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

PRIVATE  MEMBERS'  HOUR 
REGIONAL  TRANSPORTATION 

AUTHORITIES 

Mrs.  Scrivener  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  35,  An  Act  to  provide  for  the  Estab- 

lishment of  Regional  Transportation  Authori- 
ties. 

Mrs.  M.  Scrivener  (St.  David):  I  am  hon- 
oured to  introduce  Bill  35,  the  Regional 

Transportation  Authorities  Act,   1972,  today. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  you  may  know  there  are 
many  problems  directly  affecting  the  trans- 

port of  people  and  goods  in  this  province,  for 
which  solutions  have  yet  to  be  found.  Some 
of  these  involve  the  basic  factors  of  distance 

and  terrain— problems  of  geography  which, 
while  not  insoluble,  are  certainly  very  costly 
to  resolve.  Others  involve  the  changing  life 
style  of  the  times,  the  shift  from  rural  to 
urban  living,  the  rapid  increase  of  popula- 

tions and  the  mobility  of  populations. 
In  the  105  years  which  have  elapsed  since 

the  signing  of  the  constitution,  when  approxi- 
mately 90  per  cent  of  our  citizens  lived  in 

rural  areas  and  only  10  per  cent  in  urban 
areas,  the  living  pattern  has  nearly  reversed 
itself.  Now,  more  than  80  per  cent  of  Cana- 

dians live  in  urban  areas. 
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In  face  of  these  great  trends  and  the 
attendant  demand  for  transport  and  com- 

munication, it  is  essential  that  we  provide 
the  most  comprehensive  service  possible,  but 
with  a  maximum  economy  of  operation,  and 
we  contemplate  this  goal  in  the  full  knowl- 

edge that  whatever  we  do  will  have  great  im- 
pact upon  our  productivity. 

It  is  to  the  credit  of  this  government,  and 
its  Conservative  predecessors,  that,  over  a 
period  of  years,  it  has  recognized  these 
trends;  the  increased  demand  for  mobility; 
and  has  given  substantial  assistance  in  the 
form  of  subsidies  for  road  purposes  to  the 
municipalities. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Why  was 
the  bill  necessary  then? 

Mrs.  Scrivener:  Although  the  federal  gov- 
ernment has  also  become  aware  of  the  newer 

urban  trends  it  has  not  given  similar  recog- 
nition in  the  form  of  financial  support  to  the 

provinces  or  to  their  municipalities  in  aid  of 
rising  costs  of  transportation  services.  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  reviewing  this  bill,  I  am  asking 
members  of  this  House  to  give  consideration 
to  the  resolution  of  provincial  transportation 
problems  through  the  creation  of  a  provincial 
transportation  plan,  with  implementation  by 
means  of  a  system  of  regional  transportatioa 
authorities. 

By  this  I  do  not  suggest  that  the  policy- 
makers, either  those  who  are  members  of 

the  cabinet  or  we  who  are  private  members 
of  the  Ontario  Legislature,  should  produce 
legislation  that  would  be  imposed  on  every 
local  or  regional  government  without  the 
necessary  consultation  with  and  input  from 
all  local  levels  of  the  government.  It  is  for 
this  reason  that  I  am  suggesting  a  system 
of  regional  transportation  authorities,  instead 
of  calling  outright  for  a  provincial  transpor- 

tation plan.  It  is  my  belief  that  a  provincial 
plan  could  be  developed  concurrently  and 
in  conjunction  with  regional  transportation 
plans. 

First  of  all,  I  think  that  the  government 
should  designate  a  number  of  transportation 
regions  throughout  the  province.  Within 
these  regions  it  will  be  possible  to  create, 
with  full  provincial  approval  and  assistance, 
local  transportation  plans. 

It  has  seemed  to  me  that  at  the  present 
time  most  of  our  attention  has  been  directed 

to  ground  transportation;  that  is,  King's 
Highways,  public  transportation  such  as  GO 
Transit,  and  the  provincial  grants  for  the 
construction  of  subways,  municipal  road 
building  and  so  on.  Obviously,  this  is  where 

the  biggest  crunch  is  at  the  moment,  and 
I  applaud  all  the  support  this  government 
has  given,  especially  its  encouragement  to 
the  development  of  public  transportation 
wherever  feasible. 

But  total  and  effective  transportation  plan- 
ning requires  much  more  than  this  in  the 

1970s.  To  me,  sensible  transportation  plans 
must  include  every  method  and  mode  of 

moving  people  and  goods— by  air,  water,  on 
the  ground,  or  under  it. 

And  to  plan  for  only  one  system  without 
recognition  of  the  influence  of  the  others  is 
not  good  enough.  Nor  is  it  satisfactory  to 
organize  only  within  one  unit  without  even 
the  proper  knowledge  of  the  requirements  of 
the  needs  within  that  particular  unit. 

Now  there  are  some  people  who  might 
argue  that  what  we  plan  today  may  be  made 
obsolete  by  the  technological  or  ecological 
knowledge  of  tomorrow.  This  may  be  so— 
yet  it  is  not  an  excuse  for  no  planning  at  all 
The  Spadina  decision  was  an  example  of 
this    changing  viewpoint. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  establishment  of  the 
boundaries  of  the  designated  transportation 
planning  region  would  not  necessarily  coin- 

cide with  a  present  area  which  constitutes  a 
municipal  or  regional  government.  Rather  I 
think  the  criteria  should  be  concerned  with 
what  would  be  deemed  practical  and  would 
facilitate  sensible  transportation  planning. 

Just  how  many  transportation  planning 
regions  are  necessary  could  only  be  determin- 

ed after  considerable  research.  One  could  con- 
jecture that  the  province  might  need  only 

four  regions,  or,  on  the  other  hand,  that  re- 
quirements might  indicate  a  need  for  five  or 

six. 

While  it  is  impossible  to  be  specific  about 
such  a  matter  at  this  time,  I  would  suggest 
that  a  region  like  Metropolitan  Toronto 
would  be  too  small.  However,  I  think  we 
could  use  as  an  example  in  this  part  of 
Ontario  the  Toronto-centred  region  includ- 

ing Hamilton  and  the  Niagara  Peninsula  as  a 
potential  area  for  a  regional  transportation 
authority. 

In  any  case,  whatever  the  boundaries 
decided  for  a  regional  transportation  au- 

thority, membership  of  the  authority  would 
have  automatically  to  include  all  of  those 
municipal  or  regional  governments  falling 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  authority. 

Furthermore,  the  planners  should  draw 
the  transportation  authority  boundaries  so 
that  higher  local  government  units  fall 
totally   within    the    planning    area   wherever 
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possible,  in  order  to  avoid  the  problems 

which  would  inevitably  arise  if  only  a  por- 
tion of  a  regional  government  were  in- 

cluded. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  visualize  the  functional 
responsibility  of  the  regional  transportation 
authorities  as  enabling  them  to:  1.  Study  the 

transportation  requirements  of  the  transpor- 
tation region;  2.  Develop  a  plan  or  plans  to 

meet  the  transportation  requirements  of  the 
transportation  region;  3.  Provide  supervisory 
direction  and  assistance  to  the  municipality 

or  municipalities  and  to  any  board  or  com- 
mission within  the  transportation  region  in 

developing  and  carrying  into  effect  the  plan 

or  plans  to  meet  the  transportation  require- 
ments of  the  municipalities;  4.  Co-ordinate 

the  transportation  planning  of  any  one  or 
more  municipalities,  boards  or  commissions 
with  any  one  or  more  municipalities,  boards 
or  commissions  within  the  transportation  re- 

gion; 5.  Co-operate  with  and  assist  an  author- 
ity in  an  adjoining  region  in  developing  and 

co-ordinating  transportation  planning  of  both 
regions. 

Also,  I  think  that  these  authorities  should 

consider  and  prepare  plans  for  the  develop- 
ment and  co-ordination  of  all  means  of 

transportation  within  or  into  the  region,  in- 
cluding and  without  limiting  the  generality 

of  the  plans  above  and  the  inter-  intra-urban 
transportation  of  passengers  by  airplane,  bus, 
railway,  boat  or  other  means,  as  well  as  the 
station,  terminal,  air  and  boat  harbours  and 
public  parking  areas. 

In  addition,  they  should  consider  and  en- 
deavour to  establish  priorities,  integrate  with 

and/or  implement  the  transportation  require- 
ments that  are  or  will  be  associated  with  an 

existing  official  plan  or  regional  plan  for  the 

development  of  any  area  within  given  trans- 
portation regions.  It  is  obvious  that  every 

authority  should  have  easy  access  to  and 
knowledge  of  the  various  plans,  research  and 
thinking  that  may  be  initiated  or  commis- 

sioned by  the  Ontario  government  in  the 
area  of  transportation  planning  or  policy. 

If  I  may  digress,  I  would  like  to  point  out 
the  absolute  necessity  for  co-ordination  and 
integration  of  provincial  transportation  plan- 

ning with  the  provincial  regional  planning 
programme.  Without  such  a  liaison,  need- 

less conflict  would  emerge. 

But  to  continue,  Mr.  Speaker.  Communica- 
tion between  the  government  and  its  trans- 

portation authorities  might  best  be  accom- 
plished by  the  appointment  of  a  technical 

unit  or  committee  which  would  consist  of  the 

chairmen  of  the  various  regional  transporta- 

tion authorities  and  the  deputy  minister  of 

the  Ministry  of  Transportation  and  Com- 
munications, or  such  other  senior  depart- 

ment  official   as   appointed  by   the   minister. 

This  technical  committee  should  then  be 

able  to  assure  the  development  of  two  major 
and  important  results.  These  are:  1.  The 
free  flow  of  information  from  the  provincial 
level  to  the  regional  level  and  from  the  local 
level  to  the  province;  and  2.  The  creation 

of  a  province-wide  transportation  plan,  en- 
riched by  a  maximum  amount  of  local  input, 

so  that  it  serves  the  interests  of  local  people, 

while  permitting  the  province  its  retention 
of  the  final  authority  under  the  terms  of  On- 

tario's political  structure.  So  by  retaining  our 
faith  in  local  government,  we  come  full  cir- 

cle to  the  main  objective  of  this  bill— a  plan 
for  provincial  transportation  and  administra- tion. 

Now  let  us  turn  for  a  moment  to  some  of 

the  transportation  developments  and  meth- 
ods of  moving  people  in  the  future— at  why 

a  serious  look  at  our  present  plan  is  needed 
if  we  intend  to  maintain  a  progressive  stance 
in  this  field. 

Very  soon,  we  can  look  forward  to:  The 
possibilities  of  automatic  fare  collection  and 
automatic  train  operation.  Both  of  these 
methods  are  already  in  operation  in  some 
parts  of  Europe,  resulting  in  benefits  to  both 
passengers  and  the  transportation  system, 
while  reducing  operation  costs. 

Furthermore,  we  can  look  forward  to  a 
central  control  bus  dispatching  system;  more 

comprehensive  land  use  planning;  the  devel- 
opment of  local  or  regional  transportation 

corridors;  a  daily  "common  fare,"  where 
regional  transportation  systems  are  in  effect 
between  surface,  subway  and  commuter  rail- 

way; a  no-fare  system  for  short-run  transit 
facilities;  a  monthly  rental  transportation 
card  whereby  a  passenger  can  buy  a  single 
ticket  to  use  anywhere  in  a  transportation 

region  and  use  it  as  often  as  he  likes;  im- 

proved passenger  transfer  arrangements  be- 
tween travel  modes;  the  use  of  newly  devel- 

oped linear  induction  vehicles;  the  use  of 
tracked  air  cushion  vehicles;  the  use  of 

magnetic  levitation  suspension  systems;  ex- 
clusive bus  lanes  on  streets  in  major  urban 

centres;  express  bus  services;  staggered  em- 
ployment hours  to  relieve  pressure  on  the 

ground  transportation  system;  the  use  of 

Stol  aircraft,  already  demonstrated  in  north- 
ern Ontario. 

These  then  are  just  some  of  the  interest- 
ing developments  in  the  transportation  field 

which  we  can  anticipate. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  please  let  me  conclude  my 
remarks  by  bringing  to  your  attention  the 
speech  by  the  Minister  of  Transportation  and 
Communications  (Mr.  Carton),  to  the  Cana- 

dian Club  on  March  27,  1972.  In  his  speech 
the  minister  said,   and  I  quote: 

The  techniques  available  to  us  have  un- 
dergone spectacular  advances  in  the  past 

years,  and  many  modes  which,  a  very 
short  time  ago,  were  considered  feasible 
only  by  impractical  visionaries,  are  now 
either  available  to  us  or  in  such  an  ad- 

vanced state  of  development  that  they  can 
be  considered  even  in  the  relatively  short 
term  as  being  available. 

I  would  also  point  out  that  one  of  the  options 
which  we  must  take  advantage  of  is  the 
better  and  more  advanced  utilization  of 
existing  hardware  and  systems.  The  people 
involved  in  transportation  agree,  as  never 
before,  that  if  we  are  to  solve  our  urban 
transportation  problems  and  transportation 
problems  in  general,  we  must  proceed  on  the 
basis  of  integrated  systems  and  modes,  all 
contributing  where  they  are  best  suited,  into 
an  integrated  whole.  We  no  longer  can  allow 
one  mode  to  be  in  competition  with  another, 
but  rather  have  each  play  its  logical  role  in 
the  overall  scheme  of  things. 
We  must  also  do  our  utmost  to  transcend 

municipal  boundaries  insofar  as  solutions  to 
transportation  problems  are  concerned.  Again, 
I  would  hasten  to  add  that  by  this  I  do  not 
mean  we  should  allow  municipal  autonomy 
to  be  eroded,  but  rather  insist  on  co-operation 
between  municipalities  and,  of  course,  be- 

tween all  levels  of  government. 
It  has  been  said,  and  I  would  at  this  time 

like  to  emphasize  the  fact,  that  our  trans- 
portation problems  do  not  recognize  muni- 

cipal boundaries.  Therefore,  their  solutions 
must  somehow  bridge  these  same  boundaries. 

In  brief  then,  we  are  faced  with  an  ex- 
tremely serious  situation,  but  on  the  other 

hand  we  have  more  and  better  means  of  solv- 
ing our  problems. 

I  would  point  out,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  by  a 
strange  coincidence  the  minister  made  that 
speech  to  the  Canadian  Club  on  March  27, 
1972,  the  date  on  which  I  had  first  reading 
of  this  bill.  In  conclusion,  I  would  say  I 

concur  with  the  minister's  view  and  would 
urge  him  to  establish  a  system  of  regional 
transportation  authorities  in  Ontario. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  think  the  member  for  St.  David 

has  again  brought  in  an  excellent  idea  as  far 
as  her  intentions  in  this  bill  are  concerned. 
I  think  that  the  idea  of  trying  to  get  all 
forms  of  transportation  studied  and  inte- 

grated is  something  that  is  very  admirable. 
For  the  last  10  years  now  we  have  had, 

I  think,  a  total  of  18  studies  in  this  area  of 
transportation.  But  we  have  had  only  one 
plan  introduced— maybe  you  might  say  two— 
the  east-west  rail  service  and  the  GO-north 
buses.  The  dial-a-bus  service  is  perhaps  a 
third  system  where  actually  something  has 
been  done. 

There  are  two  aspects  of  the  public  trans- 
portation problem  that  I  would  like  to  bring 

forth  in  studying  this  bill  and  what  is  pro- 
poses to  do.  First  the  bill  mentions  the  need 

to  study  and  develop  plans  to  meet  trans- 
portation requirements  of  a  transportation 

region.  As  I  mentioned  we  have  already  had 
piles  of  studies.  The  stacks  of  studies  I 
have  in  my  files  now  are  several  feet  high. 

But  we  haven't  been  doing  anything  with these  studies  because  of  the  confusion  of 
responsibility.  Unless  any  authority  that  is 
established  has  power  to  implement  and  do 
things,  then  we  are  going  to  just  have  further 
and  further  studies  and  nothing  will  happen. 

We  shouldn't  bring  in  a  bill  in  which  the 
provincial  government  would  abdicate  its 
major  role  of  co-ordinating  all  transportation 
modes  in  the  province.  It  seems  to  me  that 
anything  that  is  done  in  the  province  must 
recognize  that  the  provincial  government  has 
the  power  to  build  the  highways,  to  provide 
assistance  to  municipalities  in  the  provision 
of  muncipal  transportation,  and  to  see  that 
our  transportation  system  is  truly  integrated 
on  a  provincial  basis.  Not  worrying  about 
even  regional  boundaries,  let  alone  municipal 
boundaries. 

So  if  we  look  at  this  bill  and  what  it  is 

proposing  to  do,  we  realize  that  there  is 

little  this  bill  would  do  that  hasn't  already been  done.  As  far  as  I  can  see  the  major 

thing  we  must  do  in  any  plan— even  if  this 
bill  says  it  will  study,  develop  and  provide 
supervisory  direction— is  to  see  that  the  gov- 

ernment has  definite  power  to  co-ordinate.  In 
doing  so,  it  would  have  the  power  to  provide 
financial  assistance  to  municipalities.  This 
assistance  would  not  be  available  if  munici- 

palities did  not  work  in  co-operation  with 
others.  Then  the  bill  might  have  some 
muscle.  Certainly  this  is  what  we  require 
right  now  after  having  years  of  study  and 
very  little  action. 

One  of  the  reasons  I  missed  the  first  part  of 

the  hon.  member's  speech  was  the  traffic  con- 
gestion  I   found   on   my   coming  back  from 
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Ottawa  this  afternoon  and  in  trying  to  break 
through  the  traffic  at  this  time  of  the  day, 
because  so  many  people  are  being  forced  to 
use  just  one  mode  of  transportation,  that  is, 
the  private  automobile.  We  do  not  have  a 
convenient,  integrated  schedule,  of  the  nature 
mentioned  by  the  hon.  member  for  St.  David. 
She  mentioned  the  fact  that  we  should  have 

fares  that,  in  effect,  are  a  pass  that  one  can 
use  on  any  mode.  If  we  are  coming  in  on  a 
GO  train  at  a  certain  hour  of  the  day,  we 

can  use  trains.  If  there  aren't  trains  at  night, 
but  there  are  buses,  one  fare  should  be  inter- 

changeable with  the  other.  We  shouldn't 
have  the  bus  systems  competing  with  the 
train  systems  but,  in  effect,  integrated  with 
them.  Every  other  system  should  have  that 

form  of  integration  and  co-ordination. 

So,  in  looking  over  this  bill  and  the  very 
fine  objectives  that  the  hon.  member  for  St. 
David  has,  I  wonder  if  she  really  realizes  how 
long  those  who  have  been  interested  in  this 

co-ordination  of  transportation,  in  this  total 
view  of  the  problem,  have  been  struggling 
with  it  and  have  seen  no  results  and  are  fear- 

ful that,  like  several  other  things,  this  will  be 
accepted  by  the  provincial  government,  as 
another  means  of  putting  the  problem  into 

somebody  else's  lap. 
One  point  I  consistently  hear  from  the 

Ministry  of  Transportation  and  Communica- 
tions, whenever  anyone  starts  to  press  them 

hard  about  getting  some  new  service  in,  is: 

"We  have  new  modes  of  transportation  which 
we  are  looking  at  now."  Remember  those 
hovertrains  or  air  cushion  vehicles  that  the 

Deputy  Minister  of  Highways  was  telling  us 
would  be  in  operation  by  1974,  he  thought, 
or  maybe  1975? 

An  hon.  member:   That's  right. 

Mr.  Deacon:  That  was  one  good  reason  to 
defer  any  GO  service  to  the  north  of  Toronto 
because  we  might  have  that  new  type  which 
would  carry  the  traffic  from  Barrie  down 

Highway  400.  We  wouldn't  then  have  to 
worry  about  these  antiquated  railways. 

One  thing  that  the  people  studying  the 
transportation  problems  in  the  United  States 
have  noted  is  that  every  time  a  government 
body  wants  to  distract  the  people,  it  talks 
about  a  new  mode,  or  they  have  a  new 
authority  they  are  going  to  set  up.  The  ones 
who  really  get  things  done  and  provide  the 
answers  to  these  problems  are  the  ones  who 

recognize  the  powers  of  subsidy  they  have 
and  the  powers  that  subsidy  can  have  to 

co-ordinate  and  look  after  the  total  transpor- 

tation picture  and  use  that  in  assisting  the 
municipalities  to  provide  the  various  types  of 

total  transportation  that  are  needed,  to  en- 
sure that  the  roads,  and  also  the  buses  in  the 

special  bus  lanes  and  the  rail  lines,  which 
recognize  that  commuter  service  is  not  a  local 

subway  service,  but  the  total  picture,  are 
taken  care  of  by  the  transportation  authorities. 

We  have  a  province  that  is  spending  $375 

million  or  $400  million  a  year  in  new  con- 
struction and  only  a  mere  pittance  of  that 

goes  into  subsidies,  and  even  the  subsidies 
that  it  provides  are  only  for  new  capital 
construction  or  for  assistance  to  municipalities 

that  lose  money  on  their  transportation  sys- 
tem. We  still  make  these  transportation  sys- 
tems pay  gasoline  taxes  and  fuel  taxes,  not 

recognizing  that  the  motorist  already  gets  a 
special  subsidy  every  time  he  takes  his  car 

out  on  the  road,  whereas  the  public  trans- 
portation vehicles,  particularly  the  railways, 

provide  for  all  the  maintenance  of  their 

rights-of-way,  they  pay  taxes  on  their  rights- 
of-way,  and  the  motorist  does  neither  of 
those. 

It  is  for  these  reasons  that  the  provincial 
body  which  brings  in  all  revenues  has  the 
opportunity  to  designate  where  these  revenues 
shall  be  spent.  It  is  the  one  that  should  have 
the  authority.  If  it  decides  to  delegate  some 
authority  to  regions,  fine,  but  it  should  be 
delegated  in  a  way  that  there  is  power,  there 
is  financial  assistance,  there  is  a  total  plan 
directed  and  organized,  by  the  provincial 
body  that  ensures  that  a  total  transportation 
system  is  provided  for  the  people  of  this 

province. 
We  have  been  waiting  for  years.  It  is  mov- 

ing ahead  very,  very  slowly.  People  to  the 
north  of  Toronto  particularly,  where  there  is 
a  market  which  is  equal  to  the  total  market 

to  the  east  and  west  of  Toronto,  for  com- 
muter rail  service,  have  yet  to  get  it  and  it 

is  mainly  because  the  provincial  government 
is  failing  in  its  duties  to  provide  for  the  real 
needs  that  now  exist  and  to  plan  for  the 
needs  that  will  exist  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Speaker, 
in  a  very  light  way  I  would  like  to  say  that 
we  would  oppose  the  bill.  It  seems  to  us  that 
the  whole  question  of  public  transportation 
is  one  which  is  a  political  problem  for  the 
first  time  in  very  many  years.  It  is  because 
it  is  fundamentally  in  its  nature  a  political 
problem,  involved  with  a  great  many  other 
problems,  that  we  would  disagree  with  the 
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proposition  that  you  can  in  some  way  find 
a  technocratic  solution  by  fragmenting  the 
problem.  Divorcing  a  portion  of  it  to  a  trans- 

portation authority  on  a  regional  basis  in 
various  parts  of  Ontario  does  not  appeal  to 
us    as    a    solution. 

I  do  not  think  for  a  moment  that  it  is  a 
science  fiction  problem  in  the  sense  that 
the  Minister  of  Transportation  and  Com- 

munications, and  other  persons  when  they 
have  to  speak  about  the  types  of  transpor- 

tation which  may  become  available  to  us  in 
the  future,  while  it  may  provide  a  method  of 
dealing  with  an  after-dinner  speech,  is  not 
really  of  all  that  significance  in  the  province. 

What  we  are  basically  talking  about  still 
is  the  predominant  need  to  make  some  further 
progress  in  asserting  the  right  of  the  posi- 

tion of  public  transportation  as  a  provision 
and  a  responsibility  of  the  provincial  govern- 

ment, over  and  beyond  the  needs  of  the 
automobile  and  the  immense  sums  which  we 

have  expended  for  so  many  years  for  high- 
way construction. 

We  know,  and  all  of  us  know,  that  in 
northern  Ontario  there  is  an  immense  need 

for  highway  construction.  We  also  know  that 
in  southern  Ontario  the  dominance  of  the 

automobile  has  usurped  the  whole  frame- 
work of  public  transportation  as  a  result  that 

we  are  away  behind  now  in  the  Metropolitan 
Toronto  area,  in  the  southern  Ontario  area, 
in  the  provision  of  public  transportation  as 
a  solution  for  the  problems  of  people  moving 
from  their  home  to  their  work  place  and 
places  of  recreation,  for  the  purpose  of  mov- 

ing goods  and  providing  the  services  which 
make  our  economy  operate. 

It  would  appear  to  us  that  the  sense  of  the 
bill  is  opposed  to  the  mood  of  the  time, 
the  fashion  of  the  time,  and  the  sense  that 
people  have  that  this  kind  of  problem  can 
be  no  longer  solved  simply  by  establishing 
the  equivalent  of  another  Department  of 
Highways  which,  by  and  large,  was  a  money- 
spending,  planning,  expanding  role  for  the 
automobile.  Now  transportation  as  such  is  so 
involved  with  every  other  aspect  of  the  lives 
of  all  of  us,  whether  we  are  in  the  city  of 
Toronto,  whether  we  are  in  other  parts  of 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  in  the  northern  parts 
or  in  the  southern  parts,  that  it  is  inte- 

grated with  the  whole  of  the  kind  of  society 
that  we  are  involved  with. 

Our  time  is  a  time  where  those  problems 
can  only  find  their  basic  solution  in  the 
political  sense  of  being  involved  with  the 
political  structures  of  government.  That  is 
the  government  of  the  Province  of  Ontario, 

the  regional  governments  which  are  presently 
being  established,  the  municipal  governments 
in  those  areas  in  which  the  regional  govern- 

ments have  not  been  established,  and  on  a 

municipal  basis  in  an  even  more  decentral- 
ized sense  of  political  responsibility  as,  for 

example,  in  the  city  of  Toronto  proper. 

All  of  those  problems  lead  us  to  believe 
that  the  course  which  the  government  fol- 

lowed, after  much  urging,  of  establishing  a 

Ministry  of  Transportation  and  Communica- 
tions—we must  remember  that  the  ministry 

was  only  established  in  the  last  year  or  so— 
has  finally  led  the  government  to  realize  that 
it  must  accept  a  fundamental  and  basic  re- 

sponsibility for  public  transportation  which 
cannot  be  solved  by  any  method  of  establish- 

ing regional  authorities  for  the  purpose  of 
providing  studies  and  developments  and  plan- 

ning, with  respect  to  that  kind  of  transporta- tion. 

The  bill  itself,  Mr.  Speaker,  very  clearly  is 

misnamed  when  you  speak  about  a  transpor- 
tation authority  because,  of  course,  there  is 

no  authority  established  or  granted  to  or 
given  to  any  of  the  bodies  which  the  member 
for  St.  David  would  have  established  in  the 
various  regions  which  would  comprise  the 
regional  transportation  areas  in  which  these 
regional  transportation  authorities  would  be 
established.  In  addition  to  that,  it  runs  quite 
counter  to  our  sense  of  need  for  political 
solutions  to  this  kind  of  problem  to  establish 
boards  which  are  made  up  of  members 

appointed  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in Council. 

There  is  none  of  us  who  can  deny  that  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  like  other  parts  of  the 
industrialized  west,  has  been  engaged  in  a 
drift  from  the  country  to  the  city.  The  urban- 

ization of  our  society  is  a  well-known  fact. 
There  is  no  question  and  we  cannot  argue 
that  there  will  be  increasing  need  for  ade- 

quate mobility  of  people,  goods  and  those 
engaged  in  providing  services  in  order  that 
the  whole  of  our  economy  may  function 

properly,  and  that  our  community  and  our 
society  may  function.  It  does  not  seem  to  us 
to  make  sense,  at  this  particular  time,  to 
divorce  from  the  political  authority  the  area 
of  transportation,  and  assign  it  to  a  body 
with  certain  nebulous  responsibilities  with 
respect  to  planning. 

I  can  understand  why  this  would  have 
some  particular  attraction  to  a  member  of 
the  Tory  party,  because  I  take  it,  from  what 
the  member  for  St.  David  said,  that  it  was, 
in  a  sense,  reluctance  to  establish  an  overall 
provincial  planning  responsibility  for  public 
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transportation  which  led  her  to  this  method 
of  a  division  on  a  regional  basis  of  trans- 

portation responsibility.  If  responsibility  it  is, 
because  as  I  say  in  the  Act  itself  there  is 
little  which  would  indicate  that  anyone  has 

any  responsibility  or  authority  for  implemen- 
tation of  any  of  the  plans  which  are  to  be 

developed  by  these  authorities. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Surely 

not  just  another  study? 

Mr.  Renwick:  What  we  of  course  believe 

and  what  we  consider  is  essential  in  any 
work  such  as  this,  is  that  there  must  be  an 

overall  provincial  plan.  There  must  be  a 
recognition  in  the  Design  for  Development, 
which  was  an  overall  provincial  plan. 

It  is  the  fundamental  responsibility  of  the 
government  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  to 
provide  that  planning  responsibility  as  a 

political  matter  and  being  politically  respon- 
sible for  it.  Within  that  overall  provincial 

plan  you  would  then  have  the  regional  muni- 
cipal governments,  the  governments  of  the 

municipalities  which  do  not  form  part  of  the 
regional  municipalities  as  yet,  assuming  their 
responsibilities  for  the  integration  of  the 
public  transportation  systems  within  their 
areas,  within  an  overall  plan. 

We  in  this  party  consider  that  an  overall 
plan  in  matters  of  public  transportation;  an 

overall  plan  with  respect  to  economic  de- 
velopment of  the  Province  of  Ontario;  an 

overall  plan  with  respect  to  the  recreational 
development  of  the  Province  of  Ontario;  all 
of  that  planning  responsibility  essentially 
rests  with  the  government,  responsible  to  an 
elected  assembly  and  responsible,  too,  to  the 

people  of  the  province. 

It  would  be  in  itself,  sufficient  to  say  that 
we  would  oppose  the  bill  when  you  find  a 
tendency  to  provide  authorities  and  commis- 

sions and  boards  as  a  method  of  solving 
problems  when  the  whole  of  the  experience 
of  this  government,  in  connection  with  many 
boards,  has  been  that  the  mere  creation  of  a 

board  and  the  divorcing  of  the  board  or  the 
authority  from  its  political  responsibility  does 
not  solve  the  problem,  but  simply  provides 
that  after  a  given  period  of  time  it  will  be 
recognized  that  that  method  did  not  work 
and  that  the  board  or  the  commission  had  to 

be  dissolved  and  the  responsibility  transferred 
back  to  the  government. 

I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  perfectly  clear 
that  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  in  the  Metro- 

politan Toronto  area,  the  Toronto  Transit 
Commission,  to  the  extent  that  it  has  had  a 

responsibility— and  a  prime  responsibility— 
for  the  provision  of  public  transportation 
other  than  by  private  automobile  on  public 
roadways  is  about  to  become  a  body  which 

will  be  dissolved  and  have  its  authority  trans- 
ferred back  to  the  elected  representatives  of 

the  people  in  the  community.  Why?  Because 

the- Mr.  Speaker:  The  member's  time  has  ex- 

pired. Mr.  Renwick:  —because,  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
are  in  a  period  of  transition,  and  always  in  a 

period  of  transition  this  kind  of  essential 
question  is,  of  its  very  essence,  a  political 
one,  and  for  that  reason,  Mr.  Speaker,  we 

will  oppose  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough Centre. 

Mr.  F.  Drea  (Scarborough  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  support  the  bill.  Quite  frankly  I 
support  it  because  I  happen  to  come  from 
the  eastern  area  of  Metropolitan  Toronto. 
And  I  say  that  with  some  candour  because 

up  until  this  year,  the  eastern  end  of  Metro- 
politan Toronto,  namely  Scarborough,  has 

always  gotten  the  last,  not  only  the  last,  but 
the  real  last.  When  nobody  else  wanted  it,  it 

was  good  enough  for  Scarborough.  Well,  now 

all  of  a  sudden  everything  has  changed— 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  Ever  hear  of 
Yorkview? 

Mr.  Drea:  —because  now  we  have  the 
clout.  We  are  the  particular  area  that  is 
going  to  get  all  the  new  transportation.  And 
the  reason  I  say  that  is  that  for  once  an 
elected  representative  from  Scarborough 

can  stand  up  and  say  that  he  wants  a  re- 
gional authority  without,  at  the  same  time, 

having  to  cry  poor.  Quite  frankly,  Mr. 
Speaker,  if  you  look  at  the  transportation  in 
the  particular  area  of  Metropolitan  Toronto, 
and  I  think  basically  this  bill  at  the  moment 

—any  intent  of  this  bill— is  for  the  densely 
populated  areas  like  Metropolitan  Toronto 
rather  than  for  the  province  as  a  whole.  But 
I  will  come  to  the  province  as  a  whole  in 
a  moment. 

When  we  look  at  Scarborough  now  we 
have  the  worst  public  transportation  service 
when  it  comes  to  the  Toronto  Transit  Com- 

mission. And  to  anybody  who  wants  to  come 
to  see  me  I  will  give  chapter  and  verse  on 

how  Scarborough  is  the  absolute  rock-bottom 
worst. 
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Yet  we  move  to  another  method  of  trans- 

portation, the  GO-train,  and  Scarborough, 
as  a  Metropolitan  area,  has  the  best  and 
most  convenient  of  all  the  GO-train  services 
that  now  exist.  And  since  there  is  going  to 
be  a  further  extension  of  railways,  rapid 

transit  to  the  east  along  the  Canadian  Paci- 
fic line,  because  of  the  airport,  we  are  go- 
ing to  double  the  position  we  now  have  in 

tremendous  rapid  transit  along  railway  lines 
—the  form  of  the  future. 

But,  as  I  said  a  moment  ago,  when  it 
comes  to  ordinary  surface  transit,  we  are  the 
worst  in  this  entire  area.  In  fact,  I  would 
rather  suspect  that  if  you  wanted  to  look  at 
it  on  a  per  capita  basis,  on  a  street  basis,  on 
a  service  basis,  on  an  anything  basis,  that  the 

borough  of  Scarborough  happens  to  be  af- 
flicted with  and  have  no  real  control  over 

the  worst  surface  transit  in  this  province. 

It  seems  to  me  you  have  these  two  con- 
tradictions running  hand  and  hand  together. 

In  terms  of  the  future,  and  in  terms  of  the 
deluxe  accommodation  of  GO  transit  or  the 

other  rapid  transit  along  the  main  lines  of 
either  railway,  and  yet  in  surface  transit, 
which  makes  a  particular  area  tick,  there  is 
the  fact  that  in  one  small  part  geographically, 
one  small  part  of  this  province,  one  small 

part  of  Metropolitan  Toronto,  this  great  con- 
tradiction exists,  and  it  would  seem  to  me 

to  be  a  reason  as  to  why  we  do  need  a 
regional  transportation  authority.  But  we 
need  it  for  far  more  than  that.  Because  we 

have  now  passed,  in  this  province,  the  ability 
to   control   transportation. 

First  of  all,  take  the  two  railways.  If  you 
want  to  take  in  a  regional  transportation 
plan  for  Metropolitan  Toronto,  you  have  to 
go  in  the  east,  probably  as  far  as  Belleville, 

when  you're  thinking  in  terms  of  planning, 
and  more  likely  in  terms  of  Kingston.  And 

yet— 

Interjection   by   an  hon.   member. 

Mr.  Drea:  Well,  111  go  that  far.  And  yet, 
the  railway  that  is  interested  in  passengers, 
or  at  least  pays  lip  service  to  them,  is  the 
CN.  Because  the  CP  has  total  disdain  for 

people. 

The  CN  has  thrown  back  on  to  the  401, 
on  to  either  the  bus,  or  on  to  the  private 

car,  a  great  deal  of  its  summer  trade.  Be- 
cause it  arbitrarily,  and  with  a  snap  of  the 

thumb,  takes  off  its  dining  car  service.  And 
what  can  the  Province  of  Ontario  do  when 

the  federal  government,  which  is  also  in  the 

transportation  business,  because  it  is  involv- 
ed with  railways,  with  shipping  lines,  with 

bus  transportaton  on  an  interprovincial  basis, 

says  that  that's  fine? 
I  say  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  unless  and 

until  there  is  a  regional  transportation  au- 
thority that  has  the  power  to  be  in  at  the 

planning  stage  for  any  kind  of  development, 

transportation  will  remain  the  fifth-rate 
cousin  of  any  development  that  is  going  on. 
It  is  the  last  to  be  consulted. 

The  first  thing  that's  looked  at  is  the  land, 
the  second  thing  that's  looked  at  is  the  dis- 

tance from  the  area,  the  third  things  are  the 
construction   thing. 

The  very  last  is  how  people  are  going  to 
get  there,  because  there  is  the  fundamental 

feeling  that  in  Ontario,  if  there's  a  need  for 
a  road  to  get  the  car  there,  the  road  will 
be  built. 

While  that  is  a  monumental  tribute  to  the 

old  Department  of  Highways,  I  suggest  to 
you  that  in  the  1970s,  1980s  and  1990s,  what 
we  are  talking  about  now,  will  be,  not  only 
an  obsolete  philosophy,  but  a  very  dangerous 
one.  Because  we  are  out  of  the  automobile 

age. It  had  a  magnificent  50  or  60  years.  Now 

it's  gone.  We  are  now  into  the  public  transit 
age.  How  anyone  can  suggest  that  the 
Toronto  Transportation  Commission  is  a 
classic  example  of  how  a  regional  authority 
would  work  is  beyond  me. 

Let's  go  back  a  little  while.  Let's  go  back 
to  the  Toronto  Transit  Commission— sorry, 
the  Toronto  Transportation  Commission.  It 
only  dealt  within  the  city  of  Toronto,  and 

that  wasn't  so  long  ago.  And  it  developed  ex- 
cellent transportation  within  that  geograph- 

ical area,  the  city  of  Toronto;  with  a  couple 
of  exceptions,  they  were  allowed  to  go  into 
the  suburbs. 

Then  along  came  Metropolitan  Toronto. 
And  it  had  to  change.  And  if  you  can  show 
me  decent  surface  transit  in  any  one  of  the 

boroughs,  or  if  you  could  show  it  to  me  in 

Mississauga,  or  in  Pickering— I  would  like  to 
see  what  the  Toronto  Transit  Commission 

and  all  its  planners  have  done.  Because  the 
suburbs  have  just  been  second  cousin.  They 

gave  up  to  the  car  years  ago,  they  haven't been  interested. 

We  need  one  planning  system  for  trans- 
portation, just  as  we  need  one  planning  sys- 

tem for  urban  growth,  or  for  recreation,  or 
for  ecenomic  growth,  or  even  to  maintain 
the  quality  of  life.  We  need  one  integrated 

system  of  transportation. 
You  cannot  have  all  kinds  of  regulatory 

bodies    making    decisions    over    where    cars, 



3514 ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 

buses,  planes,  trains,  rapid  transit  trains 

should  go,  or  where  you're  going  to  build  a subway.  You  cannot  have  four  or  five  or  six 
people,  all  with  a  vested  interest,  deciding 

where  these  are  going  to  go,  unless  you're 
going  to  have,  not  only  traffic  chaos,  but 

urban  chaos.  And  you're  going  to  have  what 
is  coming  out  in  the  large  urban  centres  in 
the  United  States. 

If  we  had  had  this  kind  of  thing  about 
10  years  ago,  there  would  now  be  a  rapid 
transit  line  down  the  middle  of  the  Don 

Valley  Parkway— just  the  same  as  they  have 

in  Chicago  and  elsewhere.  But  it  wasn't 
around.  Because  10  years  or  12  years  ago, 
when  they  were  building  that,  the  Toronto 
Transit  Commission  had  to  raise  its  own 

funds,  and  wasn't  interested. 

That's  just  one  small  example.  If  it  was 
around  then,  we  would  have  had  some- 

thing underneath  or  alongside,  or  part  of  the 
Gardiner  Expressway,  or  the  Queen  Eliza- 

beth Way.  Those  are  impossible.  We  could 

have  done  it.  It  would  have  been  very  cheap. 

But  we  didn't  do  it. 
Now  then  when  you  get  down  to  the  nub 

of  the  situation,  the  nub  of  it  is  not  only  the 
one  planning  system,  but  what  it  will  bring 
about  because  we  have  to  have  one  method 

of  paying  fares.  You  cannot  ask  people  to 
buy  one  set  of  commuter  tickets  on  one  line, 
to  transfer  to  a  token  system  on  another  line, 
to  then  start  paying  for  cabs,  or  to  use  an 

entirely  different  commuter's  punch  card  for one  or  two  or  three  bus  lines. 

We  have  a  government  bus  line  now  com- 
peting against  two  private  ones.  And  these 

to  me  are  just  very,  very  simple  indications 
of  why  we  need  this  kind  of  planning.  If  we 
go  along  on  a  helter-skelter  basis  at  the 

municipal  level— and  all  the  answers  aren't 
held  by  the  province— sure  the  things  that 
we  do,  work  better,  but  then  remember  we 

are  able  to  do  it  on  a  much  broader  sphere 
and  with  far  fewer  local  implications  than 
the  municipalities.  If  we  remain  as  we  are 
now  then  we  are  inviting  urban  chaos;  we 
are  inviting  urban  decay;  we  are  prolong- 

ing the  obsolescence  of  the  biggest  pollu- 
tion causing  machine  that  we  have.  I  could 

go  on  with  the  whole  list. 

I  suggest  to  you  that  now  is  the  time- 

just  as  it  was  some  years  ago— for  overall 
planning,  when  we  all  broke  away  from  the 
old  narrow  municipal  lines.  We  still  left 
local  autonomy,  but  we  expanded  and  in- 

creased it.  Now  is  the  time  that  we  go  into 
transportation— just  as  we  had  to  go  into 
water,  sewage,  electricity  and  other  services— 

because  transportation  is  not  now,  nor  has  it 
ever  really  been,  a  form  of  a  luxury  or  a 

form  of  going  to  work,  it  is  a  service- 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member's  time  has 
expired.  The  hon.  member  for  Perth. 

Mr.  H.  Edighoffer  (Perth):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  very  happy  to  join  in  this  debate  and 
discuss  this  Dili  before  us,  An  Act  to 

Establish  Regional  Transportation  Authori- 
ties. We  have  had  some  discussion,  but  I 

think  most  of  the  discussion  has  been  from 

the  urban  point  of  view.  I  thought  while 
sitting  here  I  might  be  able  to  say  a  word 
or  two  from  a  little  less  urban  point  of 
view,  and  probably  speak  maybe  for  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture  (Mr.  Stewart)  and 
maybe  the  future  Minister  of  Agriculture 
who  are  having  a  nice  chat  over  there  today. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Nice  to 
have  them  here,  too. 

An  hon.  member:  They  are  always  here. 

Mr.  Edighoffer:  I  was  most  interested  in 
this  Act  placed  before  us  today.  I  think 
it  probably  has  good  intentions  and  I  hope 
that  it  does  have  some  result  by  bringing 
to  the  attention  of  the  government  the  long 

overdue  phase  of  co-ordination  in  the  trans- 
portation field. 

I  noted  in  the  interim  report  No.  3  from 
the  Committee  on  Government  Productivity 

it  was  suggested  under  the  Resources  De- 
velopment policy  field  that  there  was  a  need 

for  the  planning  and  development  of  all 
modes  of  transportation  in  Ontario.  Then  it 

went  on  to  say  that  the  grouping  of  pro- 
grammes and  activities  would  be  of  assist- 

ance because  this  policy  field  would  assure 
planning  of  transportation  modes  and  the 
facilities  relevant  to  economic  development, 
social  impact  and   environmental  effects. 

Now  to  me  transportation  today  is,  as  it 
was  in  the  past,  really  one  of  the  basic 
needs  of  people.  It  is  a  basic  need  for  the 
movement  of  people  and  the  movement  of 

goods.  This  has  certainly  been  proven  be- 
cause we  have  seen  what  the  Macdonald- 

Cartier  Freeway  has  done  in  stimulating  and 
deciding  the  growth  factors  in  some  areas 
of  Ontario. 

Recently  the  Canadian  Transport  Com- 
mission ruled  to  cut  off  much  passenger  ser- 

vice in  certain  parts  of  Ontario.  I  had  the 

pleasure  of  attending  a  hearing  of  the  stand- 
ing committee  of  the  House  of  Commons 

and,    along    with    representatives    of    other 
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municipalities,  tried  to  point  out  the  need 

for  better  co-ordination  of  all  transportation 
facilities  in  Ontario.  To  some  of  us  outside 

the  Metro  area,  it  certainly  looks  as  if  trans- 
portation facilities  are  now  being  provided 

hurriedly  in  large  growth  areas  and  at  ex- 
treme costs  to  keep  up  with  the  increasing 

demands.  As  I  mentioned  in  the  COGP  re- 

port, they  stress  that  transportation  must  be 

considered  carefully.  And  we  must  be  as- 
sured that  the  planning  of  transportation 

must  go  along  with  social  impact  and  the 
effects  on  the  environment. 

I  read  not  too  long  ago  a  report  by  a 

national  commission  on  causes  and  preven- 
tion of  violence  in  cities  in  the  United  States. 

It  really  was  most  disturbing  to  read  this 
report,  because  it  showed  what  could  happen 
to  us  here  in  Ontario,  and  Canada,  if  we 

didn't  try  our  best  to  build  great,  humane, 
open  city  societies,  of  which  this  commission 
said  the  people  on  this  continent  should  be 
capable. 

I  just  mention  this  because  I'm  most  con- 
cerned that  we  in  this  province  may  end  up 

with  just  a  few  fortresses.  And  the  majority 
of  people  will  really  be  forced  to  live  in 
such  an  environment.  I  hope  that,  by  proper 
transportation  planning,  we  can  hopefully 
avoid  such  situations. 

Speaking  from  the  rural  point  of  view,  I 

have  had  much  correspondence  from  con- 
stituents who  feel  that,  in  the  northern  part 

of  southern  Ontario,  they  have  really  lacked 
public  transportation.  In  fact,  I  had  one  lady 
say  that  if  she  had  known  that  there  was 
no  public  transportation  in  that  area,  she 

certainly  wouldn't  have  moved.  And  this,  I 
think,  would  affect  many  other  areas  in  On- 

tario, in  the  same  manner. 

I  looked  over  the  Throne  Speech  of  this 

year,  and  tried  to  find  out  what  the  govern- 
ment was  planning  to  do  on  transportation 

throughout  the  province.  And  I  recall  how  I 
was  appalled  at  how  little  they  were  really 
going  to  do  for  transportation. 

They  promised  that  they  would  undertake 
to  test  some  new  systems  and  equipment  in 
the  field  of  urban  transit.  And  they  did  make 

mention  of  a  few  highways  in  northern  On- 
tario, which  I  think  are  most  important. 

I  must  conclude  by  saying  that  again  this 
bill  fills  the  need  as  it  draws  to  the  attention 

of  the  government  that  we  must  have  co-or- 

dination. I  think  we've  seen  enough  of 
boards  and  commissions  and  authorities. 

I  cite,  as  one  example  we're  very  con- 
cerned in  the  area  I  live  in  about  transporta- 

tion facilities.  We  have  a  mid  western  re- 

gional council  which  is  trying  to  plan  a  cer- 
tain part  of  the  area.  And  this  was  set  up  by 

one  department  of  the  government.  Then  we 
have  the  Ministry  of  Transportation  and 

Communications  which  came  out  with  an- 
other report.  And  it  just  overlaps. 

In  other  words,  half  of  the  midwestern 
region  is  being  studied  by  one  section  of 
government,  and  another  section  is  being 
studied  by  the  Ministry  of  Transportation 
and  Communications. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  say,  I  think 
this  is  a  fine  exercise  to  draw  to  the  atten- 

tion of  the  government  that  we  need,  as  a 
basic  ingredient,  transportation  coordinated 

by  the  province. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York- view. 

Mr.  Young:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  time  that 

is  left  I  don't  know  that  much  more  needs  to 
be  said.  I  do  want  to  emphasize  one  or  two 
things. 

I  think  all  of  us  agree  with  the  need  for 
planning  for  transportation,  proper  planning 

right  across  the  province.  But  I  think  funda- 
mentally—first of  all— regional  government 

must  come  to  this  province.  This  is  a  thing 
which  many  of  us  have  been  emphasizing  for 

a  long  time.  Until  we  get  large  enough  re- 
gions to  really  plan  properly,  then  a  resolu- 

tion such  as  this  is  way  ahead  of  its  time. 

We  have,  I  suppose,  95  to  98  per  cent  of 
cur  municipalities  with  about  8,000  people 

or  less.  That  means  we  couldn't  possibly 
have  transportation  authorities  multiplied  in 
that  way  across  Ontario.  It  means  that  if 

we're  going  to  have  transportation  authorities 

such  as  this  bill  presents,  then  we've  got  to 
put  in  another  overlapping  authority,  which 
includes  half  a  dozen,  a  dozen,  20  small 

municipalities  as  we  know  them  at  the  pres- 
ent time.  We  have  enough  of  that  sort  of 

thing.  With  the  conservation  authorities  and 

a  dozen  other  kinds  of  overlapping  organiza- 

tions which  are  super  to  the  small  munici- 
palities, were  over-governed  today. 

When  we  set  up  regional  governments  of 
a  proper  size,  such  as  is  now  taking  place  in 

a  great  many  parts  of  the  world,  and  when 
those  regional  governments  are  powerful 
enough  numerically  and  fiscally  to  do  the 

proper  planning  so  that  the  province  can 
hand  back  many  of  the  functions  which  have 
been  eroded  over  the  years  to  the  provincial 

authority,  then  we  have  a  basis  upon  which 
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we  can  build  transport  authorities.  But  not 
until  that  time. 

So  I  simply  emphasize  the  fact  that  when 
the  time  comes,  this  may  make  sense.  But 
the  time  is  not  here.  The  first  job  that  we 
face  as  the  government  of  Ontario  leading 
up  to  this  kind  of  a  process  is  to  establish 

those   regional  municipalities   with  adequate 
power  and  adequate  population. 

Mr.    Speaker:    This   concludes   the  private 

members'  hour. 

It  being  6  o'clock  p.m.,  the  House  took  re- cess. 
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The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.m. 
Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 

and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr.  Speaker,  with 
the  permission  of  the  House  I  would  like  to 
revert  to  statements  and  make  a  brief  state- 

ment of  information  for  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  I  have  the  unanimous  con- 
sent of  the  House  to  revert  to  statements  by 

the  ministry? 

Perhaps  before  we  do  that  I  might  take  the 
opportunity  to  tell  the  hon.  members  that 

we  have  in  the  Speaker's  gallery  guests  from 
the  Woodbine-Greenwood  Progressive  Con- 

servative Ladies  Association. 

Statements   by  the   ministry. 

REORGANIZATION  OF  LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT  IN  TIMMINS  AREA 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  am  at  this  time 
tabling,  for  the  information  of  the  members, 
a  copy  of  an  address  by  the  Treasurer  (Mr. 
McKeough)  which  is  being  made  tonight  in 
Timmins.  This  speech  outlines  the  plans  for 
reorganization  of  local  government  in  the 

area  and  announces  the  government's  in- 
tention to  create  a  new  municipality  of  42,000 

population,  taking  in  such  areas  as  the  town 
of  Timmins,  the  townships  of  Mountjoy, 
Tisdale  and  Whitney,  and  the  24  geographic 
townships  in  the  surrounding  unorganized 
territory.  These  areas  will  be  incorporated 
into  a  new  city  to  be  known,  for  the  present 
time,  as  the  city  of  Timmins-Porcupine. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Why 
was  that  not  done  before  the  orders  of  the 
day? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  think  that  it  would 

have   been  premature  maybe— 

Mr.  Lewis:  To  announce  it  to  the  House 
before  you  announced  to  the  area? 

Hon.    Mr. 
taneously. 

Winkler:    Not    really  —  simul- 

Mr.  Speaker:  Further  statements? 
Next  order  of  business. 

Monday,  June  12,  1972 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  35th  order,  House 
in  committee  of  supply;  Mr.  R.  D.  Rowe  in 
the  chair. 

ESTIMATES,  MINISTRY  OF  REVENUE 

(continued) 

On  vote  804: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  discussion  about 
vote  804?  the  member  for  Sandwich-River- 
side. 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  afternoon  the  member  for 
Riverdale  (Mr.  Renwick)  made  some  sugges- 

tions for  easing  the  problem  of  obtaining 
housing,  and  I  would  like  to  expand  on  that 
for  a  moment  or  two. 

We  would  have  to  agree  that  occasionally 
there  are  applicants  who  feel  they  are  being 

mistreated.  I  don't  think  it  is  very  common, but  there  are  occasional  instances.  I  think 
the  member  for  Riverdale  was  trying  to 
devise  or  suggest  a  method  of  overcoming 
this. 

It  seems  to  me  that  perhaps  on  the  anni- 
versary of  going  on  the  list  a  person  might 

receive  from  the  department- 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  A  framed 
certificate. 

Mr.  Burr:  —yes,  a  plaque— something  which 
might  explain  to  him,  or  her,  or  them  what 
was  their  number  on  the  list;  how  many 
people  are  on  the  list;  his  position  on  the 
list;  the  number  of  points  he  has  and  perhaps 
how  he  has  acquired  them;  and  the  number 
of  points  of  those  ahead  of  him,  those  at  the 
top  of  the  list. 

In  this  way  he  would  be  able  to  gain  some 
idea  of  the  likelihood  of  his  achieving  his 
objective,  possession  of  one  of  the  houses. 
It  would  enable  him  therefore  to  make  alter- 

native plans.  He  might  decide  that  the  wait 
was  too  long  and  he  would  move  to  another 
community,  or  perhaps  move  in  with  a 
brother,  sister,  children,  parents,  whatever. 
It  would  enable  him  to  make  plans  for  the 
future  much  more  easily  if  he  had  a  periodic 
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statement,  perhaps  once  a  year  of  his  position 
on  the  list. 

The  minister  mentioned  that  we  should 

all  take  our  problems  to  him.  I  don't  know 
whether  he  had  thought  of  the  implications 

of  that.  I  think  I've  gone  to  the  minister 
only  two  or  three  times  when  it  was  a  very, 
very  unusual  situation.  I  can  think  of  only 
one  at  the  moment. 

I  feel,  as  the  member  for  Riverdale  indi- 
cated, that  the  people  who  are  seeking 

positions  in  Ontario  Housing  of  any  kind 
should  be  able  to  do  it  on  their  own  merits— 
on  their  own  point  system.  In  fact,  I  would 
suggest  that  perhaps  under  your  point  system 
you  could  deduct  a  couple  of  points,  if  an 
applicant  had  asked  an  alderman  to  in- 

tercede, and  deduct  five  points  if  he  had 
asked  an  MPP  to  intercede,  and  10  points 
if  he  asked  an  MP  to  intercede  for  him. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor- Walkerville): 
And  20  for  the  minister. 

Mr.  Burr:  And  20  for  the  minister,  yes. 
We  will  give  the  minister  20.  This  might  be 
the  solution  as  far  as  the  members  are  con- 
cerned. 

This  annual  statement,  if  I  could  call  it 
that,  would  invite  the  applicant  to  let  On- 

tario Housing  know  of  any  change  of  circum- 
stances. Perhaps  the  person  no  longer  wishes 

to  be  on  the  list,  and  this  would  be  informa- 
tion that  would  be  valuable  to  Ontario 

Housing.  Perhaps  his  income  has  changed, 
up  or  down,  his  health  may  have  improved 
or  deteriorated,  and  other  circumstances 
might  enable  a  reassessment  of  his  points  to 
be  made. 

I'd  like  to  mention  one  or  two  ideas  about 
the  geared-to-income  rental  of  25  per  cent. 
Let  us  consider  a  $400  a  month  income,  and 
25  per  cent  of  that  is  $100  rent.  Now  this 
$100  for  shelter  is  as  much  as  is  paid  out 
of  income  by  those  people  in  the  $20,000 
and  $30,000  a  year  bracket,  who  have  houses 
in  keeping  with  their  affluence.  I  imagine 
there  are  very  few  members  of  the  Legis- 

lature who  pay  out  of  their  income  $100  a 

month  for  shelter.  I'm  aware,  of  course,  that 
if  you  have  a  $20,000  house  and  you  figure 
money  is  worth  six  per  cent,  that  on  your 
investment  it  is  costing  you  $100  a  month. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Six. 

Mr.  Burr:  Well,  I  am  just  using  figures; 
$20,000  at  six  per  cent  would  mean  $1,200 
a  year  interest  that  you  are  foregoing,  and 

therefore  $100  a  month.  But  I  am  talking 
about  the  amount  of  money  that  a  person 
pays  out  of  his  income.  Very  few  of  the 
wealthier  people  pay  $100  a  month  for 
shelter. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  What  for? 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  You 
mean  25  per  cent. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  No,  $100. 

Mr.  Burr:  No,  $100.  If  your  taxes  run 
around  $600  or  $700,  and  you  have  to  buy 
some  paint  and  call  the  plumber  in  once  or 

twice  a  year.  I  don't  think  very  many  mem- 
bers of  this  Legislature  pay  out  $100  from 

their  income  in  shelter.  Yet  people  in  public 
housing  with  a  $400  a  month  income  pay 
out  $100  in  shelter. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Excuse  me,  Mr. 
Chairman,  just  so  I  can  understand  what  this 
dialogue  is  going  to  be  about.  Is  the  hon. 

member  suggesting  the  average  person,  par- 

ticularly members  of  this  House,  aren't  pay- ing as  much  as  $100  a  month. 

Mr.  Burr:  Out  of  their  income,  yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Out  of  their  income— 
for  rent?  For  housing? 

Mr.  Burr:  If  they  own  their  own  homes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Surely  he  is  kidding. 
How  much  does  the  hon.  member  pay? 

Mr.  Burr:  Oh,  about  $50. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Oh  come  on,  we  had 
better  get  yours  assessed  again.  We  will 
have  my  department  assess  your  property. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  may  say  he  has  not  spoken 
to  all  his  colleagues. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  No,  I  would  think 
not. 

Mr.  Burr:  I  am  not  speaking  of  those  of 
us  who  may  be  renting  property— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  Burr:  Those  of  us  who  own  their 

property. 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  May  I  ask  the  hon. 

member  what  the  hon.  member's  property  is 
worth,  $25,000? 

Mr.  Burr:  Around  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  his  money  is 
worth  at  least  eight  per  cent. 
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Mr.  Burr:  I  explained  that.  I'm  not  talking 
about  the  money  the  investment  cost.  I'm 
just  talking  about  how  much  of  my  income 
and  your  income  goes  to  pay  for  shelter. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It's  a  poor  premise 
to  base  your  argument  on.  Go  ahead,  I'm sorry. 

Mr.  Burr:  This  is  the  money  out  of  in- 
come; my  point  is  that  25  per  cent  out  of 

$400  is  a  very  high  percentage  because  that 
leaves  the  people  only  $300  for  paying  all 
their  other  expenses  every  month. 

An  hon.  member:  Interest  on  money  is  a 
cost  of  investment  in  buying  a  home. 

Mr.  Burr:  Well,  I  took  care  of  all  that— 

An  hon.  member:  I  pay  more  than  $100  a 
month  for  shelter. 

Mr.  Burr:  Then  there  must  be  an  excep- 
tion or  two,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  D.  R.  Timbrell  (Don  Mills):  Would  the 
member  permit  a  question? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Will  the  member  permit  a 
question? 

Mr.  Timbrell:  Some  of  us  are  still  some- 
what at  a  loss  to  understand  this  convoluted 

argument.  How  does  the  member  arrive  at 
the  conclusion  that  any  of  us,  unless  our 
homes  are  paid  for,  get  by  for  less  than 
$100? 

Mr.  R.  Gisborn  (Hamilton  East):  You 

weren't  listening.  That's  what  he  said,  the 
house  was  paid  for. 

Mr.  Timbrell:  It  was  paid  for?  All  right 

that's  the  basis;  that  straightens  that  out. 

Mr.  Burr:  What  I  am  coming  to,  Mr. 
Chairman,  with  the  help  of  several  mem- 

bers, is  that  when  we  come  to  the  position 

of  a  woman  who  is  on  mother's  allowance 
and  her  income  is  somewhere  around  $200, 
$210,  or  $220  and  she  has  to  pay  $100, 
$105,  she  pays  almost  50  per  cent  of  her 
very,  very  small  income.  This  is  one  of  the 
three  major  complaints  that  I  receive  in  my 
riding. 

First  of  all,  there  is  the  lack  of  public 
housing  which  the  hon.  member  for  Wind- 

sor- Walkerville  went  into  this  afternoon— 
the  need  for  it;  the  shortage  of  it.  The  sec- 

ond point  is  the  very  heavy  burden  that 
the  25  per  cent  puts  upon  the  people  at 
the  very  bottom  of  the  income  list.  As  I 
said,  25  per  cent  of  $400  is  $100  and  that 

leaves  only  $300  a  month  for  the  family. 
When  you  get  down  to  the  mother  on  the 

mother's  allowance  she  pays  around  $100 
out  of  an  income  of  little  more  than  $200, 
so  she  has  only  $100  to  $110  left  for  one 
or  two  children  and  herself.  How  can  a 
person  bring  up  a  family  of  two  or  three 
on  about  $3  a  day- 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  can't. 
Mr.  Burr:  —after  paying  shelter,  after 

paying  rent?  This  is  the  point  I  am  drawing 

to  the  minister's  attention. 
I  have  written  to  the  minister  on  occa- 

sion and  I  have  urged  him  that  this  aspect 
of  geared-to-income  rent  needs  some  review. 
The  minister  has  sent  me  a  letter— I'm  not 
going  to  read  the  whole  letter— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Read  it. 

Mr.  Burr:  All  right,  111  read  part  of  it. 
The  minister  likes   to  hear  his  words. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Which  part  are  you 

going  to  read? 

Mr.  Burr:   First,  the  good  news: 

The  rationale  of  the  rent  scale  is  briefly 
to  provide  aqcommodation  for  those  with 
the  greatest  need  at  a  rent  they  can  af- 

ford. [Now  there's  the  point  that  hits  me 
hardest  about  the  mother  on  mother's  al- 

lowance. She  cannot  possibly  afford  the 
45  or  50  per  cent  of  her  very  small  in- 

come.] In  order  to  apply  such  a  principal 
equitably  it  is  necessary  to  have  a  single 
standard  of  comparison.  It  is  for  this  rea- 

son that  the  gross  income  figure  was 
chosen. 

I  had  written  to  the  minister  suggesting  that 
the  gross  income  figure  should  be  replaced 
by  the  taxable  income  figure,  or  perhaps  a 
take-home  pay  figure  and  his  officials  who 
drafted  the  reply  said: 

There  are  two  main  factors  in  choosing 
the  gross  figure  as  opposed  to  the  net 
figure.  These  are:  First,  gross  income  may 
be  more  readily  determined;  it  can  be 
provided  by  T4  slips,  cheque  stubs  or  by 
statements  from  employers.  Second,  pay- 

roll deductions  vary  from  province  to 
province  and  between  employers. 

Standard  deductions  are  income  tax, 
hospital  and  unemployment  insurance  and 
the  Canada  Pension  Plan.  However,  there 
are  considerable  variations  so  far  as  such 
items  as  employee  pension  plans,  union 
dues,  charitable  contributions  and  savings 
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bond  purchases  are  concerned.  In  view 
of  this  it  is  submitted  that  gross  income 
is  the  most  equitable  base  for  determining 
rent  calculations. 

Then  the  letter  goes  on  to  give  eight  exemp- 
tions that  are  made  to  the  gross  income.  I 

needn't  read  those  I  think.  It  is  quite  un- 
derstandable that  these  exemptions  are  made. 

The  letter  concludes  by  saying: 

The  objective  of  using  an  equitable 
base  and  taking  into  consideration  any 
of  the  above  mentioned  exemptions  as 
they  apply  is  to  arrive  at  a  rent  figure 
which  is  fair  and  just,  while  ensuring  that 
undue  advantages,  or  disadvantages,  do 
not  accrue  to  a  segment  of  the  popula- 
tion. 

I  hope  that  the  foregoing  has  been  ade- 
quate in  outlining  the  present  rent-geared- 

to-income  scale. 

This  is  signed  by  your  managing  director. 
I  understand  the  letter  and  I  admit  its 

logic.  However,  if  it  isn't  possible  to  use 
the  family's  taxable  income  as  a  figure  from 
which  the  25  per  cent  is  taken,  is  it  not 
possible  to  lower  that  figure  to  22  per  cent, 
or  even  20  per  cent  at  this  very  bottom  of 
the  scale?  Is  that  a  possibility? 

Because,  as  I  say,  if  a  person  earning 
around  $24,000  a  year  pays  $100  for  shelter 
a  month,  he  is  paying  only  5  per  cent  of 
his  gross  income,  whereas  the  people  I  have 
mentioned  are  paying  25  per  cent,  and  the 
mothers  on  allowance,  up  to  50  per  cent. 
That  is  my  first  question,  Mr.  Minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  First  I  want  to  thank 
the  hon.  member  for  that  little  crumb  he 
gave  us:  that  he  occasionally  hears  about 
applicants  being  mistreated,  but  it  is  not 

too  prevalent.  I  can  assure  him  that  it's 
not  only  not  too  prevalent,  but  it  is  on  very 

rare  occasions,  and  I  don't  know  what  he 
means  about  being  mistreated. 

Mr.  Burr:  I  did  not  say  they  were  mis- 
treated. I  said  they  feel  they  are. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Of  course,  there  are 
people  who  feel  that  way;  there  always  will 
be  people  who  feel  that  they  are  being 
mistreated. 

Mr.  Burr:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Either  they  think 
they  are  being  charged  too  much  rent,  or 

they  can't  get  in,  or  something. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  thought  it  was  a  perfectly 
reasonable  statement. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  They  are  being  mis- 
treated on  that  account.  That  is  human 

nature.  No  one  blames  themselves  or  says, 

"Well,  it's  justified.  I  can  understand  it." 
Very  few  people  feel  that  way,  which  makes 

life  a  little  more  difficult,  but  that's  all  right. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  The  min- 
ister himself  feels  mistreated  from  time  to 

time. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Of  course  I  feel  mis- 
treated. Just  about  every  hour  during  sessions. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  most  of  the  time  the  min- 
ister suffers  from  a  congenital  mistreatment 

complex. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That's  right. 
Mr.  B.  Newman:  Especially  in  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  should  point  out  to 
the  hon.  member— he  talked  about  the  ad- 

visability of  having  the  system  whereby  the 

applicants  for  public  housing  who  weren't successful  were  at  least— I  think  he  said— 
what?  Every  year,  being  advised? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  As  a  matter  of  fact- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Get  a  badge  of  recognition. 

Hon.    Mr.    Grossman:    —every   six   months 
there  is  an  attempt  made  to  locate  everyone 

on  the  list- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Encourage  them  to  leave. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —and  where  they  are 
not  able  to  be  located,  of  course,  they  are 

taken  off  the  list.  But  it's  twice  a  year  now 
where  we  make  an  attempt  to  find  out 
where  they  are. 

Mr.  Burr:  But  are  they  told  where  they 
are  on  the  list  at  that  time? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  don't  think  there  is 
any  way  of  telling  anyone  where  they  are 
on  the  list.  The  hon.  member  will  have  to 

appreciate  it;  that's  a  misconception  which 
is  very  difficult  to  get  corrected. 

If,  for  instance,  we  were  to  put  such  a  list 
together  and  say  you  were  68th  on  the  list 
when  you  applied,  in  January,  1971,  it  might 
very  well  be  that  the  very  day  you  applied 
someone  came  in  and,  because  of  their  need, 
they  were  put  over  you  because  their  need 
was  greater  and  then  you  ceased  to  be  68th, 
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you  were  then  69th.  And  by  the  time  the 
week  was  out  you  may  have  been  75th. 

So,  it  would  be,  in  the  first  place,  impos- 
sible and  impractical.  It  would  be  unwise, 

anyway,  to  tell  a  person  he  is  68th  and  then 
have  him  find  out  that  a  year  from  then, 
or  six  months  from  then,  150  people  were 
placed  ahead  of  him  because,  in  the  mean- 

time, there  had  been  a  greater  need  for  150 
people  in  advance  of  him.  I  think  the  hon. 
member  can  see  the  advisability  of  that. 

I  want  to  make  one  thing  clear  in  asking 
the  hon.  members— and  I  refer  to  the  hon. 
member  for  Windsor-Walkerville— when  I 
suggested  that  perhaps  it  might  be  better 
to  get  in  touch  with  the  minister.  They  may 

rest  assured  that  I  wasn't  talking  about  get- 
ting in  touch  with  me  about  every  little  item 

which  they  had  to  discuss  with  staff,  like 
somebody  making  an  application.  I  was  talk- 

ing about  any  specific  instances,  perhaps, 
which  dealt  with  policy,  such  as  the  lady 
with  the  seeing-eye  dog— which,  incidentally, 
during  the  dinner  recess,  I  had  remembered, 
and  my  staff  reminded  me.  We  dealt  with 
that  quite  quickly  because  of  a  request  that 
was  made  by,  I  think,  the  IODE.  It  was  dealt 
with  very  quickly,  you  know. 

When  it  comes  to  a  matter  of  policy,  I 
think  the  hon.  members  of  this  House  should 
get  in  touch  with  the  minister.  He  deals 
with  policy.  And  where  it  becomes  a  matter 
of  policy,  or  a  question  of  policy,  or  concern 
about  what  the  policy  is,  you  get  in  touch 

with  the  minister  and  he'll  deal  with  it. 
You'll  get  some  quick  action  on  that,  be- 

cause when  you  are  dealing  with  members 

of  the  staff,  they  don't  deal  with  policy.  They 
deal  within  the  four  corners  of  the  policies 
laid  down  by  the  government  through  the 
minister. 

Now,  let's  get  to  this  geared-to-income 
thing.  The  hon.  member,  really,  with  great 
respect,  has  repeated  an  old  canard.  He  has 
talked  about  some  mother-led  family  which 
is  paying,  as  he  put  it,  50  per  cent  of  its 
income. 

He  knows  perfectly  well  we  are  not  taking 

50  per  cent  of  anybody's  income.  The  range 
runs  from  a  minimum  of  16  per  cent  to  25 
per  cent.  There  is  no  one  who  pays  more 
than  25  per  cent  of  his  income.  Now,  he  is 
going  to  have  a  difficult  time  if  he  thinks 

he's  going  to  impress  the  public  of  this  prov- 
ince that  anyone  should  be  expected  to  pay 

less  than  16  per  cent  of  their  income  for  rent. 

Mr.    Burr:    Now,   you 
into  my  mouth. 

are   putting   words 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  In  respect  of  the 
rather  esoteric  example  he  has  given  about 
nobody  in  this  House  really  paying  more 

than  $100  a  month  for  their  own  place— it's 
rather  a  far-fetched  example. 

Everybody  in  this  province,  I  am  sure, 
would  be  happy  to  pay  the  maximum 
charged  by  OHC  which  is  25  per  cent  of 

their  income.  We'd  all  be  in  a  very  happy 
situation  if  everyone  here  was  only  ex- 

pected to  pay  25  per  cent  of  his  or  her 
income  for  housing.  And  he  should  remem- 

ber too  that  the  25  per  cent  is  the  highest; 
16  per  cent  is  the  minimum. 

Incidentally,  the  25  per  cent  maximum 
we  are  talking  about  is  a  charge  made  for 
a  fully  serviced  accommodation,  including 
heat,  water,  hot  water,  stove,  refrigeration. 
And,  of  course,  it  includes  taxes,  and  so  on. 

It's  a  pretty  good  deal,  and  it's  meant  to 
be  a  good  deal  because  the  people  we  are 
dealing  with,  by  and  large,  could  not  afford 
to  have  decent  housing  if  they  had  to  pay 
any  more. 

He  is  talking  about  the  case  which  is  on 
welfare.  If  you  took  it  on  the  basis  of  what 
that  person  actually  receives  and  pays,  it 

sounds  like  it's  50  per  cent.  Actually  the 
Ministry  of  Community  and  Social  Services 
provides  the  allowance,  which  includes  a 
specific  shelter  allowance.  And  that  shelter 
allowance  is  designed  to  make  sure  that 

it'll  pay  for  the  amount  of  rental  which 
would  be  charged  in  public  housing. 

Mr.  Burr:  And  it's  54  or  50  per  cent. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  No.  But  the  point  is, 

if  that  weren't  the  case,  the  shelter  allow- 
ance would  be  smaller.  And,  because  of 

this  apparent  inequity,  because  those 
people  who  are  on  welfare  have,  in  some 
instances,  accommodation  in  a  public  hous- 

ing project  next  to  someone  who  is  not  re- 
ceiving shelter  allowance,  or  at  least  as- 
sistance from  the  Ministry  of  Community 

and  Social  Services,  they  say:  "We,  who 
are  on  welfare—"  or  whatever  the  term  is, 
social  assistance— "are  paying  more  rental 
than  the  fellow  next  door." 

Well,  on  the  face  of  it,  it  is  that.  But  the 
person  next  door  is  not  receiving  special 
shelter  allowance  to  provide  for  the  differ- 

ence. And,  because  of  that,  in  order  to 
straighten  that  out,  it  is  a  little  compli- 

cated. If  the  hon.  member  doesn't  catch  it 
at  first  hand,  I  won't  blame  him  because  it 
is  a  little  difficult  for  me  to  catch  it  too. 
And  it  may  still  be  a  little  difficult  to  ex- 
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plain   it.    I'll   try  to   explain   it.    I've  had   it 
written  out,  because  it  is  rather  complex. 

The  rental  rate  currently  paid  by  per- 
sons in  receipt  of  social  assistance  is  the 

maximum  allowable  shelter  Tate  estab- 
lished by  the  department  administering 

the  allowance. 

Ontario  Housing  Corp.'s  staff  contacts 
the  municipal  welfare  department  of  the 
local  family  benefits  branch  of  the  De- 

partment of  Social  and  Family  Services 
[well,  it  shows  you  when  this  was  writ- 

ten] to  obtain  the  correct  rate  for  each 
family  and  that  is  the  rate  entered  into 
the  lease. 

Currently,  discussions  are  under  way 
between  the  corporation  and  the  Minis- 

try of  Community  and  Social  Services, 
and  Central  Mortgage  and  Housing 
Corp.  to  convert  to  rent-to-income  rental 
rates  based  upon  the  actual  amount  of 
the  allowance.  The  previous  policy  of 
collecting  the  maximum  shelter  rate, 
while  it  does  in  effect  reduce  the  hous- 

ing subsidy,  only  transfers  the  cost,  to 
the  ultimate  confusion  of  the  tenant  and 
the  general  public.  Rental  rates  based 
upon  the  rent-to-income  scale  and  related 
to  the  allowance  given  to  the  family,  will 
be  a  much  more  meaningful  arrangement. 

As  this  revised  policy  will  mean  an 
increase  in  the  housing  budget  of  CMHC, 
and  a  corresponding  reduction  in  the 
budget  of  the  federal  Health  and  Wel- 

fare Department,  it  is  necessary  to  obtain 
their  concurrence  before  a  change  can  be 
effective.  And  so  far,  we  have  not  re- 

ceived approval  from  Central  Mortgage 
and  Housing  Corp.  of  the  federal  govern- 
ment. 

Now,  that's  a  rather  complicated  one 
and  I  hope  I  don't  get  into  too  much  of 
debate  on  it,  because  it's  so  complex.  I 
won't  look  any  good  in  it,  and  neither  will 
the  hon.  member.  I'll  be  quite  frank  with 
you  in  telling  you  that. 

Let  me  say  briefly  what  it  does.  In  fact, 
it  shows  that  the  person  receiving  social 
assistance  is  really  not  paying  any  more  in 
the  rent-geared-to-income  scale  than  the 
person  who  is  not  receiving  social  assist- 

ance. It's  based  upon  the  actual  income. 
However,  because  the  social  assistance 

given  in  one  instance  is  given  to  provide 
for  what  they  would  have  to  pay  for  rent 
in  our  projects,  it  puts  it  out  of  proportion 
to  what  they  would  pay  if  they  were  not  on 
social  assistance.  It  makes  it  look  as  if  they 

are  paying  more  rent;  but,  in  fact,  they  are 
not.  The  net  effect  of  it  is  the  same. 

Having  regard  for  what  their  income 
would  be  from  social  assistance— forgetting 

the  fact  that  they've  a  special  shelter  allow- 
ance—they would  be  paying  the  same  per- 

centage in  regard  to  their  income. 

Let  me  repeat  again,  the  rental  income 
scale  of  public  housing  under  OHC  runs 
from  16  per  cent  to  a  maximum  of  25  per 
cent.  Nobody  pays  50  per  cent.  It  would  be 

ridiculous.  And  we're  trying  to  iron  out 
what  appears  to  be,  from  the  public  point 

of  view,  an  apparent  inconsistency,  as  I've tried  to  point  out  in  this  statement.  This 
apparent  discrimination  against  those  who 
are  receiving  social  assistance  will  be 
straightened  out;  at  least  in  the  eyes  of  the 
public.  Because  there  is  no  discrimination. 
We  will  have  it  transferred  in  such  a  way 
that  it  will  not  give  a  wrong  impression  of 
what  they  are  paying  for  rent  in  public housing. 

I  hope  that  clarifies  it.  Perhaps  when  the 
hon.  member  will  read  Hansard  a  week 

hence,  it  will  be  a  little  clearer.  If  it's  not, 
I  wouldn't  be  surprised.  It's  a  very  com- 

plicated scheme. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Who  actually  will  pay  the 

rent? 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Pardon? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Who  actually  will  pay  the 
rent  in  the  new  system?  The  recipient  of 
the  allowance,  the  renter,  or  the  depart- 

ment directly  to  OHC? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  recipient  will 
get  sufficient  money  so  that  it  will,  in  fact, 
reflect  the  fact  that  the  recipient  is  only 

paying— let  us  say,  if  she's  paying  the  maxi- 
mum 25  per  cent— and  therefore  the  rent 

will  be  paid  by  the  recipient  and  it  will 
show  as  25  per  cent  or  16  or  18,  or  what- 
ever. 

Mr.  Burr:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  the  min- 

ister for  his  attempt  to  enlighten  me.  I'll 
read  Hansard  and  try  to  figure  it  out.  I'd 
like  to  clear  up  a  couple  of  points  though. 
The  minister  said  that  there  is  nobody— if 
I  remember  hearing  him  correctly— there  is 

nobody  here  who  wouldn't  be  willing  to 
pay  25  per  cent  of  his  income  for  shelter? 
You  mean  a  person  with  a  $24,000  a  year 
income  would  not  object  to  paying  out  $6,000 
for  shelter? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Why  doesn't  the hon.  member  use  an  extreme  example  and 
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say  if  a  man's   getting  a   $100,000  income, 
I    am    saying,    would    he    object    to    paying 
$25,000  a  year- 

Mr.  Burr:   Well,  this  was  your  suggestion. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member 
knows  what  I  mean.  The  hon.  member 
knows  that  what  I  mean  is  the  average 

person.  When  I  say  "average"  person  —  I 
think  that's  the  term  I  used  —  the  average 
person  isn't  earning  $25,000  a  year.  And  so, 
let's  not  talk  about  the  $25,000  a  year  man. 

Mr.  Burr:  Why  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I'm  not  too  sure  the 
$25,000  a  year  man  today  wouldn't  be  glad 
to  pay  just  25  per  cent  for  housing.  The 
fact  is  that  25  per  cent,  even  in  the  days 
when  I  was  renting,  way,  way  back— you 
know,  in  those  years  when  antediluvian 
people,  like  myself,  were  involved;  in  the 
depression  years,  and  so  on— we  always  fig- 

ured 25  per  cent  of  your  income  had  to  go 
towards  housing.  That  was  25  per  cent. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  wasn't  the  depression  that 
made  you  antediluvian.  It  was  social  philos- 
ophy. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  And  I  was  glad  to 
find  the  25  per  cent. 

Mr.  Burr:  Well,  thank  you,  Mr.  Minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  One  week's  pay  out 
of  a  month— that  was  what  we  calculated. 

Mr.  Burr:  The  other  point  was  that  I 

didn't  talk  about  anybody  on  welfare.  I 
avoided  that.  I  was  talking  just  about  those 

on  mother's  allowances.  Now  if  I  under- 
stand you  correctly— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That's  social  assist- 
ance. 

Mr.  Burr:  If  I  understand  you  correctly, 

instead  of  giving  the  mother's  allowance 
families  $200,  we  will  say  in  round  figures, 
and  charging  them  $100,  are  you  going  to 
give  them  about  $150  and  charge  them 
about  $35? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  is  right.  Our 
hope  is  that  they  will  get  more  through 
social  assistance  to  pay  more  for  their  hous- 

ing, so  that  it  will  come  out  exactly  as  it  is. 

Mr.  Roy:  Give  with  one  hand  and  take 
with  the  other. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  am  sorry.  They 
will  get  sufficient  of  an  allowance;  they  will 

get  their  allowance  and  they  will  be  charged 

precisely  what  their  actual  allowance  is  with- 
out a  specific  amount  laid  aside  for  housing. 

They  will  show  what  their  actual  income 
is  and  they  will  pay  whatever  percentage  is 
in  the  scale  for  their  housing. 

I  hope  I  haven't  confused  you.  I  think 
I  had  explained  it  better  before  I  got  up  on 
my  feet  the  last  time. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  don't  mind  telling  you  I  am 
totally  confused. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  explained  it  more 
clearly  the  first  time.  I  must  admit  to  the 
hon.  member  that  every  time  I  discuss  this 
I  get  a  little  more  confused.  I  should  have 
quit  when   I  was   ahead  the  last  time. 

Mr.  Burr:  Do  you  mean  that  the  people 

who  are  getting  the  mother's  allowance  will end  up  with  the  same  amount  of  money, 
apart  from  their  rent? 

Hon.   Mr.   Grossman:    That  is  right. 

Mr.  Burr:  Okay.  In  other  words  you  are 
admitting  that  you  have  been  charging  them 
50  per  cent  of  their  income  and  now  you  are 

readjusting  it— 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Only  because  they 

were  given  that  much  more  to  look  after 
their  shelter. 

Mr.  Burr:  It  is  a  princely  sum,  that  extra 
$100  a  month  to  live  on. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If  I  haven't  been  able 
to  convince  the  member  up  to  now  I,  won't be  able  to  convince  him.  In  fact  it  seems  to 
me  the  longer  I  explain  it,  the  worse  position 
I  am  in. 

Mr.  Burr:  I  think  the  person  who  has  to  be 
worked  on  is  the  Minister  of  Community  and 
Social  Services  (Mr.  Brunelle)  because  no 
family  can  live  on  $3  a  day  after  the  rent 
is   paid. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Oh,  come  on!  Does 
the  hon.  member  think  that  this  government 
is  expecting  anybody  to  live  on  $3  a  day 
after  the  rent  is  paid? 

Mr.  Burr:  Well,  $3.33  sure.  I  have  just 
given  you  the  figures— $210  for  a  mother 
with  a  couple  of  children. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  suggest  the  hon. 
member  discuss  it  with  the  appropriate 
minister.  I  have  enough  problems  to  explain. 

Mr.  Burr:  That  is  what  I  was  saying  I 
would  have  to  do. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  We  did,  and  he  said  that  the 
allowances  were  low  and  he  would  go  to 
Treasury  Board  and  ask  for  an  increase. 

Mr.  Foulds:  And  you  will  support  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  There  is  no  Treasury 
Board,  so  maybe  that  was  his  answer. 

Mr.  Burr:  My  final  question,  I  think,  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  concerning  protection  for  those 
who  are  buying  homes,  whether  it  is  under 
the  HOME  plan  or  any  other  kind.  Have  you 
read  and  reacted  to  the  article  by  Prof. 

Neilson?  I  think  it  is  headed  "You  Are  on 
Your  Own  When  You  Are  Buying  a  Home." 
Are  you  familiar  with  that  article? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  remember  reading 

it,  but  I  can't  really  tell  the  hon.  member.  I 
have  read  so  many  articles  since. 

Mr.  Burr:  Have  you  any  plans  to  help 
protect  the  ordinary  home  buyer,  the  person 
who  once  in  a  lifetime  builds  a  home?  If  he 

hasn't  a  good  contractor  he  gets  into  diffi- culties because  the  contractor  cuts  corners 

and— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
really  is  not  within  the  terms  of  reference 
of  the  Ontario  Housing  Corp. 

Mr.  Burr:  You  are  not  concerned  with  that 
at  all? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  didn't  say  I  wasn't 
concerned  with  it;  the  hon.  member  shouldn't 
put  words  in  my  mouth.  Of  course,  as  a  mem- 

ber of  the  government  I  am  concerned  with 
all  of  these  things. 

Mr.  Burr:  That  is  what  I  am  asking  you. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  know,  but  we  are 
now  in  the  estimates  of  the  Ontario  Housing 
Corp.  I  tell  the  hon.  member  it  is  not  within 
the  terms  of  reference  of  the  Ontario  Housing 
Corp.  Perhaps  if  he  wants  to  raise  that  ques- 

tion he  should  raise  it  with  my  colleague, 
the  Minister  of  Financial  and  Commercial- 

Mr.  Burr:  Consumer  and  Commercial  Re- 
lations? I  have  raised  it  with  him  and  I 

wondered  whether  it  would  do  any   good— 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It  is  not  within  the 

terms  of  the  Ontario  Housing  Corp. 

Mr.  Burr:  I  am  just  wondering  whether 
I  can  get  any  support  from  you  because  you 
are  in  the  home  building  business. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  You  will  get  support 
from  every  member  of  this  government  if— 

Mr.  Burr:   Hurrah! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —there  appears  to  be 
the  necessity  to  protect  any  of  our  citizens 

from  any  wrongdoing  on  anybody's  part.  We 
support  the  uniform  building  code  of  Canada. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  all  aspects  of  motherhood! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes,  of  course.  If  the 
hon.  member  wants  to  get  up  and  speak  on 
behalf  of  motherhood  we  are  all  in  favour 
of  it,  too. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  And  fatherhood. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to 

assure  the  minister  that  I  didn't  understand 
the  formula  he  attempted  to  explain  a  while 
ago,  if  that  makes  him  feel  better  about  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Oh,  good. 

Mr.  Roy:  Even  the  second  time  you  ex- 

plained it,  I  still  didn't  understand  it. 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  first  time  was 

better  than  the  second  time,  I  think. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  would  like  to  refer  to  the  min- 
ister two  problems  in  my  riding.  First  of  all, 

I  would  like  the  minister  to  let  me  have  the 
figures  of  the  people  on  the  list,  and  the 
demands  as  compared  to  the  openings  or  the 
facilities  available  in  the  Ottawa  area  under 
the  supervision  of  the  Ottawa  Housing 
Authority.  I  would  like  to  have  those  figures 
if  the  minister  has  them  available. 

The  second  thing  I  would  like  to  bring  to 

the  minister's  attention  in  relation  to  the 
Ottawa  Housing  Authority— and  this  is  one 
of  the  problems  in  the  Ottawa  area  as  in 
many  other  areas,  as  was  mentioned  by  the 
member  for  Windsor- Walkerville— is  that  the 
demand  far  exceeds  the  available  space  of 
course.  What  happens  in  some  areas,  and  I 
think  that  it  may  be  more  accentuated  or 
more  noticeable  in  that  area,  is  that  you 
sometimes  have  people  who  were  brought 
up  all  their  lives  in  an  area,  for  instance,  like 
the  west  end  of  the  city  which  is  basically 
English-speaking  and,  all  at  once,  you  find 

them  something  available,  let's  say,  in  the lower  town  area  of  Ottawa,  which  is  basically 
French  speaking. 

This  is  especially  so  in  relation  to  senior 

citizens'  accommodation,  where  you  are 
taking  people  from  their  environment  and 
placing  them  in  a  completely  different  en- 

vironment. The  system  goes  both  ways.  You 
get   people    who    are   brought   up   in    lower 
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town  in  a  basically  or  exclusively  French- 
speaking  area,  and  you  find  them  something 
available  way  out  in  the  west  end.  You 
might  as  well  send  them  to  a  completely 
different  province. 

I  think  the  Ottawa  Housing  Authority  cer- 
tainly has  problems.  Like  many  other  author- 

ities, it  is  bombarded  with  requests  and  it 
is  trying  to  give  people  available  space.  I 
think  more  emphasis— especially  in  the  case 
of  senior  citizens  who  have  reached  an  age 
where  they  are  not  as  adaptable  as  younger 
people— should  be  put  on  making  every  ef- 

fort not  to  displace  people  into  a  different 
environment.  I  am  sure  this  happens  pretty 
well  in  other  cities.  I  think  it  creates  quite 
a  hardship,  not  only  when  you  are  displacing 
people  from  their  particular  environment, 
but  when  you  are  removing  them  from  their 
language  or  culture,  be  it  English  or  French. 
Those  are  the  two  things  that  I  want  to  say 
about  the  Ottawa  Housing  Authority. 

Another  thing  I  would  like  to  talk  about 

is  this  problem  with  Vanier.  I've  discussed 
this  with  the  minister  before  and  I've  dis- 

cussed it  with  Mr.  Goyette,  who  is  seated 
before  you.  I  would  like  to  go  into  this  prob- 

lem again,  because  I  feel  that  possibly  unlike 
any  other  municipality  in  this  province, 

Vanier  or  formerly  Eastview  doesn't  have 
one  single  low-rent  accommodation  in  that 
city.  It  is  a  city  where  basically  people  are 

low-income  people.  You  don't  have  one  single 
unit,  and  surely  this  has  to  be  overcome. 

Somebody  has  got  to  accept  the  respon- 
sibility. I  am  not  for  a  minute  pointing  a 

finger  at  the  minister.  I  know  the  municipal 
council  has  not  been  overly  enthusiastic.  It 
is  hung  up;  it  is  narrow-minded  and  it  has 
not  taken  a  proper  approach  in  this  par- 

ticular area.  Let  me  explain  to  the  minister 
again  what  one  of  the  problems  is  in  Vanier. 

As  you  know,  Vanier  is  a  city  of  about 
one  or  two  square  miles,  completely  en- 

circled by  the  city  of  Ottawa  so  that  land 
is  at  a  premium.  When  Ontario  Housing 
looks  at  that  particular  area  it  has  to  build 
houses  or  low-rent  accommodation  in  sizable 
numbers  to  make  it  feasible. 

When  Vanier  city  council  is  approached 
by  Ontario  Housing  which  says  it  is  going 
to  put  in  100  units  here,  the  council  says, 

"You  are  going  to  create  a  ghetto.  That's  too 
many,  we  only  want  10  or  15."  At  that  point, 
with  the  cost  of  the  land  Ontario  Housing 
takes  the  position  that  that  is  not  feasible. 

I  say  to  the  minister  is  there  any  sort  of 
compulsion  that  can  be  used?  My  friend 
from  Windsor- Walkerville  was  talking  about 

using  a  big  stick.  I  think  that  is  one  area 
where  you  should  come  in  there  with  a  big 
stick,  because  the  problem  has  to  be  solved. 

You  have  an  area  of  Vanier  in  which  the 

people  are,  by  and  large,  very  low-income 

people  and  it  doesn't  have  one  single  unit  of 
low-rent  accommodation.  You  have  a  vicious 
circle  in  that  particular  area,  because  when 

people  in  Ottawa  sometimes  can't  afford  the 
rents,  they  go  to  Vanier  where  the  rents  are 
lower.  Something  happens  to  them  in  Vanier 
and  they  apply  to  Ottawa  Housing.  Ottawa 

Housing  says,  "You  can't  have  low-rental 
accommodation  here,  because  we  are  giving 

preference  to  the  people  from  Ottawa",  so 
they  are  caught  in  a  vicious  circle. 

So  I  suggest  to  the  minister  that  to  re- 
solve this  problem,  I  could  possibly  take  the 

initiative  and  try  to  organize  a  meeting  be- 
tween Vanier  city  council  and  the  minister 

or  Mr.  Goyette.  Vanier  city  council  says 
what  OHC  are  trying  to  do  is  to  put  in  100 

units.  "We  can't  take  that;  this  is  going  to 
create  a  ghetto  here,"  and  they  turn  around 
and  say,  "Well,  we  only  want  15"  and  you 
people  say,  "Well  then,   it  is  not  feasible." 

So  I  think  there  is  only  one  way— to  get 
a  sort  of  a  confrontation  here  and  get  the 
problem  solved. 

I  just  wonder,  Mr.  Chairman,  whether 
Ontario  Housing  has  approached  Vanier  with 
this  rent  supplement  scheme  that  the  minis- 

ter was  talking  about— whether  this  might 
not  be  an  answer.  Whatever  the  minister 

calls  his  scheme,  I  don't  know— rent-geared- 
to-income?  Vanier  should  be  asked  to  con- 

sider this  possibly,  if  they  don't  want  to 
accept    low-rental    accommodation. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister  under 
his  plan  to  renovate  older  homes;  maybe 
that  would  be  another  aspect  for  your  ap- 

proach to  Vanier.  I  am  sure  that  the  city 
council  on  its  own  would  not  even  be  aware 

of  these  problems,  and  that  Ontario  Hous- 
ing would  have  to  take  the  initiative  in  this 

particular  area. 

So  I  would  like  to  hear  the  minister's 
comments  on  this  problem.  As  I  suggested 
before,  maybe  a  meeting  should  be  organ- 

ized between  Vanier  city  council,  Ontario 
Housing  and  the  minister  himself  to  get 
this  problem  solved  once  and  for  all— be- 

cause Vanier  city  council  says:  "It's  your 
fault."  I  am  not  convinced  that  it  is  because 
it  is  very  difficult,  for  instance,  for  Mr. 

Goyette  to  say,  "Well,  Vanier,  shape  up." 
Let's  get  the  show  on  the  road  and  con- 

sider whether  something  can't  be  done  in that  area. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  To  answer  the  hon. 

member's  first  question  about  senior  citizens. 
He  was  speaking  about  senior  citizens  hav- 

ing to  take  accommodation  in  an  area  where 
there  are  essentially  French-speaking  citi- 
zens. 

Mr.  Roy:  You  get  vice  versa  as  well. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  And  vice  versa.  I 
can  assure  the  hon.  member  that  this  is  of 
concern  to  us.  One  might  normally  say  that 

shouldn't  make  any  difference,  and  it  might 
be  a  good  thing  normally,  except  that  when 
you  are  dealing  with  senior  citizens,  this  is 
no  time  in  life  to  attempt  to  get  them  to 
change  their  ways  and  their  ideas  and  so 
on. 

We  are  sympathetic  to  the  problem  here 
and  we  try  as  much  as  possible  to  put  the 
English-speaking  senior  citizens  in  the 
English-speaking  areas,  and  vice  versa,  but 
it  is  not  always  possible.  As  the  hon.  mem- 

ber appreciates,  it  only  points  up  the  diffi- 
culties of  attempting  to  carry  out  an  exten- 

sive housing  problem  in  this  great  province 
of  ours. 

It  would  be  good  if  we  had  sufficient 
housing  so  we  could  pick  and  choose,  but 
it  is  better  to  give  an  English-speaking 
senior  citizen  housing  in  a  French-speaking 
area  and  vice  versa  as  against  not  giving 
them  housing  at  all,  which  they  may  sadly 
need.  But  we  are  appreciative  of  the  prob- 

lem and  do  what  we  can  in  order  to  house 
them  wherever  it  is  best  for  them. 

Of  course,  OHC  discusses  the  location  of 
the  housing  projects  with  the  local  councils 
and  having  this  in  mind  is  one  of  the  fac- 
tors. 

It  only  points  up,  of  course,  how  much 
easier  this  job  would  be  if  there  were  a 
housing  tsar  here.  If  there  were  a  housing 

tsar,  he  would  say,  "This  is  what  is  going 
to  happen  here  and  this  is  what  is  going 

to  happen  there."  But  the  hon.  member's 
colleague,  the  member  for  Windsor- Walker- 

ville,  wouldn't  like  that,  as  he  mentioned himself. 

The  hon.  member  who  just  spoke  men- 
tioned himself  that  he  thinks  we  should  use 

the  big  stick  and,  of  course  I  suppose  that 
is  what  a  housing  tsar  could  do.  But  his 

colleague  wouldn't  agree  with  that,  he  says, 
"don't  want  you  in  there  with  a  big  stick, 
talk  it  over  with  him,"  which  is  what  we  do. 

Mr.  Roy:   You  have  to  be  flexible. 

Hon.    Mr.    Grossman:    The    problem    may 

go  a  lot  further.  The  hon.  member  may  rest 
assured  there  are  times  when  we  have  felt 
it  would  be  advisable  to  use  the  big  stick 
because  you  find  you  are  being  frustrated 
in  some  areas  from  providing  the  land  of 
housing  you  need  because  of  the  resistance 
on  the  part  of  certain  people.  But,  be  that 
as  it  may,  we  are  not  living  in  that  land 
of  society  and  I  am  glad  of  that. 
We  are  in  a  democratic  society  and,  by 

and  large,  we  get  by.  We  do  a  pretty  good 
job,  all  of  us,  in  dealing  with  the  muni- 

cipalities, and  other  jurisdictions  from  a 
standpoint  of  co-operation,  rather  than  hit- 

ting them  over  the  head.  Because  using  the 
big  stick,  in  the  final  analysis,  would  prob- 

ably do  more  harm  than  good. 

Incidentally,  and  in  respect  of  the  answer 
to  the  questions  the  hon.  member  has  asked 
about  Vanier,  you  know  that  has  been  a  very 
trying  situation  for  us.  Apparently  the  hon. 
member  appreciates  that. 

Incidentally,  I  should  tell  the  hon.  mem- 
ber, he  asked  me  he  sent  me  a  note  or  asked 

me  a  question  in  the  House— I  don't  recall— I  think  he  sent  me  a  note  two  or  three  weeks 
ago.  I  think  he  talked  with  me  about  it. 

Mr.  Roy:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  And  I  had  the  answer 
for  him.  But  every  day  I  brought  it  in,  he 
wasn't  here. 

Mr.  Roy:  Come  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I'm  not  saying  I 
brought  it  in  every  day.  I'm  just  saying 
every  day  I  brought  it  is  he  wasn't  there. 

Mr.  Roy:  That's  not  very  often. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Finally,  I  put  it  away 
in  the  pile  to  discuss  during  the  estimates, 
knowing  that  that  would  be  a  time  when  it 
would    probably    be    brought    up. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Never  to  be  seen  again. 

Mr.  Roy:  I'm  glad  you  didn't  say  that  when 
my  constituents  were  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member  is 

by  and  large  quite  right.  We  have  had  diffi- 
culty with  the  council  which  feels  that  we 

should  have  smaller  units.  They  have  said 
that  they  only  want  projects  of  perhaps  20  to 

25.  Well,  that's  a  very  commendable  proposi- 
tion and  we  wish  that  we  could  build  right 

across  this  province,  projects  with  no  more 
than  20  to  25  units.  Believe  me,  we  would 
love  nothing  better. 
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In  fact  the  ideal  would  be  to  provide  for 
these  units  in  individual  homes,  or  two  or 
three  in  particular  buildings.  That  would 
be  the  ideal,  but  then  of  course  one  has  to 
consider  the  ability  of  the  taxpayer  to  be 
able  to  pay  for  this;  and  the  hon.  member 
mentioned  the  economics  of  it. 

If  we  start  building  units  of  20  and  25 
across  this  province  it  would  cost  fantastic 
sums.  The  hon.  member  knows  the  average 
subsidy  now  for  rental  housing  is  about 

$100  a  month  per  unit.  That's  a  great  sum 
of  money.  It  amounts  to  pretty  close  to,  I 
think,  about  $50  million  a  year  between  the 
federal  and  the  provincial  and  the  municipal 

jurisdictions.  We  just  can't  do  it. 

We  told  the  town  of  Vanier  that  it's  got 
to  be  something  a  little  more  reasonable. 
So  far  they  have  resisted,  and  the  hon.  mem- 

ber will  be  interested  to  know  that  the 
answer  that  I  had  ready  for  him  the  last  two 
or  three  weeks  stated  that  a  meeting  with 
the  mayor  and  the  staff  in  Vanier  has  been 
arranged  for  Tuesday,  June  13,  1972. 

Mr.  Roy:  That  is  tomorrow. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Which  is  tomorrow. 
So  we  are  hoping— 

Mr.  Roy:  Is  the  meeting  here? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  We  will  probably 
arrive  at  something  which  will  provide  or 
give  us  a  means  whereby  we  can  provide 
the  much-needed  housing  there.  We  want  to 
provide  it.  But  again  you  know,  having  re- 

gard for  our  desire  to  avoid  hitting  some- 
body over  the  head,  we  have  to  do  it  this  way. 

In  the  meantime,  of  course,  It  has  been 
found  difficult  to  provide  housing.  Inci- 

dentally, that  has  to  do  with  the  family 
housing.  We  had  approved  and  let  a  con- 

tract for  51  units— senior  citizens  projects- 
there  over  a  year  ago. 

I  don't  know  whether  the  hon.  member  is 
familiar  with  that? 

Mr.  Roy:  No,  I  am  not. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  An  irregular  shape 
size  at  the  junction  of  Bradley  and  Montfort 
St.? 

Mr.  Roy:  Have  you  got  a  contract? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It  was  purchased  by 
Ontario  Housing  Corp.  from  the  city  of 

Vanier  on  May  18,  1971.  That's  over  a  year 
ago. 

Approval  was  given  to  award  a  contract  to 

John  Entwhistle  Construction  Ltd.,  but 
after  a  long  delay  by  the  contractor  to  pro- 

duce acceptable  final  working  drawings,  and 
their  request  for  an  increase  in  funds,  the 
board  of  directors  of  the  corporation  author- 

ized the  corporation  to  rescind  the  contract 
award. 

That  was  on  May  3,  1972.  The  contract 
was  let  out.  Unfortunately  the  contractor 
wanted  $82,000  more  in  funds.  It  was  re- 

fused him,  and  finally  we  had  to  wash  it  out. 
The  board  has  now  approved  the  award  of 

a  contract  to  another  company.  The  drawings 
and  request  for  additional  funds  have  been 
submitted  to  Central  Mortgage  and  Housing. 
As  soon  as  the  federal  funds  have  been 

approved— and  there  is  no  reason  to  believe 

they  won't  be— the  contractor  will  be  re- 
quested to  prepare  final  drawings  preparatory 

to  the  processing  of  the  contract.  It  is  an- 
ticipated that  construction  will  commence  in 

the  late  summer.  So  we  give  you  the  bad 
news  first  and  the  good  news  last. 

Mr.  Roy:  If  I  might  just  pursue  one  further 
point  with  the  minister,  as  far  as  the  good 
news  that  you  mention,  I  had  been  kept 
informed  by  Mr.  Goyette  about  this  project. 
I  was  quite  aware  of  that  situation  and  I 
refrained  from  mentioning  it  because  I  knew 
what  the  problem  had  been.  But  are  you 
saying  that  you  have  a  meeting  tomorrow 
with  the  mayor? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes. 

Mr.  Roy:  Yourself? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  No,  no,  no.  The  staff. 

Mr.  Roy:  Oh.  Has  the  rent  supplement 
scheme  that  we  mentioned  earlier  been  dis- 

cussed at  all  with  Vanier? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  No,  it  hasn't.  I  think 
we  will  do  that,  but  I  think  the  hon.  mem- 

ber should  appreciate  that  there  isn't  going 
to  be  a  great  deal  accomplished  by  way  of 
providing  a  great  number  of  housing  units 
in  the  rent  supplement  programme  in  a  town 

the  size  of  Vanier.  But  we'll  do  it.  We'll  let 
the  hon.  member  know  how  we  get  along. 
The  hon.  member  asked  for  the  figures  as  to 

what  the— 
Mr.  Roy:  Ottawa  Housing  Authority. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Ottawa  Housing  has 
requested  21  senior  citizens  and  1,500  family 
units  over  a  two-  to  three-year  period.  At 
April  30,  1972,  we  have  353  family  units 
and    1,090    senior   citizen    units    at   pre-con- 
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struction  stage,  which  is  1,443  under  pre- 
construction.  Perhaps  I  should  give  the  figures 

to  the  hon.  member  so  it  won't  be  confusing. 
We  have  1,443  under  pre-construction, 

under  development;  661  under  construction 
now;  and  we  have  3,897  units  under  present 
management  which,  when  these  are  all  com- 

pleted will  give  us  a  total  of  just  over  6,000. 

I  think  the  hon.  member  will  agree  it  isn't so  bad. 

Mr.  Roy:  No,  well,  in  Ottawa  the  council 
is  a  bit  more  wide  awake. 

The  last  thing  I  wanted  to  ask  the  min- 
ister was  in  relation  to  another  thing  that  the 

Vanier  city  council  say.  They  say,  'Well,  if 
they  want  to  build  10,  15  or  25  units  we'll 
give  them  the  land  to  make  it  cheaper  for 

them."  I  wonder  if  that's  a  consideration 
that's  ever  been  discussed  directly  with  Ot- 

tawa Housing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Of  course,  if  they  give 
us  the  land  at  a  reasonable  price— the  hon. 
member  is  suggesting  that  they  are  going  to 
give  us  the  land  free? 

Mr.  Roy:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If  they  do  this,  we 
would  be  very  glad  to  consider  it.  Of  course 
we  will.  If  we  got  land  free  all  over  this 
province  we  could  build  units  of  20  to  25 
without  any  problem  at  all. 

Mr.  Roy:  Well,  make  sure  that  your  fel- 
lows inform  Ottawa  Housing— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  they  have  heard 

that  now.  They'll  say,  "The  member  has  told 
us  that  you  are  prepared  to  give  us  land 

free." 
Mr.  F.  Drea  (Scarborough  Centre):  Take 

it  back  and  show  them  you  were  here— 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Hamil- 
ton Mountain. 

Mr.  Roy:  What's  that,  Frank? 

Mr.  Drea:  Take  it  back  just  to  show  you 
were  here. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Smith  (Hamilton  Mountain):  Mr. 
Chairman,  through  you  I  would  like  to  com- 

mend the  minister  and  the  director  of  On- 
tario Housing  Corp.,  Mr.  Goyette,  for  the 

announcement  this  past  week  that  the  public 
housing  survey  commonly  referred  to  as 
Mohawk  Gardens  in  Hamilton  is  finally  going 
to  be  redeveloped.  This  has  been  a  matter 

of  controversy  and  discussion  in  the  city  for 
a  number  of  years  and  we  have  always  heard 
rumours  and  remarks  that  it  was  imminent. 

I  recall  approximately  four  years  ago 
bringing  down  the  executive  of  the  Mohawk 

Gardens  Tenants'  Association,  who  had  a  very 
worthwhile  interview  with  Mr.  Goyette  re- 

garding the  possible  redevelopment  of  their 
survey.  Many  of  them  had  hoped  they  would 
be  able  to  purchase  these  former  wartime 
properties  that  were  assembled  by  the  city 
and  Central  Mortgage  and  Housing  many 
years  ago,  and  purchase  them,  similar  to  those 
in  Roxborough  Park.  But  I  think  by  the  time 
the  members  of  that  delegation  left  Mr. 

Goyette's  office  they  were  convinced  that  the 
only  solution  to  the  situation  was  a  total 
redevelopment  of  all  the  existing  so-called 
wartime  housing  units. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Goyette  has  informed 

the  city  council,  the  tenants'  association and  others  in  the  community  that  there  will 
be  full  consultation  with  the  community 
before  any  redevelopment  takes  place.  I 
would  like  to  have  reassurance  from  the 
minister  on  what  that  word  consultation 
means.  I  hope  there  will  be  almost  total 
community  agreement  on  any  proposals  for 
the   redevelopment   of   the   survey. 

There  have  been  some  outstanding  On- 
tario Housing  Corp.  public  housing  de- 

velopments. I  have  just  mentioned  several 
in  Hamilton.  There  have  also  been  one  or 

two  that  really  don't  fit  very  well  into  the 
neighbourhood  and  do  very  little  to  com- 

plement the  neighborhood  in  which  they 
are  situated.  This  whole  area  provides  a 
tremendous  challenge  to  the  Ontario  Hous- 

ing Corp.  as  it  is  very  valuable  land,  with 
main  arterial  roads  in  the  heart  of  a  well- 
serviced    neighborhood. 

I  hope,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  corpora- 
tion, when  it  does  unveil  its  plans,  will 

have  in  this  development  a  goodly  portion 

of  senior  citizens'  housing  units.  In  the  city 
of  Hamilton  we  have  been  very  fortunate 
in  the  many  hundreds  of  these  units  which 
have  been  constructed  in  the  past  six  years 
but  unfortunately  not  enough  of  them  have 
been  located  on  Hamilton   Mountain. 

This  area  of  the  city,  both  from  the  es- 
carpment to  Mohawk  Rd.  and  south  of 

Mohawk  Rd.,  has  now  become  one  of  the 
major  residential  districts  of  the  city.  Many 
of  the  senior  citizens  want  to  live  in  close 

proximity  to  their  children  and  other  mem- 
bers of  their  family  who  have  relocated  in 

that    area    known    as    Hamilton    Mountain. 
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So  far,  the  corporation  has  only  built  a 
token  number  of  units  in  this  area  and  has 
been  concentrating  construction  of  senior 

citizens'  accommodation  in  the  central  core 
of  the  city,  the  east  end  and  now  in  Stoney 
Creek. 

Mr.  Chairman,  already  the  corporation 
should  have  before  it  resolutions  from 

several  of  the  senior  citizens'  clubs  in  the 
city  requesting  further  senior  citizens'  ac- 

commodation on  the  mountain.  This  is  one 
aspect. 

Secondly,  we  would  hope  that  the  units 
planned  for  geared-to-income  housing  are 
varied— row  housing,  single  family  and  so 
on  with  a  good  variance  of  architectural 
styles  and  appearances.  One  of  the  things 
that  seriously  hindered  community  accept- 

ability of  the  present  project  was  that  they 
were  all  the  one  style;  to  people  driving 
past,  the  area  was  labelled.  This  is  some- 

thing we  want  to  get  away  from  and  maybe 
the  corporation  is  able  to  bring  forth  pro- 

posals from  builders  and  developers  and 
lay  before  the  community  a  very  integrated 
variety  of  public  housing  units. 

Thirdly,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that  the 
survey  would  also  include  some  homes  that 
may  be  put  on  the  open  market,  similar  to 
those  offered  through  the  Ontario  Home 
programme  and  that  some  of  these  units 
might  be  purchased  by  people  presently  in 
Mohawk  Gardens  or  other  people  who  wish 
to  reside  there,  so  that  you  have  a  three- 
way  blend  in  the  neighbourhood.  One  of 
the  real  drawbacks  to  this  neighbourhood 
was  that  it  lacked  any  sense  of  community 
planning  as  it  was  constructed  by  Central 
Mortgage  and  the  corporation  of  Hamilton. 
One  real  need  stressed  by  the  recreational 
people,  the  aldermen,  those  presently  living 
in  Mohawk  Gardens  and  the  adjoining  Burk- 
holder  survey  is  the  great  need  for  public 
parkland  in  this  particular  area,  the  total 
geographic  portion  referred  to  as  the  Burk- 
holder   survey. 

I  would  hope  that,  with  the  higher  den- 
sity in  the  neighbourhood,  a  great  deal  of 

attention  will  be  given  to  the  creation  of  a 
public  park,  either  adjacent  to  one  of  the 
public  schools  or  other  civic  institutions  in 
that  neighbourhood.  Indeed,  Mr.  Chairman, 
we  would  be  only  too  pleased  to  have  it 

named  "Grossman  Park"  and  I  know  there 
is  a  great  deal  of  commendation- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  if  you  can't  have  any- 
thing else  named  after  you,  it  might  as  well 

be  a  park. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Smith:  Mr.  Chairman,  we  saw  a 
lot  of  things  happen  in  the  past  year  in 
Hamilton  regarding  public  housing  and  the 
change  in  the  setup  of  OHC  assuming  re- 

sponsibility for  most  of  the  senior  accom- 
modation. 

However,  there  is  one  small  pocket  of 

senior  citizens'  accommodation  known  as  the 
Macassa  Park  units,  approximately  100 
bachelor  apartments.  Mr.  Chairman,  these 
are  extremely  isolated,  serviced  by  public 
transit  only  during  the  rush  hours.  And  even 
at  that  a  goodly  distance  from  the  bus  stop. 

Up  until  quite  recently,  under  the  old  sys- 
tem, the  people  residing  in  these  units  had 

their  rents  collected,  if  they  so  desired,  once 
a  month.  Since  the  province  has  assumed  the 
administration  of  these  units,  the  98  widows 
and  the  two  widowers— or  one  widower— in 
the  units,  have  been  advised  that  they  must 
either  pay  their  rent  by  cheque  and  forward 
it  to  25  Main  St.  W.,  or  they  must  go  down 
there  themselves. 

Many  of  these,  being  of  the  old  school, 
Mr.  Chairman,  are  accustomed  to  paying  in 
cash.  And  they  really  appreciate  that  extra 
service  provided  in  the  management  of  these 
units  whereby,  once  a  month,  the  same  per- 

son came  around  to  collect  their  rents  and 
give  them  their  receipt. 

I  appeal,  through  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
the  minister,  to  direct  Ontario  Housing  Corp. 
to  re-define  this  policy,  as  it  affects  Macassa 

Park  senior  citizens'  apartments.  Because  one 
thing  I  told  these  people  was  that,  in  the 
reorganization,  they  would  get  better  service, 
better  repairs,  better  maintenance,  better 
service,  if  the  province  assumed  total  re- 

sponsibility for  their  administration. 

Although  this  is  a  very  small  thing,  never- 
theless it  is  a  worry  to  these  people.  They 

have  to  go  down  by  taxi,  or  find  some  means 
of  getting  their  rent  down  to  25  Main  Street. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  hon.  member  for  Hamilton  Moun- 

tain for  his  contribution  to  this  debate. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  never  thank  us.  You  never 
preface  your  remarks  with  a  few  accolades. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  is  the  point.  If 
you  prefaced  some  of  your  remarks  with  a 
few  accolades  I  might  do  that. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Why  don't  you  get 
up  and  say  something  about  the  good  job 
the  minister  and  OHC  are  doing  and  I  will 
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do  that  for  you?  The  hon.  member  for 
Hamilton  Mountain  appreciates  the  difficult 
task  that  we  are  performing.  He  said  some- 

thing about  it,  and  therefore  I  thanked  him 
for  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  I  see. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  You  don't  want  me 
to  get  up  here  and  thank  the  opposition  for 
telling  us  what  a  terrible  job  we  are  doing. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  as  a  matter  of  fact— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Why  don't  you  get  up 
and  say  something  nice,  and  you  may  get 
something  nice  in  return? 

Mr.  Lewis:  But,  in  fact  the  member  for 
Hamilton  Mountain  has  excoriated  you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order.  Let's  get  back  on the  estimates. 

On  vote  804: 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Hamilton  Mountain  has  done  a  great  deal 
in  this  field.  He  is  in  touch  with  our  depart- 

ment almost  weekly  on  the  matter  of  housing 
in  his  area,  and  he  deserves  a  lot  of  credit 
for  that. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Because  he  gets  nowhere  he 
comes  to  the  Legislature. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  don't  think  you  can 
say  he  gets  nowhere.  The  city  of  Hamilton 
is  very  happy  with  the  work  that  Ontario 
Housing  Corp.  has  done  in  Hamilton.  Indeed 
we  are  very  pleased  with  the  co-operation 
we  have  been  getting  from  the  city  of 
Hamilton.  They  have  done  a  good  job,  and 
they  have  been  very  co-operative  and  that 
is  why  they  are  getting  a  good  job  done  a 
lot  more  easily  in  Hamilton  than  is  being 
done  in  some  other  communities. 

We  are,  as  the  hon.  member  has  said, 
having  consultations  with  the  people  in- 

volved, with  the  tenants'  association,  with 
the  community  organization  around  the  area, 
with  CMHC,  and  those  others  involved.  My 
staff  tells  me  that  the  consultations  are 
coming  along  very  well,  and  it  appears  that 
we  will  probably  come  out  with  a  very  good 
plan  which  would  include  rents  geared-to- 
income,  possibly  limited  dividend  housing, 
home  ownership,  etcetera.  It  should  be  a  very 
good  plan. 

I  have  an  idea  that  the  Macassa  Park  de- 
velopment is  not  under  the  jurisdiction  of 

the  Ontario  Housing  Corp.  Am  I  right?  Some 

of  them  are  and  some  of  them  aren't,  I  am advised  now  I  will  have  to  find  out  how  that 
comes  about.  But  I  am  certainly  sympathetic 
to  the  problem  which  the  hon.  member 
raised.  If  he  is  telling  me  that  the  senior 
citizens  in  that  development— it  was  very  in- 

teresting to  find  out— just  how  many  widows 
are  there? 

Mr.    J.    R.    Smith:    Ninety-eight. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Ninety-eight  widows 
to  two  widowers.  That  is  very  interesting. 
That  is  what  happens  to  us  fellows. 

Mr.  M.  B.  Dymond'  (Ontario):  It  is  para- dise. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  There  are  many  more 
widows  than  there  are  widowers,  so  take  it 
easy  fellows,  will  you?  We  are  certainly  very 
sympathetic.  I  will  assure  the  hon.  member 
that  we  will  go  into  the  matter  of  how  they 
arc  required  to  pay  the  rent— if,  in  fact, 
they  are  required  to  go  downtown,  which 
I  think  rather  surprising,  to  pay  their  rents. 
We  will  certainly  go  into  that  and  we  will 
do  something  about  it  insofar  as  it  is  with- 

in our  power  to  do. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Wel- 
lington South. 

Mr.  Foulds:  What  land  of  alternation  is 
that? 

Mr.  H.  Worton  (Wellington  South):  Well, 
I  was  on  the  list  for  quite  a  while. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
minister  and  have  his  views  on  a  couple 
of  items.  In  1969,  you  made  available  for 
sale  70  units  in  what  was  called  the  Green 
Meadows  subdivision  of  Guelph.  I  think  you 
put  a  market  value  on  it  of  roughly  $16,000 

per  house.  As  I  understand  it,  if  the  pur- 
chaser owned  that  house  for  two  years  and 

they  resold  it,  or  they  maintained  it— kept 
the  payments  up— the  actual  price  would  be 
$14,000.  I  understand  now  that  under  the 
new  agreement  of  Jan.  1  that  those  houses 
have  gone  up  to  some  $17,000.  But  I  did 
not  notice  in  that  contract  whether  any  of 

that  was  forgivable.  That's  one  item. 
The  other,  Mr.  Minister,  is  the  subject 

of  land  costs.  Back  in  1953,  along  with  the 
purchase  of  the  Malvern  property,  you  pur- 

chased what  is  known  as  the  Hadati  farm. 
The  services  are  now  being  put  in  there 
and  I  just  cannot  understand  your  idea  of 
arriving  at  the  cost  per  lot.  That  land  was 
purchased  I  think  at  roughly  $650  to  $700 
an  acre.  Those  lots  are  now  on  the  market 
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at  a  value  I  think  of  between  $6,000  and 
$7,000. 

I  realize  that  you  have  to  take  into  con- 
sideration the  interest  on  that  for  15  years 

and  the  impost  charges,  the  services  that  go 
along  with  that.  But  I  feel  that  you  are  cer- 

tainly making  what  you  would  term  an 
exorbitant  profit. 

I  think  the  original  intention  of  land  as- 
sembly that  this  was  originally  bought  under 

was  to  give  purchasers  a  lot  at  a  reasonable 
price.  I  would  suggest  to  you  that  you  are 
getting  away  out  of  line  with  the  cost  that 
you  are  putting  on  that  land.  Reasonable 
charges,  yes;  interest  for  parrying,  yes;  but 
not  at  such  a  rate  that  you  are  going  to  put 
yourself  in  the  same  market  as  you  are  with 
an  ordinary  subdivider  or  an  independent 
private  developer. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  think  Mr.  Worton  should 
be  thanked. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member 
has  brought  up  the  argument  that  is  usually 
raised  when  we  talk  about  the  HOME  lots. 
He  certainly  has  no  objection  to  us  charging 
the  interest  on  the  book  value.  In  other 
words,  what  does  this  cost  OHC  to  date? 
The  question  he  is  raising  is,  of  course,  if 
they  buy  the  property  six  years,  or  10  years, 
or  15  years  from  today  they  are  going  to 
have  to  pay  the  current  market  value.  That 
is  what  he  is  arguing  about,  and  he  says 

that's  a  problem. 
The  hon.  member  must  appreciate  that 

the  purchaser  10  or  15  years  from  today 
in  the  meantime  has  been  paying  interest 
on  a  piece  of  land  that  has  not  really  been 

based  on  today's  market  value.  It  has  been 
based  on  what  it  has  cost  us,  maybe  over  a 

period  of  15  years,  and  is  well  below  today's 
market  value.  To  that  extent  he  is  getting  a 
very  good- 

Mr.  Worton:  Good  for  the  government. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  on  a  piece  of 
land  that  may  be  worth  today  $12,000,  he 
is  paying  interest  on  something  which  may 
be  based  on  a  book  value  of  $8,000.  He  will 
hold  on  to  that  maybe  for  five,  10,  15,  or 
20  years,  paying  the  interest  on  a  value  of 
$8,000  on  a  piece  of  property  that  is  worth, 
today  $12,000  and  15  years  from  today  may 
be  worth  $30,000. 

That's  a  pretty  good  deal,  and  the  hon. 
member  suggests  that,  well,  if  he  buys  it  in 

five  years  when  he's  entitled  to  buy  it,  and 
buys   at  the  present   current   market   value, 

there  may  be  some  profit  to  the  corporation. 
There  are  other  areas  where  the  corpora- 

tion is  losing  a  lot  of  money,  and  I  think  that 
in  a  case  like  this,  where  it  is  a  good  deal 
for  the  purchaser,  even  though  there  may 
be  some  profit,  in  some  instances,  to  the 

corporation,  there's  nothing  wrong  with  that 
if  we  take  some  of  that  money  and  use  it 
to  offset  some  of  the  tremendous  losses  that 
it  costs  the  corporation  to  house  other 

people. 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Worton:  Mr.  Minister,  what  I'm  say- 
ing is  that  I  think  you  purchased  this  land, 

and  there's  no  complaint  with  charging  in- 
terest charges  over  the  period  of  15  years. 

There's  nothing  wrong  with  paying  the  city 
their  share  of  impost  charges  and  services, 
but  those  lots  are  actually  on  the  same 
market  value  as  a  private  developer. 

Mr.  Lewis:   Right. 

Mr.  Worton:  Somewhere  along  the  line 

somebody's  making  an  exceptional  profit 
and  I  don't  think  the  intention  of  that  land 
purchase  at  the  time,  under  land  assembly, 
was  for  that  purpose.  I  think  it  was  to  give 
a  person  who  wished  to  build  their  own 
home,  a  lot  at  a  reasonable  price. 

Now,  I  can  understand  if  you  purchase 

land  today  and  you  don't  develop  for  10 
years,  that  you've  got  to  have  the  interest 
and  the  carrying  charges  and  so  forth,  as 
they  increase  over  the  years,  and  in  the 

next  10  years  they'll  have  to  pay  more,  but 
you're  doubling.  I  would  like  to  see  laid 
out  on  paper  just  exactly  what  these  sub- 

divisions are  costing  you,  and  what  the 
eventual  purchaser  has  to  pay,  and  I  think 

you'll  find  you're  charging  pretty  near double. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  I  wouldn't think  it  would  be  double.  And,  of  course, 
the  hon.  member  is  suggesting  that,  you 

know,  we're  making  an  unconscionable 
profit.  In  the  first  place,  if  there's  a  profit 
involved,  it's  a  profit  to  the  public. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  the  public  doesn't  want that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  whether  the 

public  wants  it  or  not,  is  a  matter  of— 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  public  is  asking  you  to 

keep  land  prices  down,  not  to  help  their  in- 
flation. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That's  all  right.  The 
deal  must  be  a  very  good  one,  because 

wherever  we  put  these  on  sale  there's  a lineup. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  there  are  no  houses  in 

Ontario.  Of  course  there's  a  lineup. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  There's  no  trouble— 

everybody's  asking  for  the  HOME  lots.  We 
have  thousands  more.  We  still  wouldn't  be 
able  to  fill  the  demand,  because  it  is  a  good 
buy.  It  means,  in  fact,  that  a  person  could 
pay  the  interest  on  a  piece  of  land  which 
may  be  worth  $12,000,  leasing  that  land 
and  paying  only  an  interest  on  it  on  the 
basis  of  an  $8,000  value,  and  he  could  keep 

it,  almost  in  perpetuity,  for  that.  And  it's  a 
pretty  good  deal  for  him. 

He  takes  no  chances.  He  pays  the  in- 
terest on  a  very  much  smaller  sum  and, 

later  on,  when  he  wants  to  buy  it  and  then 

sell  it  he  can  make  that  profit.  And  we'll 
make  a  great  deal  of  profit.  If  there  hap- 

pens to  be  some  profit  involved,  then  I'm 
saying  to  the  hon.  member,  it's  a  profit  to 
the  public  which,  through  its  taxes,  is  pay- 

ing millions  of  dollars  for  our  housing  pro- 
grammes, to  house  those  unfortunates  who 

cannot  pay  for  their  own  housing.  There 

isn't  anything  wrong  with  that,  because,  by 
and  large,  the  people- 

Mr.  Foulds:  We  are  subsidizing  the  de- 
velopers, how  can  we  afford  to  house 

people? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —who  are  taking  ad- 
vantage of  our  HOME  lots  are  those  who 

are  just  a  little  better  off  and  I  see  nothing 
wrong  with  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  you're  just  assisting  the 
developers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  ask  a  question  on 
this  specific  item  raised  by  the  hon.  member 

for  Wellington  South?  I  know  I'm  out  of 
order.  In  the  lots  which  have  just  been 
described,  what,  in  fact,  is  the  actual  cost 

to  OHC  in  the— is  it  15  years  or  longer? 

Mr.  Worton:  Fifty-three. 

Mr.  Lewis:  In  the  17  to  18  years  since  the 
purchase  at  $650  an  acre.  What,  in  fact,  is 
the  cost  given  the  carrying  charges? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  book  value  of  a 

single  lot  is  $3,500. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  what  are  you  selling 
them  for? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  market  value  of 

that  lot  today  is  $5,500.  Now,  in  fact,  when 
we  are  leasing  these  lots  to  someone  at  the 
interest  on  $3,500,  he  is  getting  a  pretty 

good  subsidy  to  begin  with.  He's  getting  a 
subsidy,  because  he's  paying  rent  on  a  lot 
which  today  sells  for  $5,500,  or  could  sell 

for  $5,500,  and  he's  paying  interest  on 

$3,500. He  could  go  on  for  20  years  that  way, 
holding  a  lot  which,  even  today,  is  worth 

$5,500— and  what  it'll  be  worth  10  years 
from  today,  Lord  knows.  He  still  can  con- 

tinue to  pay  interest  on  $3,500.  In  fact,  he 
would  be  better  off  if  he  went  to  the  bank, 
even  if  he  had  the  money,  borrowed  the 

$3,500  and  paid  interest,  just  paying  the  in- 
terest on  the  $3,500,  rather  than  pay  off. 

Mr.  Worton:  How  do  you  arrive  at  book 
value? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Book  value  is  what 

it  cost  the  corporation.  That's  what  it  cost 
to  buy  the  land  and  to  service  it,  and  the 
interest  that  the  corporation  has  paid  over 

the  years. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Hamilton  East. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  sure  en- 
joyed the  summary  by  the  hon.  member  for 

Hamilton  Mountain  on  what  was  happening 

in  regards  to  public  housing  on  the  Mountain. 

He  gave  a  very  good  summary,  but  he  for- 
got to  make  one  very  important  point;  that 

a  project  that  needed  to  be  undertaken  hasn't been  started  one  day  too  early,  because  of 
an  almost  intolerable  situation  that  existed. 
The  member  should  have  maybe  made  some 
remarks  in  that  light.  Maybe  to  spur  his 
imagination  it  took  that  lengthy  press  story 

in  Saturday's  Spectator  to  get  him  out  of 
his  seat  to  talk  about  the  situation  regarding 
the  Mohawk  Gardens. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Smith:  I've  been  working  on  it 
for  years. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Let  me  read  just  one  or  two 

paragraphs: 
700   HOMES  PLANNED   FOR   MOHAWK   SITE 

Five  hundred  and  sixteen  homes  in 

Hamilton's  Mohawk  Gardens  public  hous- 
ing subdivision  will  be  redeveloped  into 

700  dwelling  units  according  to  the  present 
plans  of  Ontario  Housing  Corp.  All  432 
wartime  houses  will  be  torn  down  over  the 
next  five  to  seven  years.  Only  the  84  newer 
semi-detached  units  of  the  north  and  east 
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sides  of  the  76-acre  Mountain  subdivision 
will  be  left  untouched.  Although  the  re- 

development of  the  geared-to-income  proj- 
ect was  announced  in  1970  there  has  been 

little  local  activity  on  the  undertaking. 

And  this  is  the  point  I'd  like  to  make— the member  for  the  Mountain  should  have  been 

on  top  of  this  really  pushing  some  six  years 
ago. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Smith:  A  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Because  if  the  member  had 

really  studied  its  history  he  would  have- 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  I've  got  the  floor  right  now. 

Mr.  Chairman:  You've  got  the  floor  but 
there  is  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Smith:  If  the  hon.  member  had 
been  listening  he  would  have  heard  me  say 
that  approximately  four  years  ago  I  did 

bring  down  the  executive  of  the  tenants'  as- sociation. I  have  been  in  communication  ever 
since  I  was  elected  with  the  director  of 

OHC- 

Mr.  Foulds:  You  mean  it's  taken  you  a 
whole  four  years? 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Yes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  the  disadvantage  of 
being  on  the  government  side. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  I  know  exactly  what  hap- 
pened in  that  regard. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  haven't  heard  any- 
thing from  the  member  for  Hamilton  East 

on  this  since  I've  been  in  charge  of  OHC. 
So  why  are  you  criticizing  our  member? 

Mr.  Gisborn:  You  were  moved  by  a  very, 

very  active  housing  committee.  A  citizens' committee  was  established  and  I  knew  the 
members  of  that  committee  quite  well. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Too  bad  the  minister  wasn't 

moved.  Why  don't  you  get  moving? 

Mr.  Gisborn:  But  I'm  glad  that  the  re- 
development is  going  to  take  place,  because 

you  weren't  the  first  to  raise  this  particular 
question,  it  was  raised  in  this  House  by  other 
members  in  previous  years- 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  —because  of  the  knowledge 
of  what  happened  in  that  particular  case. 
You  know,  they  built  those  houses,  one  a 
day,  in  the  late  Forties  to  supply  homes  for 
the  returned  soldiers  coming  back  from  over- 

seas. Then  they  found  that  they  needed  the 
land  down  below  the  Mountain  and  they 
moved  them  holus-bolus  up  there  where  they 
had.  some  spare  land.  They  let  them 
deteriorate  to  the  point  where  they  made  a 
survey  not  long  ago  to  determine  what  kind 
of  repairs  they  needed  to  adjust  them  and 

they  just  shook  their  heads  and  said,  "It's  no 
use  trying  to  repair  them— they  are  done." 
They  have  to  be  torn  down  now  and  a  re- 

development take  place  and  I'm  in  favour 

of  it- Mr.  J.  R.  Smith:  What  did  you  say? 

Mr.  Gisborn:  —but  it's  some  years  too  late. 
Mr.  Chairman,  through  you  to  the  minister, 
I  would  like  to  take  the  minister  back  to 
last  Thursday  when  I  made  two  requests 

that  I'd  like  to  pursue. 

One  was  the  feasibility  of  the  minister's department  supplying  myself,  this  party,  or 
the  House,  with  die  amortization  programme 
for  the  full  recovery  project  in  the  Rox- 
borough  Park  survey.  We  would  like  to 
know  something  about  what  has  happened. 

As  we  know,  there  were  some  500-odd 
homes  that  were  under  the  full  recovery 
programme  first  established  in  1951.  At  this 

point  I  don't  know  exactly  what  the  situation is.  We  understand  that  about  526  were  put 

up  for  sale.  I'd  like  to  know,  in  answer 
from  the  minister,  how  many  agreements 
have  now  been  consummated  in  the  sale  and 

purchase  programme  out  of  the  original  526 
and  if  they  are  all  now  contracted  under 
agreement  for  sale. 

I  understood  when  that  part  of  the  pro- 
gramme was  completed  all  of  them  would 

then  go  to  geared-to-income  rents.  I'd  like 
to  know  if  all  of  them  now  are  on  geared- 
to-income  rents.  If  this  is  the  case  we  should 
be  entitled  to  an  accountability  as  to  what 

has  happened  under  the  original  amortiza- 
tion programme  of  full  recovery  under  50 

years  now  that  they  are  under  geared-to- 
income  and  there  are  no  more  sales  to  be 

made,  so  we  can  have  some  idea  of  just 
what  transpires  in  the  programmes  of  the 
relative  governments  on  the  public  housing 

programme. 
The  second  point,  unless  the  minister 

wants  to  answer  that  one  at  this  point,  is 

that  I'd  like  to  have  the  names  of  the  per- 
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sonnel  on  the  new  Hamilton  Housing  Author- 
ity. I  understand  that  from  the  previous 

situation  of  having  the  Hamilton  Housing 
Authority  in  charge  of  the  family  units  and 
the  Hamilton  Housing  Co.— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  think  I  gave  that 
to  the  hon.  member  the  other  day. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  I  didn't  catch  your  answer. 
You  gave  me  the  names  of  two  people  who 

were  involved  on  the  committee  and  that's 
all  I  grasped. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  gave  you  three. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  The  Hansard  is  not  out  yet. 
But  the  question  is,  I  want  to  get  clear  what 

has  taken  place.  We've  moved  from  the 
Hamilton  Housing  Authority  that  was  in 
charge  of  the  family  units,  and  from  the 
Hamilton  Housing  Co.  that  was  in  charge 

of  the  senior  citizens'  apartments,  to  one 
authority  now.  Is  it  correct  to  say  that  the 
one  authority  now  has  the  administration  of 
both  groups? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  To  answer  the  last 
question  first:  I  pointed  out  the  other  day 
that  the  Hamilton  Housing  Authority  now  is 
the  housing  authority  in  charge  of  both 
groups.  There  is  one  vacancy— I  think  I 
pointed  that  out  the  other  day,  I  recall  that— 
presently  the  chairman  is  Ray  H.  Bissell, 

member  is  K.  W.  O'Neill,  and  another  mem- ber is  Mrs.  V.  G.  Cousins.  There  is  one 
vacancy. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Will  the  full  complement  of 
that  committee  be  four? 

Mr.  J.  R.  Smith:  Maybe  he  wants  Stu 
Cooke  on  there. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  He'd  make  a  better  man  than 
the  present  one  who  is  running  the  show.  I 
can  assure  you  of  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  There  has  been  a 
discussion  with  the  mayor  of  Hamilton  with 
a  view  to  discussing  a  larger  group,  and  what 
representation  should  be  involved  in  the 
larger  membership. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Do  you  mean  to  tell  me  that 
the  department  made  that  drastic  change  and 

they  didn't  have  their  own  minds  made  up 
as  to  what  the  complement  of  the  authority 
was  going  to  be? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  No,  we  didn't  want 
to  go  in  there  with  a  big  stick  either.  And 
there  are  terms  laid  down  for  the  appoint- 

ment of  members  of  local  housing  author- 

ities—I would  be  glad  to  send  the  hon.  mem- 
ber a  copy  of  this— in  which  we  deal  very 

closely  with  the  local  municipality  to  make 
sure  the  local  housing  authority  represents 
the  views  of  the  elected  representatives  in 
the  local  area. 

In  respect  of  the  other  questions  the  hon. 
member  has  asked— regarding  the  amortiza- 

tion for  the  Roxborough  Park  survey.  He 
asked  that  the  other  day  and  the  reason  he 

hasn't  had  an  answer  is  my  staff  tell  me  they 
tried  to  contact  him  today  to  find  out  what 
he  required  exactly  because  they  tell  me  it 

wasn't  clear  in  Hansard.  They  attempted  to 
reach  him  today  to  find  out  exactly  what 
he  wanted;  there  will  be  no  difficulty  in  pro- 

viding those  figures  for  him. 

And  in  today's  Hansard  if  he  made  it 
clear  enough  what  he  required  we'll  have that  for  him  as  soon  as  tomorrow.  There  is 
no  problem  in  that  respect.  I  think  that  deals 
with  the  questions  the  hon.  member  asked 
me. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  I  want  to  get  it  very  clear. 
I  am  not  satisfied  with— you  say  Mr.  Ray 
Bissell?  I  take  it  he  is  a  salaried  admin- 

istrator, is  he  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  No,  he's  chairman  of 
the  housing  authority. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Is  he  paid? 

Mr.  J.  R.  Smith,  No,  a  volunteer. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  He  is  a  volunteer. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Then  there  is  Ken  O'Neill? 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Same  thing. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  And  another  citizen  — 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mrs.  V.  G.  Cousins. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  That  would  be  three. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Bissell— I  pointed 
this  out  the  other  day— is  a  retired  business- 

man. Mr.  O'Neill  is  a  staff  representative  of 
the  United  Steelworkers.  I  am  sure  the  hon. 
member  is  familiar  with  that  organization? 

Mr.  Gisborn:   Very  familiar. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  And  Mrs.  Cousins 

is  a  housewife.  And  we'll  be  discussing  with 
the  mayor,  as  I  said,  any  further  extension. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Now  the  discussions  with 
the  mayor;  is  it  in  the  area  of  whether  or 
not  there  will  be  city  council  representation? 
Is  this  the  reason  for  the  discussion  with 
the  mayor? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Additional  members, 
period. 

Mr.   Gisborn:    From   city   council? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Not  necessarily. 
Probably  not. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  That  is  the  point  I'd  like  to 
make,  and  I'd  like  you  to  consider.  I  think 
there  should  be  representation  from  city 
council  on  that  authority. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Smith:  He  means  a  good  Con- 
servative. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  I  think  there  should  be  rep- 
resentation from  city  council  on  that  author- 

ity. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  None  of  our  housing 
authorities  have  elected  representatives  on 
them.  This  would  be  a  departure  from  the 
policy.  The  membership  of  the  authorities 
are  made  up  of  representatives  nominated 
by  the  elected  representatives.  This  is  what 
would  be  the  case  here.  And  they  are  not 
elected  representatives. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  I  would  like  the  minister 

to  consider  the  idea  of  having  direct  repre- 
sentation from  city  council,  on  that  com- 

mittee. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Smith:  Better  to  have  a  tenant 
one  than  a  member  of  city  council. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  And  I'll  give  reasons  for  it. I  think  there  should  be  some  contact  with 
elected  officials  as  to  the  operation  of  the 
housing  units.  I  think  it  is  very  important, 
because  it  is  those  people  who  get  the  calls 
in  regard  to  complaints  and  accessibility  to 
the  housing  units. 

I  also  want  to  raise  with  the  minister  the 

question  of  why  we  have  not  made  provi- 
sions for  tenant  representation  on  the  au- 

thority committee.  Why,  in  this  day  and  age, 

haven't  we  made  provision  to  have  a  tenant 
representative  on  that  committee?  Then  it 
would  save  the  members  the  problem  of  the 
trouble  of  bringing  some  of  the  nitty-gritty 
problems  to  the  minister  in  this  manner. 
And  I  want  to  raise  some  of  them  that  could 
be  cleared  up  by  a  representative  of  the 
tenants  on  those  committees. 

Is  there  any  reason  why  not?  I  notice  that 
Mr.  Goyette  is  making  provisions  for  the 
recognition  of  an  advisory  committee  from 

a  tenants'  group.  This  is  an  improvement. 
I  hope  this  spreads  to  all  of  the  units.  We 

haven't    yet    got    that    kind    of    a    situation 

agreed  upon  in  the  Hamilton  units  that  you 
encourage  and  make  it  clear  that  you  will 

recognize  a  tenants'  advisory  committee.  This 
would  be  a  step  in  the  right  direction.  But 
I  think  also  it  is  pertinent  and  important 

that  you  have  at  least  given  them  the  op- 
portunity of  having  a  tenant  member  on  the 

housing  authority.  That  is  where  they  should 
be.  That  is  where  they  should  be  to  repre- 

sent the  tenants  of  those  units. 

Can  the  minister  give  me  any  explanation 
as  to  why  at  this  point,  in  the  year  1972, 

we  haven't  recognized  the  tenants,  the 
people  who  should  be  on  the  authority? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  There  is  nothing,  of 
course,  to  prohibit  a  nominating  committee 
from  nominating  a  tenant.  In  fact,  there  are 

a  number  of  housing  authorities— I  remem- 
ber the  last  one  was  up  in  Thunder  Bay, 

the  last  one  I  recall— where  there  was  a 

member  of  the  tenants'  association.  She  was 
nominated  by  the  people  in  the  area,  regard- 

less of  whether  she  was  a  tenant  or  not.  She 
was  nominated  because  of  her  ability. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Who  does  the  nominating? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  representative 
of  the  federal  ̂ cabinet  who  would  have  a 
great  financial  interest  in  the  projects,  a  rep- 

resentative of  the  provincial  government  and 
a  representative  of  the  local  municipality. 
These  form  a  committee  and  do  the  nominat- 

ing. I  think  that  is  pretty  good  the  way  it  is. 

Now,  if  they  want  to  nominate  a  tenant 
of  one  of  the  projects,  there  is  nothing  to 
preclude  that.  Indeed,  if  we  are  going  to 
insist  that  a  tenant  be  a  member,  you  are 

going  to  find  that  in  most  areas  there  aren't 
any  tenants'  associations. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Yes,  I  realize  that  is  the 
case.  There  have  been  over  the  years  three 
tenant  associations  in  the  Roxborough  Park 
survey  development,  and  they  would  fight 
major  issues  and  get  them  cleared  up.  Then 
they  would  dissolve  because  there  was  no 
semblance  of  recognition,  in  the  manner  they 
should  be  recognized,  by  the  authority,  by 
the  administrative  management.  They  just 

didn't  treat  them  in  the  sense  that  they  de- 
served with  recognition  as  an  advisory  com- mittee. 

This  was  one  of  the  problems.  And  this  is 
what  I  hope  should  be  developed.  That  you 
first  encourage  the  tenants  themselves  to 
establish  a  five  member  advisory  committee. 

Then,  from  that  committee,  let  them  nomi- 
nate  one  person   to   the   authority,   so   they 
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can  channel  their  grievances  to  that  person 
and  be  represented  on  the  authority. 

It  just  doesn't  make  sense  in  this  day  and 
age  that  we  have  an  authority  in  a  public 
housing  unit  where  the  tenants— people  who 
are  faced  with  the  problems  that  arise— 

haven't  got  representation  on  that  authority. 
I  would  leave  that  to  the  minister's  con- 
sideration. 

The  reason  I  have  made  that  point  so 
strong  is  because  they  could  deal  with 
many  problems.  I  want  to  raise  three  or 
four  of  them.  I  have  raised  them  before 
when  I  have  arranged  for  meetings  in 
Hamilton  with  officers  of  the  minister's  de- 

partment and  had  splendid  co-operation 
from  them.  I  always  felt  they  took  strong 
cognizance  of  some  of  the  complaints  that 
were  made.  Some  of  the  agreements  I 
thought  I  had  obtained  seemed  not  to  be 
fixed.  They  changed  as  time  went  on. 

One  area  I  think  should  be  cleared  up  is 

the  department's  policy  as  to  recreation  in 
the  units.  I  understand  that  in  projects  in 
some  parts  of  the  province  the  department 
is  developing  recreational  area  facilities. 

I  had  a  meeting  with  some  seven  families, 
and  this  was  one  of  their  complaints.  This 
was  in  the  geared-to-income  project,  the 
new  ones,  which  I  might  localize  as  saying 
in  the  Roxborough  Park  or  Roxborough  Ave. 
area— that  they  would  like  to  have  some 
recreational  facilities   developed. 

They  tell  me  there  are  lands  there  that 
would  be  suitable  to  provide  a  playground 
for  the  children.  They  are  about  as  far  dis- 

tant from  any  public  facilities  as  any  area 
of  the  city  might  be. 

The  other  section  who  were  having  a 
particular  problem  because  of  a  lack  of 
recreational  space  is  what  is  called,  I  be- 

lieve, the  Congress  Heights  on  Mt.  Albion 
Rd.  Or  is  it  Congress  Lane?  I  am  not  just 
sure  of  the  particular  title.  I  believe  Mr. 
Goyette  will  recognize  it. 

I  had  a  call  from  a  chap  there  who  met 
with  several  of  the  apartment  tenants.  This 
is  a  family  apartment  unit  and  they  are 
quite  disturbed  because  of  the  lack  of 
proper  facilities.  The  chap  that  called  me 
said  he  would  be  willing  to  develop  the 
programmes  in  the  area  if  he  felt  that  he 

had  any  encouragement.  He  said  he's  talk 
to  the  department. 

I  think  there  is  a  real  need  there  be- 
cause they  are  really  isolated.  They  are  iso- 
lated. They  are  quite  a  way  from  the  main- 

stream of  otheT  things.  It's  a  new  develop- 

ment, and  a  good  spot  with  clear  fresh  air, 
nice  surroundings.  But  they  do  need  an  or- 

ganized programme  in  that  particular  unit. 
And  if  I  could  have  some  encouragement  I 
would  have  one  or  two  of  the  committee 
contact  the  department  with  the  proposition 
that  might  be  given  recognition. 

The  other  one  complaint  that  could  be 
raised  by  a  tenant  member  on  the  housing 
authority,  is  the  follow-up  after  the  con- 

struction of  new  units. 

Now  I  have  looked  at  those  units  myself, 
after  each  one  had  been  completed— some 
time  after,  maybe  a  few  months.  There  is  a 
lot  to  be  desired  in  a  re-check  regarding  the 
state  in  which  the  contractors  have  left 
them.  I  have  referred  this  to  the  local  ad- 

ministrators, and  I  don't  know  what  kind  of 
follow-up  was  taken. 

I  would  imagine  they  would  have  made 
some  follow-up.  But,  in  all  cases,  there  was 
a  lack  of  proper  tamping  of  fill  around  the 
properties  after  they  were  completed.  They 
all  sink— the  sidewalks  and  the  hedges  and 
the  houses  sink  down,  and  they  become 
hazardous  and  that  sort  of  thing. 

The  other  question  that  they  raised— it 
shouldn't  have  to  be  raised  here— is  the 
change  in  policy  as  to  pets.  Now,  I  did  un- 

derstand at  one  time  that  the  restrictions 
would  be  lifted  as  to  tenants  being  able  to 
keep  pets  in  public  housing.  For  the  life  of 

me,  I  can't  understand  why  they  can't  be 
recognized  as  the  same  as  any  other  citizens 
in  the  city  and  be  governed  by  the  local 
bylaws  in  regards  to  pets. 

Hon.    Mr.    Grossman:    What    is   the    local 

bylaw  in  regard  to  pets?  There  are- 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Well,  you  have  to  keep  cer- 
tain size  dogs  locked  up,  or  on  a  chain. 

Mr.    E.   M.    Havrot   (Timiskaming):    Bow- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Did  you  say:  "Bow-wow"? 
That's     the    most    intelligent    interjection 

you've  made  all  night. 

Mr.  Havrot:  That's  better  than  what  you said. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  know- 

Mr.  Gisborn:  But  when  the  inspector  goes 

around  and  they've  got  a  pet,  he  tells  them 
to  get  rid  of  the  pet  or  else  get  out. 

Interjections    by    hon.    members. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Well,  I  can— 
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Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  don't  know  whether 
the  hon.  member  was  in  the  House  the  other 
day  when  I  read  that  section  of  the  lease 
which  was  changed  last  year,  or  a  few 
months  ago. 

This  question  was  raised  last  year.  I  said 

I'd  look  into  it.  There  was  what  appeared 
to  be  an  arbitrary  section  in  the  lease  which, 

in  fact,  prohibited  pets,  and  it  didn't  seem 
to  be  right.  I  guess  the  hon.  member  wasn't 
here.  The  section  of  the  new  lease  now 
reads- 

Mr.  Gisborn:  At  the  discretion  of  the  in- 

spector— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I'll  read  it  again. 
Animals  and  other  pets  may  be  per- 

mitted with  the  approval  of  the  housing 
manager.  Permission  will  normally  be 
given  if  the  pet  is  appropriate  to  the  type 
of  building  and  will  last  so  long  as  the 
tenant  exercises  proper  control  over  the 
pet,  observes  all  applicable  municipal  by- 

laws and  regulations,  and  so  long  as  a 
pet  does  not  interfere  with  the  rights  of 
enjoyment  of  other  tenants  and  neigh- 
bours. 

I  don't  think  the  hon.  member  could  feel 
that  there  could  be  anything  more  fair  than 
that. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for— 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Well,  I  read  that.  It  doesn't 
satisfy  me.  Because  it's  at  the  discretion  of 
the   inspector.   A   young   chap   goes    around 
inspecting  them   and  he- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Will  the  minister  do  this  for 
me?  Will  he  pay  compensation,  if  I  can 
bring  the  names  of  four  tenants  who  have 
had  to  get  rid  of  their  pets  in  the  last  six 
months? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  No,  of  course  not.  1 
imagine  there  are  many  of  them  who  had 
to  get  rid  of  their  pets.  Under  that  section 
I  imagine  many  would  be  disqualified.  The 
hon.  member  surely  is  not  suggesting  if  some- 

one has  an  apartment- 

Mr.  Gisborn:  I'm  not  talking  about  apart- ments at  all. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  All  right.  Suppose  it's 
a  townhouse— 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Yes. 

Hon.   Mr.   Grossman:   —and   there   are   25 

townhouses  in  one  community,  is  he  suggest- 
ing that  if  someone,  because  they  have  a 

half  a  dozen  pets,  they'll  have  five  dogs, 
three  cats,  two  snakes,  and  four  hamsters, 
to  use  a  little  of  the  Lewisonian  hyperbole- 

Mr.  Gisborn:  I  don't  appreciate  the  min- 
ister's ridicule  of  my  statement.  I  would  be 

just  as  well— 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Is  he  suggesting— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Don't  beg  the  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  All  right,  somebody 
has  to  make  the  decision  as  to  the  rights 
of  everyone  in  the  area  to  enjoy  the  oc- 

cupancy of  his  residence  without  having  his 
rights  disturbed  by  someone  having  regard 
for  the  number  of  pets  he  has  and  the 
nuisance  they  are  creating— suppose  they 
make  a  mess  all  over  their  lawns  and  all 

over  their  verandas  and  so  forth?  Don't  you 
think  that  someone  should  take  the  responsi- 

bility in  that  area  to  take  it  upon  himself 

and  say:  "Now  look,  you're  doing  so-and-so, 
and  so-and-so.  Your  pets  are  creating  an 

awful  disturbance.  You'll  either  do  so-and-so, 
and  so-and-so,  or  we're  afraid  we're  going 
to  have  to  prohibit  you  from  keeping  the 

pets."  What's  wrong  with  that? 

Mr.  Lewis:  There  are  municipal  laws.  You 
don't  write  it  into  the  law. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  What  would  you  do  if  your 
neighbour  had  a  dog  of  that  type? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If  they  had  a  dog  of 
that  type? 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If  I  had  the  same 
landlord  as  that  neighbour,  if  I  were  a 
tenant  of  a  landlord,  I  would  do  everything 
I  possibly  could  to  get  that  landlord  to  do 
something  to  control  the  pet  of  that  neigh- 

bour. I've  had  some  of  them,  and  honestly, at  those  times  I  wished  I  had  a  landlord  to 

go  to  to  say:  "Either  you  do  something 
about  that  or  I'm  getting  out  of  here." 

An  hon.  member:  Why  didn't  you  go  to the  municipality? 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  was  in  your  antediluvian 
days. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  All  I'm  saying  is  that  they should  have  the  same  consideration  for 

tenants— 
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Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  think  more  of 
tenants  and  people  than  I  do  about  pets,  no 
matter  how  much  I  love  pets. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  your  government 
thought  more  of  cats  and  dogs  for  almost 
six  months  than  they  did  about  anything 
else. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  All  I'm  saying  is  that  they 
should  be  treated  the  same  as  people  in 

private  housing.  I  don't  know  why— 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  They  are  treated 

better  than  people  in  private  housing. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  I  don't  know  why  you  have 
to  have  any  further  restrictions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  can  take  the  hon. 
member  to  most  apartments— if  he  wants  to 
move  into  an  apartment  house,  and  in  many 
of  the  apartments,  if  not  most  of  them,  he 
is  going  to  be  prohibited  from  having  a  pet 
to  begin  with. 

An  hon.  member:  That's  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  So  the  public  hous- 
ing tenants,  in  that  respect,  are  getting 

more  privileges  than  they  would  if  they 
were  in  most  private  apartment  houses. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Does  the  minister  not  hear 

very  well?  I'm  not  talking  about  apartment 
units.  I'm  talking  about  the  geared-to-in- 
come  units  at  Roxborough  Park  survey. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  All  right,  then  the 
hon.   member  is   saying  that  he  wants   us— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  Mr.  Minister,  let 
him  finish. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  No.  Let  him  continue. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —to  have  a  different 
lease  for  those  people  who  live  in  apart- 

ments than  those  who  live  in  townhouses. 
How  would  he  like  to  run  a  public  housing 
system  and  discriminate  between  those  two? 
How  would  he  like  that?  He  would  be  get- 

ting up  in  this  House  in  high  dudgeon  and 

(saying:  "You  are  discriminating  between 
tenants." 
We  are  allowing  them  to  keep  pets  any- 

place so  long  as  they  don't  become  a 
nuisance  and  it's  within  reason. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  All  I'm  asking  the  minister to  do  then  is  to  write  a  nice  firm  letter  to 
the  young  agent  who  carries  out  the  inspec- 

tions in  that  unit  and  convey  those  feelings 
to  him,  because  I  have  on  record  where  he 

has  walked  in  and  seen  the  pet— I've  made 
inquiries  as  to  whether  it's  been  a  nuisance 
or  not.   I've  found  a  negative  approach- 

Mr.  J.  R.  Smith:  What  was  it? 

Mr.  Gisborn:  —by  the  neighbour,  but  they 

have  been  told:  "Get  rid  of  the  pet  or  you 

go." 

Mr.  J.  R.  Smith:  What  was  the  pet? 

Mr.  Gisborn:  This  is  what— 

An  hon.  member:  A  crocodile. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  This  is  what  I'm  talking 
about.  All  I'm  saying  is  don't  treat  the tenants  like  second  class  citizens. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Why  did  they  have— 
a  crocodile  or  something? 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Where  I  live  they  mostly 
all  own  their  own  homes  and  we  have  the 
dog  situation.  People  have  pets  on  both 
sides  of  me  and  across  the  road.  If  they  be- 

come a  nuisance  we  have  application  under 
a  city  bylaw  to  control  them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  will  look  into  the 

particular  project  the  hon.  member  is  talk- 
ing about  and  find  out.  He  is  suggesting  the 

supervisor  of  that  particular  location  is  not 
conducting  himself  in  accordance  of  the  in- 

tent of  that  section  of  the  lease,  and  I  will 
find  out  precisely  just  what  is  happening. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  The  minister  should  have 
said  that  10  minutes  ago. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  know,  but  the  hon. 
member  was  talking  in  general  terms  as   if 
this  was  a  policy- 

Mr.     J.     A.     Renwick     (Riverdale):     You 
weren't    listening. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —to  discriminate 
against  people  with  pets. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  There  is  another  point  that 
I  want  to  raise,  and  this  is  another  one  of 

the  kind  of  complaints  that  I  shouldn't  have 
to  raise,  but  they  were  related  to  me  at  a 
meeting  of  15  of  the  families. 
I  understand  the  new  changeover.  1 

agree  that  they  have  the  most  luxurious  of- 
fices now  and  I  hope  this  is  to  the  benefit 

of  the  attitude  of  some  of  the  employees. 

I'm  not  going  to  go  into  any  detail  but, 
please,  send  them  a  nice  letter  and  say 

you'll  hope,  now  that  they  have  nice  offices, 
nice   rugs   and   nice  surroundings,   that  they 
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will  be  a  little  more  civil  to  the  tenants 
when  they  call  for  information.  Just  make 
that  a  habit  of  theirs. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I 

don't  intend  to  write  any  such  letter  to  any 
member  of  the  staff  of  OHC.  If  there  is  any 
member  of  the  staff  of  OHC  or  my  ministry 
generally,  and  I  would  imagine  that  goes  for 
all  of  my  colleagues,  who  is  not  treating 

anyone  civilly  he  shouldn't  be  sent  a  letter; he  should  be  fired.  I  would  expect  everyone 
to  be  treated  in  a  civil  fashion. 

If  the  hon.  member  has  any  evidence  of 
that,  I  wish  he  would  produce  it  for  me. 

He  doesn't  have  to  do  it  publicly,  if  he 
doesn't  want  to.  I'd  appreciate  it  if  he  would 
let  me  have  any  incidents  like  that,  and  that 
person  will  be  called  to  account  for  it  and 
be  given  a  stiff  warning. 

But  to  send  out  such  a  letter  would  be 
an  implication  that  we  think  that  our  staff 
generally  are  not  being  civil  to  people.  I 

wouldn't  like  to  destroy  the  morale  of  our 
staff  in  that  way  to  suggest  that  I  think  that 
of  them. 

If  the  hon.  member  will  give  me  any 

instance  like  that,  we'll  take  action. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  I  thought  it  might  be  better 
if  the  minister  and  I  showed  a  mature  ap- 

proach to  this  thing.  What  do  you  want  me 

to  do?  Set  up  a  spy  system.  I'm  telling  you 
that  I  met  with  15  families  and  they  related 
their  problems  to  me.  They  told  me  about 
calling -and  asking  why  their  rent  had  jumped 
some  $12,  $14  or  $15.  The  answer  they  had, 

they  told  me,  was  "What  are  you  kicking 
about?  You  have  got  a  pretty  soft  go  down 

there." 
This  is  the  kind  of  thing  and  I  can't  report 

that.  I  can't  put  the  finger  on  some  of  the 
employees. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  will  take  this  up 
with  the  chairman  of  the  housing  authority 
of  Hamilton  and  draw  to  his  attention  the 
comments  of  the  hon.  member  and  ask  him 
to  look  into  it.  I  hope  he  will  do  it  in  a 
very  judicious  way.  If  he  finds  anything  of 
that  nature,  of  course,  he  would  be  expected 
to  correct  it. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Just  put  a  member  of  the 

tenants'  committee  on  the  housing  authority 
and  they  will  look  after  themselves. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  won't  solve  the 
problem. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  The  other  problem,  and  this 
falls  into  the  same  category  and  I  think  you 
should  know  about  it,  concerns  paying  their 
rent.  Some  of  the  people  get  their  pay  and 
attempt  to  go  down  and  pay  their  rent  three 
or  four  days  ahead  of  the  due  date.  The 
story  I  get  is  that  they  are  sent  home  and 

are  told,  "It's  not  your  rent  day.  You  bring 

it  on  that  day." 
That's  pretty  silly.  People  have  told  me 

they  have  had  sometimes  to  cancel  a  shop- 
ping tour  because  they  had  to  take  their 

rent  on  that  exact  day.  So,  make  an  inquiry 

about  whether  that's  a  fact. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  am  glad  the  hon. 

member  brought  that  to  my  attention,  I'll 
certainly  investigate  it.  I  can  see  no  reason 

for  that.  I'd  be  glad  to  take  it  up  with  my 
staff. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  The  other  appeal  I  would 
like  to  make  is  about  the  calculation  of  the 

geared-to-income  formula.  I  would  hope  that 
the  minister  could,  and  he  might  discuss  the 
reasons  why,  drop  the  calculation  of  over- 

time in  industry  as  to  the  amounts  of  income. 
I  want  to  relate  that  a  great  number  of  them 
work  in  the  big  industries— Westinghouse 
Electric,  Dofasco,  Stelco. 

Those  various  plants  expect  their  employees 
to  be  model  employees  and  to  do  their  share 
of  overtime  work.  If  they  continually  refuse, 
they  are  considered  not  desirable  employees. 
Some  of  them  have  had  to  say  that  they  will 

not  work  overtime.  It's  hard  to  argue  with  a 
guy  that  they  slice  off  only  25  per  cent;  but 
when  they  slice  off  his  income  tax  and  25 

per  cent  for  rent,  it's  just  not  right.  If  they 
work  a  day  a  week  and  their  rate  averages 
25  bucks,  that  means  that  over  a  year  their 
rent  then  becomes  $25  more  a  month. 

I  don't  know  why  you  can't  establish  their 
rent  in  a  geared-to-income  programme  on 
their  normal  40-hour  week  per  year.  Why 
is  it  that  we  have  to  eat  into  their  overtime 

rate  and  force  them  to  say  to  their  em- 

ployer, "I'm  not  going  to  work  any  more 
overtime,  because  my  rent  will  go  up  $25  a 

month,  if  I  work  a  day  a  week"? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  member  says  that 

some  of  these  people  won't  work  overtime 
because  then  they  will  have  to  pay  25   or 
15  or  16  or  17  or  18  per  cent- 

Mr.  Gisborn:  I  said  25  per  cent. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Twenty-five  per  cent, 
of  course,  is  the  maximum.  And  then  chances 

are  they'd  be  paying  somewhere  between  16 
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and  25  per  cent  of  their  additional  income 
on  rent. 

The  hon.  member  is  really  suggesting  that 
we  should  discriminate  in  favor  of  someone 

who  is  making  more  money  as  against  some- 
one who  is  not.  You  just  heard  from  one 

of  the  members  opposite  what  they  felt.  The 
hon.  member  for  Sandwich-Riverside  raised 
the  question  of  people  he  thought  were  on 
the  social  assistance  having  to  pay  more  be- 

cause they  were  apparently  getting  more 
money.  He  was  concerned  about  this,  be- 

cause they  were  getting  less  money,  and 
having  to  pay  more  rent. 

Now  the  hon.  member  is  saying  the  op- 
posite. The  hon.  member  for  Hamilton  East 

is  saying  that  if  a  tenant  in  one  unit  is  on  a 
fixed  income  and  has  no  way  of  earning 
overtime,  he  is  paying  25  per  cent  of  his 
income  in  rent.  He  says  that  if  the  tenant 

next  to  him  manages  to  make  $1,000  in  over- 
time, that  tenant  who  is  paying  25  per  cent 

of  his  fixed  income  is  going  to  complain.  He's 
going  to  say,  "The  man  next  door  to  me  is 
making  $1,000  more  than  I  am,  and  I'm 
paying  25  per  cent  of  my  income  for  rent, 
while  the  man  next  to  me  is  allowed  to  get 

away  with  18  per  cent." 

The  fact  is  that  if  it's  rent-geared-to-in- 
come,  you'll  have  to  take  all  of  the  income 
into  consideration  or  you're  going  to  be  dis- 

criminating against  somebody  in  the  wrong 

way.  All  of  the  person's  income  has  to  be taken  into  consideration. 

After  all,  the  public  is  subsidizing  those 

people  to  the  extent  of  many  millions  of  dol- 
lars, and  they're  subsidizing  it  on  the  basis 

of  rent-geared-to-ineome.  The  public's  en- 
titled to  know  that  if  we  say  that  our  rent 

scale  is  16  to  25  per  cent,  that  somebody 

who  should  be  paying  20  per  cent  isn't  get- 
ting away  with  16  per  cent,  while  someone 

who  should  be  paying  16  per  cent  is  actually 
paying  more. 

The  fact  is  that  it's  what  the  man  makes, 
and  that's  what  should  count. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  The  minister  just  doesn't 
know  the  facts  of  life.  What  happens  in  this 
case  is  the  guy  refuses  to  work  overtime, 
and  he  goes  out  and  moonlights  like  the  guy 

across  the  road  who's  only  working  the  40- 
hour  week  and  nobody  catches  up  to  him. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well  there  may  be 

people  doing  that,  of  course.  Don't  tell  me 
I  don't  know  the  facts  of  life.  I  know  these 
things  very  well. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Well,  you're  talking  about 
discrimination. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  But  I  don't  think 
we  should  connive  in  that  sort  of  thing.  If 
we  find  out  a  man  is  working  and  making 

more  money,  then  his  rent  should  be  in  ac- 
cordance with  how  much  money  we  know 

he  is  making.  If  someone  is  getting  away 

with  something  by  moonlighting  or  some- 
thing of  that  nature,  that  something  has  to 

be  dealt  with  in  another  way. 

The  fact  is,  the  public  is  paying  these 
many  millions  of  dollars  to  help  the  social 
housing.  Their  terms  of  reference  are: 

"Look,  we  want  you  to  provide  housing  for 
people  who  cannot  provide  housing  for 
themselves  because  of  the  low  income  they 

make.  But  once  a  man's  starting  to  make  in 
excess  of  that,  we  want  to  make  sure  that 
you  are  charging  him  in  accordance  with 
what  you  have  told  us  is  rent  geared  to 

income." 
There  are  many  people,  providing  for 

themselves,  who  would  resent  very  much 

having  to  pay  taxes  to  help  subsidize  a  per- 
son in  excess  of  what  he  knows  we're  sub- 

sidizing him  for  in  accordance  with  our 
scale.  You  can  get  into  all  sorts  of  problems; 

there's  the  argument  about  the  net  income 
and  not  the  gross  income- 

Mr.  Gisborn:  That's  right.  That's  where 
your  argument  falls  apart. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —by  the  time  you're 
through  with  that,  you're  going  to  find  that 
people  who  are  paying  taxes  and  are  work- 

ing hard  and  not  expecting  any  subsidy  are 

going  to  be  finding  it  more  and  more  diffi- 
cult to  justify  the  paying  of  these  many 

millions  of  dollars.  If  we  took  the  hon.  mem- 

ber's suggestion,  the  people  receiving  the 
subsidy  would  be  paying  12  per  cent  on  an 
income  of  maybe  $10,000  a  year  or  $8,000 

a  year.  That's  what  would  happen. 
We  can't  do  that,  and  again  I  go  back 

to  my  original  argument.  There's  a  darn 
good  reason  for  social  housing— for  the  pub- 

lic assisting  those  people  who  cannot  afford 
to  buy  their  own  housing  or  rent  their  own 
housing  because  of  their  income.  But  once 
you  get  beyond  a  certain  income  the  public 
will  not  condone  it,  and  our  public  housing 
scheme  will  go  down  the  drain  because  of 
lack  of  support  from  the  public. 

So  we've  got  to  have  a  system  which  can 
be  justified.  We  think  our  system  can  be 

justified  now.  But  you're  saying  that  because 
a  man  goes  out  and  makes  himself  another 
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$2,000,  we  should  forget  it,  and  the  man 

who  lives  next  door  to  him  who  can't  make 
that  extra  $2,000  can  pay  a  larger  propor- 

tion of  his  income.  You're  saying  the  pub- lic should  sustain  the  man  making  $10,000 
or  $8,000  a  year,  only  charging  him  on  the 
basis  of  a  $6,000  income,  because  he  man- 

ages to  make  more  money  through  overtime 

and  so  on.  We  couldn't  justify  it  with  the 
public,  and  I  wouldn't  blame  the  public  for 
becoming  incensed  at  such  a  formula. 
The  formula  has  to  be  on  the  basis  of 

the  income  you  make,  whether  it  is  from 
social  assistance,  whether  it  is  from  moon- 

lighting, or  anything  else.  If  there  is  some- 
body moonlighting,  and  not  reporting  their 

income,  that  is  a  job  for  some  other  author- 
ity and  I  would  hope  they  would  carry  out 

their  job.  We  think  our  rent-geared-to- 
income  has  got  to  be  just  what  it  says. 
Income,  period. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  I  don't  agree  with  that 
old  story  that  the  public  won't  put  up  with 
it,  I  heard  that  a  long  time  ago. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Does  the  member 
think  the  public  will  put  up  with  it? 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Well,  not  in  the  sense  that 
this  government  tries  to  play  the  public  off 
against  the  housing  tenants. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Does  the  hon.  mem- 
ber think— 

Mr.  Gisborn:  If  the  minister  wants  an 
answer,   he   should   sit   down. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Does  the  hon.  mem- 
ber think  that  the  public  is  going  to  contend 

with  somebody  earning  say  $8,000  a  year, 
paying  10  per  cent  of  his  income  for  rent 
and  be  subsidized,  say,  $100  or  $50  a 
month  for  his  rent?  Does  he  really  think  so? 

Let  him  go  out  on  the  hustings  and  tell 
the  public  that,  and  he  will  see  what  re- 

sponse he  gets  from  the  public.  We  think 
the  public  is  doing  a  tremendous  job,  help- 

ing those  needy  people  on  the  basis  we  are 
helping  them  now. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Especially  the  developers. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  don't  know  what 
that  has  to  do  with  it. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Well,  the  minister  should 
know  then,  because  his  programme,  jointly 
sponsored  by  the  federal  government  and 
the  provincial  government,  has  been  the 
happiest   thing   that   ever  happened   to   the 

land  developers   and  the  real   estate   agents 
and  the  landlords. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  And  what  does  that 

prove? Mr.  Foulds:  You  are  subsidizing  them,  too. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  What  does  it  prove? 

Mr.  Gisborn:  It  proves  that  you  haven't 
gone  into  a  real  imaginative,  progressive  low- 
income  housing  programme  in  this  province 
yet.  That  is  what  it  proves. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  only  person  who  really 
has  all  the  doubts  you  express  under  the 

terms  of  "public"  really  means  the  minister. 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member 

should  get  the  letters  I  get. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  opening  statement  demon- 

strated it- 

Mr.  Chairman:   Order,  please.  Order. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  My  last  point,  Mr.  Chairman, 
would  be  in  regard  to  the  Home  Ownership 
Made  Easy  programme.  I  noticed  from  the 
releases  I  have  across  my  desk  that  several 
are  going  on;  I  believe  there  is  one  going 
on  in  Hamilton  also. 

Has  the  minister  changed  the  policy  of 
the  allocation  in  light  of  the  complaints  that 
I  raised  in  the  last  session  when  the  tent 
situation  happened  in  Hamilton,  where  they 
were  lined  up  over  a  week  and  a  half  to 
get  their  bid  in  for  a  home  under  the  HOME 

programme? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  We  now  advertise 
when  there  is  a  programme  in  a  particular 
area,  and  we  advise  the  public  to  get  in 
touch  with  the  builders.  If  the  hon.  member 

noticed  the  last  few  ads  that  have  gone  in— 
the  few  notices  that  have  gone  in— we  give 
the  names  and  addresses  and  telephone  num- 

bers of  the  builders.  So  they  will  get  in 
touch  with  the  builders,  and  there  would  be 
no  point  in  lining  up  because  they  know 
they  have  to  get  in  touch  with  the  builders. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Is  that  the  only  solution? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  We  have  tried.  How 
else  can  you  do  it? 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Has  the  minister  considered 
the  fact  that  he  should  allocate  them  right 
through  his  department?  He  should  say  to 

the  public:  "Make  your  application  to  us  and 
we  will  assign  you  to  a  builder." 
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Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  How  could  we  do 

that  if  we  have  5,000  applications  for  400 
lots?  How  would  we  do  it?  They  would 
still  have  to  line  up  anyway,  and  where 
would   we   be? 

The  hon.  member  for  Riverdale  men- 
tioned earlier  a  concern  of  whether  we  were 

treating  everyone  in  accordance  with  the 
number  of  points  they  had  in  a  fair  and  open 
fashion.  We  would  have  to  set  up  a  system 
to  prove  that  the  people  who  applied  first 
and  were  within  the  income  range,  etc.,  etc., 
and  were  being  treated  fairly. 

We  think  that  having  regard  for  all  of 
this,  the  only  way  we  could  do  it  is  to  leave 
it  up  to  the  individual  builder  and  tell 

people  how  to  get  in  touch  with  him.  Be- 
cause, after  all,  in  the  first  place,  they  are 

going  to  have  to  make  an  arrangement  with 
the  builder  as  to  the  kind  of  house  they 
want  as  well.  It  creates  a  problem  at  that 

particular  time.  But  I  don't  think  we  have 
had  that  problem  since. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  That's  right.  The  situation 
was  that  the  department  was  going  to  try 
to  allocate  to  a  builder  a  block  so  he  could 

build  in  the  cheapest  and  most  efficient  way, 
rather  than  spotting  them  all  over. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Right.  That  is  what 
we  are  doing. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  I  don't  know;  we  will  have 
to  have  some  experience  at  the  new  system 
as  to  how  it  works  out  in  allocating  them 
to  the  builders,  but  it  is  a  different  situation 
all  together  than  that  to  which  the  member 
for  Riverdale  referred.  This  is  a  fixed  for- 

mula; it's  a  downpayment,  lease  of  a  lot, and  so  on. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  No,  but  there  were 

many  people  lined  up— 

Mr.  Gisborn:  We  talked  about  a  lottery 
system  that  could  work  just  the  same,  with 

some  system  of  a  fair  chance.  You  can't  tell 
me  that  everybody  has  a  fair  chance  if  you 
just  tell  them  the  builders  are  going  to 
handle  them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That's  quite  pos- 
sible; there  is  no  doubt  there  are  some 

flaws- 

Mr.  Gisborn:  You  should  have  some  kind 

of  a  lottery  system  where  they  draw  lots  at 
a  certain  time  and  they  are  on  docket  for  a 
house.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is 
about  all  for  now. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Parkdale. 

Mr.  J.  Dukszta  (Parkdale):  I  would  just 
like  to  make  a  suggestion,  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
the  minister  about  the  new  OHC  develop- 

ment which  is  just  being  finished  on  Dunn 
Ave. 

I  have  had  a  number  of  letters  from 
residents  of  the  Parkdale  area.  In  turn,  I 
have  written  a  letter  to  the  minister  and  to 

Mr.  Goyette  asking  for  consideration  of 
those  residents  who  seek  accommodation  in 

the  new  development  in  Parkdale. 

I'll  give  you  my  reasons  for  it.  I'm  speak- 
ing not  so  much  for  my  own  riding,  but  for 

Parkdale.  It  is  much  closer  in  the  area  of 

federal  Parkdale,  which  includes  the  pro- 
vincial Parkdale,  part  of  Dovercourt,  and 

part  of  High  Park.  It's  a  very  consistent  area 
and  has  a  long  history— even  before  it  be- 

came part  of  Toronto. 

Now,  a  lot  of  the  people  who  write  to  me 
asking  for  housing  have  lived  there  for  a 

long  time.  I  wasn't  going  to  tell  you  how 
many,  but  I  understand  this  is  one  of  the  more 
needy  areas  in  the  city.  I  understand  from 
your  department  something  like  1,106  people 
are  now  on  the  waiting  list  from  that  area. 
Obviously  the  Dunn  Ave.  development  will 
not  take  all  of  them,  but  I  am  asking  for  this 
reason  if  it  is  possible  to  give  priority  and 
consideration  to  the  residents  of  Parkdale 
who  live  there. 

There  are  three  cases  I  would  like  to  men- 
tion to  the  minister.  One  is  Mrs.  Kasinska  who 

now  lives  in  a  room  in  Parkdale  and  has 

applied  for  housing.  She  was,  in  fact,  offered 
an  apartment,  which  was  very  pleasant  to 
hear.  But  she  was  offered  an  apartment  all 
the  way  up  on  Finch  Ave.,  which  is  the  best 
you  had  at  that  time.  She  refused  to  take  it 
and  gave  a  very  good  reason  for  not  doing  so. 
She  is  a  member  of  St.  Casimir  Catholic 

Church.  Her  Polish  club  is  located  in  Park- 
dale  and  all  her  friends  live  there.  She 

doesn't  speak  English  very  well  and  she 
thought  it  would  be  impossible  for  her  to 
move  all  the  way  up  north. 

The  other  couple— not  a  couple  really— but 
two  sisters  who  are  widows.  They  have  lived 
in  Parkdale  now  for  60  years  and  they  have 
also  applied  for  Ontario  Housing.  Their 
names  are  Mrs.  Annie  Stamper  and  Mrs. 
Mary  Wright  who  now  live  at  190  Jamieson 

Ave.,   apartment  1106. 

In  your  letter,  in  fact,  you  do  suggest  that 
if  they  are  prepared  to  wait,  when  the  Dunn 
Ave.    housing    is    completed    in    September, 
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they   will   be    given   a   consideration  for  re- 
location there. 

Why  I  am  making  this  appeal  is  that  be- 
cause of  their  church  and  community 

activities,  they  would  belong  much  more 
naturally  in  Dunn  Ave. 

I  was  wondering  whether  this  could  be 
extended  to  all  the  applying  residents  of 

Parkdale  to  give  them  priority.  It's  one  area 
needing  more  housing  than  others  and  be- 

cause it  keeps  the  people  in  the  same  com- 
munity where  they  have  grown  up  and  know 

all  the  community  activities  I  think  in  many 
respects  it  also  gives  the  future  development 
a  better  chance  of  being  developed.  There 
may  be  less  vandalism  than  would  occur  in 
other  places. 

I  realize  you  have  your  point  system  when 
it  comes  to  something  like  this.  But  is  it 
possible  to  change  the  policy  and  waive  the 
point  system  when  it  comes  to  considering  an 
area  as  a  whole?  We  should  give  a  priority 
to  the  residents  of  Parkdale  for  the  develop- 

ment which  is  right  in  Parkdale. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  I  appreciate  the 
point  the  hon.  member  is  making.  I  am  sure 

he  knows  that  I  don't  have  to  be  told  about 
the  problems  of  some  of  those  communities. 
I  represent  one  of  those  myself  and  I  have 
represented  it  for  many  years.  I  agree  with 
him  that  where  it  is  a  hardship  because  of 
language  problems  and  a  special  community 
problem,  that  must  be  taken  into  considera- 

tion—and indeed  it  is. 

I  don't  want  to  mention  any  particular 
community,  but  with  some  communities, 
without  their  ethno-cultural  community,  it 
would  be  very  difficult  for  them  to  find  that 
life  was  very  worth  while.  In  other  words, 
if  you  take  some  of  them  out  of  their  ethnic 
community  and  put  them  out  in  the  suburbs 
someplace,  they  would  be  very  lonely.  I 
appreciate  that— their  churches  and  so  on. 

I  can  assure  the  hon.  member  this  is  taken 
into  consideration  within  the  point  system. 

We  don't  hold  it  against  someone  who  refuses 
to  move  to  some  place  because  of  this  par- 

ticular aspect.  We  try  as  much  as  possible  to 
consider  these  aspects  of  it. 

However,  having  said  that,  I  am  sure  the 
hon.  member,  if  he  thinks  about  it,  will 
appreciate  that  it  would  be  very  unwise  to 
give  special  preference  to  someone  in  a  par- 

ticular area  just  because  they  happen  to  live 
there.  Indeed,  it  would  be  against  the  pre- 

cepts as  laid  out  by  his  colleague,  the  hon. 
member  for  Sudbury  East  (Mr.  Martel)  and 
some  of  the  other  hon.  members.  They  say, 

"Take  them  over.  If  you  have  got  places  for 

them,  put  them  in  there."  They  shouldn't  be 
able  to  insist  that  just  because  they  don't 
come  from  that  municipality,  they  shouldn't be  allowed  to  take  accommodation  there. 

It  would  be  discrimination  in  fact  against 
those  people  who  are  in  many  instances  more 
needy  of  the  accommodation  than  some  of 
those  who  would  be  in  the  Parkdale  district 
and  get  accommodation  merely  because  of 
their  location.  Surely  the  hon.  member  can 

appreciate  that. 
Just  because  I  happen  to  live  in  an  area 

where  there  is  a  housing  development  being 
located,  to  give  me  priority  would  make 
chaos  of  the  whole  system.  Indeed,  many  of 
the  projects  are  going  out  in  the  suburbs.  If 
we  took  that  view,  some  of  those  would  be 

vacant  because  you'd  only  be  giving  priority 
to  those  people  from  the  suburbs  and  it 
would  be  very  difficult  to  fill  those  places 
in  some  instances. 

However,  aside  from  all  of  that,  it  would 
be  most  discriminatory.  We  have  to  look  after 
the  people  who  have  the  highest  priority  in 
respect  of  need.  As  I  say,  that  is  being  done 
within  the  framework  of  the  particular  needs 
of  particular  people  who  can  only  really 
function  properly  within  a  particular  com- munity. 

I  am  advised  by  my  officials  that  they  have 

been  meeting  with  the  Parkdale  Tenants' Association  in  discussing  these  matters.  As 
he  points  out  from  the  letter  he  has  quoted 
from,  our  people  do,  in  fact,  take  into  con- 

sideration these  particular  problems. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  York 
Centre.     ! 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Yes, 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  one  of  those  who  fre- 

quently during  the  past  year  have  blessed 
Mrs.  Meredith  and  her  tenant  placement 
group  for  helping  find  accommodation  for 
some  desperate  family  who  have  been  put 
out.  They  have  succeeded  in  finding  a  spot 
for  different  people,  and  I  have  been  very 
pleased  about  that.  But  regardless  of  the 
few  that  we  find  places  for,  we  have  so  many 

more  that  we  aren't  finding  places  for.  We  do 
know,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  pride  of  ownership 
is  a  very  important  part  of  almost  any  per* 

son's  life.  Certainly  most  people  like  to  have 
an  opportunity  to  own  where  they  live— no 
matter  what  the  Star  and  others  have  said.  I 

noticed  an  article  in  the  Star  on  Saturday  say- 
ing there  is  no  stigma  to  subsidized  housing, 

but  there  certainly  is  a  problem  in  everybody's 
mind.  There  is  no  point  in  just  saying  that 
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the  public  should  change.  The  public  may  or 
may  not  change.  But  it  is  going  to  be  an 
awful  lot  dependent  upon  the  way  we  oper- 

ate and  try  to  solve  our  whole  housing 
problem. 

I  talked  to  the  minister  last  year  about  the 
question  of  the  provision  of  ample  serviced 
land  to  drive  down  the  price  of  land  in  this 
area  and  in  other  areas  where  there  is  a 
demand  for  housing.  I  pointed  out  last  year 
that,  even  in  points  as  far  removed  as  Fene- 
lon  Falls,  the  policies  of  the  government  had 
driven  land  prices  from  a  few  hundred  dol- 

lars for  a  lot  to  several  thousand  dollars  for 
a  lot  in  the  matter  of  five  or  six  years. 

I  suggested  to  the  minister  that  there  were 
two  or  three  areas  where  the  government 
should  be  concentrating  its  efforts  in  order 
to  drive  down  the  price  of  land  and  make  it 
possible  for  people  to  own  a  small  home,  a 
home  that  would  fit  their  budget,  and  would 
not  require  the  subsidy  of  this  government 
or  any  other  government. 

I  would  ask  the  minister  what  progress 
has  he  made  in  research  to  investigate  the 
points  I  made  last  year,  the  provision  of  sub- 

sidy through  the  Ontario  Water  Resources 
Commission,  which  would  ensure  there  is  an 
ample  supply  of  services,  and  question  of 
subsidy  to  municipalities  to  encourage  them 
to  permit  the  building  of  small  homes  on 
small  lots,  recognizing  that  not  everybody 
wants  a  100  ft  lot  or  a  50  ft  lot,  but  might 
be  very  pleased  to  own  his  own  home  on  a 
25  ft  lot.  I  can  show  you  a  home  built  on  a 
25  ft  frontage  in  Rosedale,  a  very  fine  home. 
The  question  is  what  research  has  the  mini- 

ster done  during  the  past  12  months,  when 
he  said  my  idea  was  an  interesting  one,  and 
he  would  look  into  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are 
carrying  out  an  experiment  now  in  Bramalea 
of  homes  on  small  lots.  We  have  had  a  special 
arrangement  made  with  the  municipality. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Could  you  tell  me  what  that 
arrangement  is  and  the  size  of  the  lots  con- 
cerned? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  There  are  10  to  12 
houses  to  the  acre. 

Mr.  Deacon:  And  the  size  of  the  homes 
permitted? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  As  low  as  1,000  sq  ft. 

Mr.  Deacon:  And  the  arrangement  with  the 
municipality? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  don't  think  there  is 
any.  The  only  arrangement  that  we  made  with 
the  municipality  was  the  approval  of  the  plan 

to  do  this.  It's  a  very  special  arrangement  as 
to  the  layout  of  the  lot,  so  there  is  no  wasted 
space.  The  usual  footage  in  between  lots  and 
so  on  has  been  provided.  The  lots  are  30 

by  75  ft. 
It's  a  rather  innovative  plan  which  we  are 

hoping  will  be  successful.  I  am  pretty  cer- 

tain it  will  be.  I  saw  the  plan  and  it's  very 
attractive.  I  hope  it  turns  out  to  be  as  attrac- 

tive as  it  looks  on  the  plan.  I  just  say  to  the 
hon.  member,  regarding  his  suggestion  that 
we  provide  serviced  lots,  arrangements  with 
OWRC  and  with  municipalities  and  so  on, 
that  this  has  now  become  a  matter  of  the 
general  housing  policy  of  this  government, 
and  not  just  public  housing. 

Mr.  Deacon:  That  is  correct;  that  is  what 
you  should  be  concerned  with. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  is  right.  The 
hon.  member  will  recall  that  the  Throne 

Speech  referred  to  a  housing  advisory  com- 
mittee being  set  up.  This  should  be  an- 

nounced by  the  Premier  (Mr.  Davis)  very 
shortly,  within  a  matter  of  days,  I  rather 
imagine.  His  housing  advisory  committee  is  to 
go  into  the  whole  matter  of  a  general  long- 
term  housing  policy  of  this  government,  and 
it  will  not  just  concern  itself  with  public 
housing.  The  matter  the  member  raises  will 

be  a  proper  subject  within  the  terms  of  ref- 
erence of  such  a  committee. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Chairman,  could  the 
minister  tell  me  what  will  be  the  terms  of 
reference  of  this  housing  advisory  committee 
that  he  thinks  will  be  any  different  from  the 
Ontario  Housing  Advisory  Committee  or  the 
Ontario  Housing  Authority?  It  was  a  com- 

mittee that  got  in  touch  with  me.  A  Mr. 
Mason,  I  believe  his  name  was,  got  in  touch 
with  me  last  spring  to  inquire  into  the  mat- 

ters I  suggested.  They  reported  back  that  they 
could  do  no  research,  because  they  had  no 

authority  to  do  any  research  and  they  didn't 
have  anything  they  could  do  in  the  way  of 
further  investigation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Sure  they  did.  They 
had  money  for  research  and  indeed  they  car- 

ried on  some  research.  By  and  large,  it  is  a 
committee  which  has  done  a  very,  very  good 
job  in  keeping  the  minister  and  the  ministry 
informed.  There  is  no  use  telling  the  hon. 
member  what  the  terms  of  reference  of  the 
committee  will  be;  that  is  the  prerogative  of 
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the  Premier  when  he  makes  the  announce- 
ment. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Do  you  say  that  the  other 
committee  did  provide  you  with  information 
research? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Because  they  didn't  come back  to  me  to  check  at  all. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  They  wouldn't  come where? 

Mr.  Deacon:  They  made  a  preliminary  in- 
quiry of  me  as  to  the  suggestions  I  made  to 

you  during  the  estimates  last  year,  but  there 
was  no  follow-up  whatsoever.  After  the  first 
letter  or  so,  they  said  was  nothing  they 

could  do.  They  weren't  empowered  to  investi- 
gate; they  had  no  means  of  doing  research— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  that's— 

Mr.  Deacon:  —and  they  certainly  didn't  do 
any  research  that  I  could  check  out  with 
them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  they  did  do 
research. 

Mr.  Deacon:  I  would  like  to  find  some 

reason  why  we  can't  proceed  with  this  pro- 
gramme of  providing  more  serviced  land  and 

more  low-cost  housing  than  there  is  a  demand 
for. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  I  could  give  the 
hon.  member  a  whole  list  of  the  research 

that  they've  done.  These  are  the  problem 
areas  that  have  been  identified  by  the  com- 

mittee and  which  have  been  the  subject  of 
continuing  study.  Under  the  heading  of  con- 

struction there  is  standardization  of  building 

codes— I've  read  many  of  these  reports  myself 
in  detail- 

Mr.  Deacon:  Well,  is  there  anything  on  the 
matter  of  providing  lower-cost  land? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes.  Raw  land  costs; 
costs  and  level  of  servicing;  acceptable  lot 
prices;  determination  of  location;  land  bank- 

ing; processing  of  subdivision  claims;  alloca- 

tion for  public  purposes.  They've  done  a  tre- 
mendous job,  expect  that  their  terms  of  refer- 

ence were  somewhat  circumscribed  by  the 
fact  that  it  called  for  advice  to  the  ministry. 
This  is  going  to  be  a  somewhat  different 
committee,  in  that  it  is  going  to  be  bringing 
in  specific  recommendations  for  a  general 
housing  policy  of  the  government.  Indeed, 

they    won't   be    reporting— I    don't    imagine 

they'll  be  reporting  to  me,  as  a  minister, 
because  generally  speaking  I  am  involved  in 
the  public  housing  field;  that  is,  answering  for 
Ontario  Housing  Corp.  There  are  other  as- 

pects that  aren't  public  housing,  strictly  speak- 
ing, and  it's  going  to  go  into  all  of  these 

matters.  I  don't  want  to  enlarge  upon  that 
any  further.  That's  the  prerogative  of  the Premier. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  more 
authorities,  more  studies— who  has  the  bene- 

fit of  these  studies?  Do  you  make  those 
studies  public?  Are  they  available  to  the 
public  to  examine?  Is  there  any  good  reason 
why  they  should  not  be  available  for  such 
examination? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Is  the  hon.  member 
talking  about  the  committee  which  the 
Premier  is  going  to  appoint? 

Mr.  Deacon:  The  one  that  has  been  active. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  studies  of  this 

committee  have  been  presented  to  the  minis- 
ter, and  through  the  minister  to  the  ministry. 

Mr.  Deacon:  So  we  can  only  assume  that 

there  hasn't  been  anything  worthwhile  from 
this  committee  in  the  way  of  research,  be- 

cause we've  seen  no  change  in  the  policy. 
We  still  have  a  dire  shortage  of  places  for 

people  to  build. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  on  the  contrary, 

they've  been— 
Mr.  Deacon:  You  have  one  little  item  in 

Bramalea,  and  I  don't  know  what  the  hous- 
ing costs  are  that  you're  estimating  for 

Bramalea,  but  you  aren't  getting  anywhere. 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  On  the  contrary,  the 

Ontario  Housing  Advisory  Committee  has 
been   a  very  useful  committee,   and  still  is. 

Mr.  Deacon:  It  is  just  the  government  that 
isn't  doing  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  And  when  the 

Premier's  committee  is  appointed,  the  re- search this  committee  has  done  will  be  of  a 
great  deal  of  value  as  a  basis  on  which  the 
new  committee  will  do  its  work. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  surely 
the  minister  is  really  tired  of  having  the 
members  pound  him  year  after  year  about 
the  long  waiting  lists  and  the  dire  need  for 
housing.  The  total  housing  policy  is  cer- 

tainly more  of  a  concern  to  him  than  just 
Ontario  Housing,  because  this  problem  will 
never  get  less  but  will  continue  to  increase 
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until  we  provide  an  excess  number  of  houses 

at  a  price  people  can  afford.  That's  a  function 
of  land  supply  and  house  supply— and  we 
have  done  nothing  about  the  land  supply 
so  far. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  the  point  I'm 
making  is  that  I  could  do  nothing  about  the 
matter  of  zoning,  about  the  length  of  time 
it  takes  to  get  subdivisions  approved,  about 
numerous  other  facets  that  are  involved  in 

the  matter  of  construction  and  apply  gener- 
ally within  the  whole  housing  field.  This  is 

a  matter  that  is  going  to  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration by  the  committee  which  the 

Premier  will  appoint. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Chairman,  any  person 
who  has  sat  on  a  municipal  council,  and  has 
had  a  lot  of  low-cost  development  approved 
knows  that  the  concern  of  the  councillors  is 
that  the  cost  of  the  provision  of  services  to 
that  housing  will  be  greater  than  the  revenue 
they  can  expect  from  the  taxes  on  that  hous- 

ing. So  there's  a  resistance  in  the  form  of 
undue  delay  in  the  processing  of  subdivision 
agreements,  there  is  a  resistance  in  the  form 
of  all  sorts  of  technical  objections  that  they 
raise  for  one  reason  or  another,  all  to  defer 
the  time  that  that  housing  development  will 
be  completed  and  that  there  will  be  a  de- 

mand for  services  which  the  development 

itself  doesn't  carry. 
Surely  this  is  a  basic  thought  in  the  mind 

of  every  councillor  who  is  approving  some- 
thing of  the  type  that  the  minister  describes 

in  Bramalea?  He  has  been  able  to  persuade 

Bramalea  to  do  this.  But  wouldn't  it  be  much 
better  if  the  minister  had  persuaded  his  gov- 

ernment to  introduce  a  programme  where 
the  municipalities  were  clamouring  for  low- 
cost  housing,  so  that  there  was  actually  an 
incentive  to  provide  a  lower-cost  house,  in- 

stead of  the  one  that  is  going  in  the  other 
direction,  where  the  incentive  is  always  to 
get  the  highest  possible  assessment  for  every 
resident  going  in?  The  only  way  we  can  do 
that  is  to  remove  the  tremendous  dependence 
upon  property  tax  for  the  supply  of  services. 

Now  if  the  minister  hasn't  taken  any 
action,  or  persuaded  his  government  to  take 
any  action  in  this  regard,  he  is  not  getting 

to  the  root  of  the  problem.  If  we  don't  ensure 
that  municipalities  want  to  develop  a  sur- 

plus of  housing  lots,  if  we  don't  make  sure 
they  have  the  services  available  to  them,  if 

we  don't  ensure  there  is  transportation 
access  to  people  from  where  they  live  to 
where  they  work,  we  are  always  going  to 
have   this    shortage,    and   in   a   shortage   the 

prices  are  bound  to  go  up;  you  can't  control them. 

Edmonton  has  had  an  interesting  experi- 
ment with  a  land  bank  this  year  and  they 

were  telling  me  how  they  were  hoping  to  get 
the  price  of  land  down  by  buying  land  and 
developing  it  and  putting  the  services  in  and 
having  a  certain  set  price.  They  were  also 
saying  that  there  were  three  or  four  appli- 

cants for  every  home  lot  that  they  are  devel- 
oping. 

If  that  is  the  situation,  they  will  never  get 
the  land  prices  down,  because  the  law  of 
supply  and  demand  is  bound  to  take  over  and 
those  who  manage  to  get  a  cheap  lot  will 
maybe  decide  the  next  day,  or  a  short  time 
after— whenever  the  agreement  permits  them 
to  do  so— to  sell  that  lot  to  their  advantage, 
or  to  lease  it  at  an  advantage,  or  in  some  way 
get  the  gain.  As  sure  as  I  am  standing  here, 
market  values  will  prevail  in  the  long  run, 
and  the  minister  recognizes  this  in  the  pricing 
policy  for  his  HOME  properties. 

He  does  his  best  to  be  sure  people  can't 
sell  the  property.  But  the  real  way  that  the 
minister  should  be  moving  is  in  the  direction 
of  ensuring  his  government  provides  an  over- 
supply  of  land  and  ensuring  that  homes  can 
be  built  at  a  price  that  people  can  afford. 
The  builders  would  love  to  build  the 

homes;  their  problem  is  they  don't  have  the 
places  to  build  them.  The  people  are  there 
to  buy  them.  If  there  were  an  excess  supply 
of  homes  over  the  number  of  people  who 
want  to  buy  them  we  would  soon  take  care 
of  the  housing  problems  of  this  province. 

We  must  not  continue,  I  suggest,  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  present  programme  which  de- 

fers the  solution  to  a  basic  problem  and  only 
tries  to  satisfy  through  Ontario  Housing 
Corp.  provision  of  subsidized  housing  to  meet 
the  housing  needs  of  our  people. 

The  city  of  Glasgow  has  two-thirds  of  its 
housing  stock  owned  by  the  city  housing 
authority.  It  is  public  housing,  subsidized 
housing,  and  Glasgow  surely  has  some  of  the 
worst  housing  conditions  of  any  major  city 

in  the  world;  because  if  people  don't  have  a 
place  which  they  own,  where  they  can  take 
pride  of  ownership  and  where  they  are  less 

likely  to  be  irresponsible— if  you  don't  have  a 
position  of  responsibility  such  as  an  owner  has 

you  don't  care  as  much.  It  is  a  very  impor- 
tant part,  a  very  important  aspect,  of  creating 

a  greater  interest  on  the  part  of  citizens  in 
your  community. 

I  was  shocked  in  Ottawa  to  see  what  has 
been  going  on  along  the  Rideau  River  where 
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they  are  building  these  huge  apartment  build- 
ings and  destroying  some  of  the  most  attrac- 
tive small  type  houses  you  could  ever  see, 

including  little  old  apartment  developments. 
They  may  look  ramshackle  to  the  modern 
developer  but  they  are  really  attractive  and 
have  tremendous  potential  for  those  who  are 
living  in  that  community  if  they  have  any 
security  of  future  tenure  in  them.  And  this 
is  something  I  hope  the  minister  will  recog- 
nize. 

We  cannot,  as  a  government,  build  at  any- 
thing like  the  low  cost  at  which  homeowners 

and  people  with  a  security  of  tenure  can 
improve  their  own  properties.  I  am  hopeful 
that  the  minister,  with  this  new  authority  that 
he  describes  is  going  to  be  set  up,  will  get 
at  the  basic  problem,  that  of  supply  and 
demand,  because  otherwise  this  government  is 
going  down  the  wrong  road  completely. 

It  is  supposed  to  be  a  free  enterprise 
government  but  it  has  left  free  enterprise 
completely  out  of  the  land  development  side 
of  this  province  by  always  ensuring  that 
there  is  a  shortage  of  places  for  people  to 
build  instead  of  ensuring  there  is  an  over- 
supply  of  places  for  people  to  build. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Windsor 
West. 

Mr.  E.  J.  Bounsall  (Windsor  West):  Yes, 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  several  points.  Perhaps 
I  can  get  the  main  one  or  the  first  one  made 
before  we  break  up  for  the  evening. 

I  see,  Mr.  Minister,  in  your  estimates  that 

you've  set  aside  $700,000  this  coming  year 
in  the  way  of  grants  to  assist  municipal  limi- 

ted dividend  housing  corporations  in  the  con- 
struction of  housing  units  for  elderly  persons. 

I  find  that  under  the  Elderly  Persons'  Hous- 
ing Aid  Act  you  grant  $500  per  dwelling 

unit,  or  50  per  cent  of  the  capital  cost,  exclu- 
sive of  the  capital  financing  made  by  loan 

under  the  federal  National  Housing  Act, 
whichever  is  the  lesser  of  these  two. 

At  the  present  cost  of  housing,  the  lesser 

invariably  is  "going  to  be  the  $500  per  unit 
that  is  provided,  I  would  very  strongly  be- 

lieve. This  means  that  in  this  category  this 
year,  you  estimate  only  1,400  units  will 
therefore  be  built  under  this  phase  of  the 
programme— an  exceedingly  small  number; 
hardly  a  programme  at  all.  What  programme 

there  is,  I'm  sure  is  welcomed  nonetheless  by 
the  municipalities,  who  have  formed  these 

non-profit,  or  low-dividend  housing  corpor- 
ations, but  nonetheless  it  is  hardly  a  pro- 

gramme at  all. 

I  think  there  should  be  two  or  three 
things  happening  in  this  area.  The  first  would 
be  to  take  a  good  look  at  the  figure  of  $500 
per  unit,  which  is  a  12-year-old  figure,  I 
believe.  The  statute  was  drawn  up  in  1960 
in  this  area,  and  the  $500  was  clearly  looked 
at  as  possibly  being  the  lesser  of  two  figures 
then.  It  still  stays  on  the  books,  and  most 
certainly  is  low,  I  would  think.  If  this  is  a 
programme  that  your  ministry  encourages  in 
any  way  whatsoever,  one  should  have  a  look 
at  further  encouraging  it  by  increasing  that 

amount  of  per-unit  grant  to  these  non-profit 
municipal  housing  corporations. 

The  second  point  was  touched  on  in  an- 
other context  by  the  member  for  Ottawa 

East,  who  mentioned  using  some  persuasion 
in  Vanier  where  they  have  virtually  no  pub- 

lic housing.  Persuasion,  I  think,  should  be 
used  here  as  well,  to  have  municipalities  get 
involved  in  these  low-profit,  or  limited  divi- 

dend housing  corporations. 

At  the  very  least,  make  all  municipalities 
aware  that  this  programme  exists.  Give  them 
information  on  how  other  municipalities  have 
formed  these  corporations  and  how  they  go 

about  the  building  of  the  units  and  the  oper- 
ating of  their  corporations.  Get  some  of  this 

work,  if  you  like,  off  the  shoulders  of  OHC 
and  shift  the  responsibility  to  these  municipal 
corporations,  which  because  of  their  smaller 
size  and  their  being  run  by  the  municipalities 
will  inevitably— and  this  is  no  criticism  at 

this  point  of  OHC,  or  the  minister's  involve- 
ment here— but  just  because  of  their  size  will 

inevitably  appear  more  friendly  to  the  occu- 
pants or  the  tenants  who  come  to  occupy 

their  buildings.  The  municipal  corporations 
also  appear  more  directly  responsive  to  the 
residents,  with  rules  and  regulations  of  occu- 

pancy that  suit  the  locality. 

All  of  these  things  can  certainly  occur 
with  a  small  municipal,  non-profit  or  limited 
dividend  municipal  corporation,  compared  to 
OHC.  So,  I  would  hope  that  you  would  do 
some  real  advertisement  to  the  municipalities 
in  this  regard  and  provide  them  with  the 
information  that  other  municipalities  have 
found  in  these  areas. 

The  third  point  with  respect  to  this  would 
be  to  allow  the  non-profit  corporations  that 
already  exist  to  expand  into  serving  people 
other  than  senior  citizens  in  their  housing 
construction.  They  can  see  the  obvious  need 
for  people  other  than  senior  citizens.  So, 
provide  the  same  per  unit  grant,  hopefully 
increased,  to  them  for  housing  for  other 
people  in  our  society  as  well. 
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Who  are  we  talking  about?  I  don't  for  a 
moment  suggest  that  right  away,  these  muni- 

cipal housing  corporations,  which  have  been 
dealing  up  to  the  moment  with  senior  citi- 

zens alone,  would  want  to  switch  into  three, 
four  and  five-bedroom  units  in  terms  of  pro- 

viding that  size  of  family  housing.  I  think 
they  would  be  quite  interested  in  building 
for  single  people  and  couples  who  make  low 
wages,  for  example,  shop  clerks  or  security 
guards,  by  and  large,  working  at  the  mini- 

mum wage,  who,  because  they  are  not  yet 
senior  citizens  cannot  have  a  chance  of  get- 

ting this  municipal  housing. 

This  would  also  again  be  one  unit  or  one- 
bedroom  accommodation.  I  think  that  they 
could  quite  easily  expand  up  to  the  two- 
bedroom  accommodation  if  they  were 
allowed  to. 

This  is  reasonable,  because  there  are 
various  combinations  you  could  see  that 
municipalities  through  their  housing  would 
like  to  provide  for.  A  couple,  for  example, 
senior  citizens  or  otherwise,  who  have  one 
relative  living  with  them,  or  a  couple  who 
have  one  child.  I  cannot  see  any  reason, 
though,  perhaps  it  would  mean  another  sta- 

tute, why  you  can't  provide  for  the  exten- 
sion of  the  municipal  housing  corporations 

into  areas  other  than  purely  senior  citizens' 
housing.  That  is  one  point. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  minister  have  a 
30-second  reply? 

Vote  804  carried? 

Mr.  Foulds:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  wait- 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  will  have  to  rise  now 
in  order  to  close  off  at  10:30. 

Will  there  be   any  further  discussion  on 
vote  804? 

An  hon.  member:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman  moves  that  the  com- 
mittee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  commit- 
tee of  supply  begs  to  report  progress  and 

asks  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  ( Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations ) :  Mr.  Speaker,  be- 

fore I  move  the  adjournment  of  the  House,  I 
would  like  to  inform  the  House  that  in  general 
terms  we  will  prqceed  with  the  first  list  of 
bills  that  I  presented.  I  think,  without  coming 
down  in  detail,  we  will  take  bills  standing  in 
the  name  of  the  Attorney  General  (Mr. 
Bales),  bills  standing  in  the  name  of  the 
Minister  of  Education  (Mr.  Wells),  and  bills 
standing  in  the  name  of  the  Minister  of  Col- 

leges and  Universities  (Mr.  Kerr).  We  will 
proceed  after  that  with  the  other  bills,  in- 

cluding those  of  the  Solicitor  General  (Mr. 
Yaremko)  and,  hopefully,  myself  and  others. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  Excuse 

me,  aren't  the  bills  in  the  name  of  the  Minis- ter of  Education  before  committee  now? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  am  sorry.  If  that  is 
the  case  we  will  move  the  sitting  of  the  com- 

mittee, I  suppose,  tomorrow. 

Mr.  Foulds:  I  understand  they  were  to 
have  gone  before  the  Social  Development 
committee. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr. 
Speaker,  before  the  House  adjourns,  is  the 
Minister  of  Health  (Mr.  Potter)  going  to  be 
present  for  his  bills  tomorrow,  if  the  Minister 

of  Education's  bills  are  in  committee? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  No,  I  am  sorry  to  report 
that  the  Minister  of  Health  wishes  to  pro- 

ceed with  the  bills  himself,  as  I  understand 
it,  and  he  is  not  yet  able  to  join  us.  When  he 
is,  we  shall  call  his  legislation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  10:30  o'clock  p.m. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 

The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 

Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  We  are  pleased  to  have 
visitors  with  us  today.  I  would  particularly 
like  to  point  out  to  the  hon.  members  that 
we  have  to  my  right,  under  the  press  gallery, 
the  Hon.  Bryce  Mackasey,  Minister  of  Man- 

power and  Immigration  from  Ottawa. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): I  thought  he  was  a  new  member  of  the 

Premier's  staff. 

Mr.  Speaker:  In  the  east  gallery,  we  have 
students  from  St.  Boniface  School  of  Kitch- 

ener; and  in  both  galleries  students  from 
Darcel  Public  School  of  Malton. 

Statements  by  the  ministry. 

REGIONAL  MUNICIPALITY  OF 
WATERLOO 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer,  and 
Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  draw  attention  to 
the  Waterloo  regional  government  bill,  which 
will  be  introduced  later  on  this  afternoon. 
As  you  know,  this  is  the  final  step  in  a 
process  that  started  back  in  1966  with  the 
start  of  the  Waterloo  area  local  government 
review.  In  the  following  year,  when  a  data 
book  of  basic  information  had  been  prepared, 

Dr.  Stewart  Fyfe  of  Queen's  University  was 
commissioned  to  carry  out  a  review  of  local 
government  and  to  report  his  findings  and 
recommendations. 

Dr.  Fyfe  held  several  rounds  of  public 
hearings,  during  which  he  requested  that 
people  discuss  the  issue  of  local  government 

with  him.  As  a  result,  Dr.  Fyfe's  report, 
which  was  delivered  in  February,  1970,  gave 
a  very  good  account  of  the  problems  facing 
local  government  in  the  Waterloo  county 
area  and,  I  say  in  passing,  in  Ontario  as  well. 

Dr.  Fyfe,  as  you  know,  offered  us  two 
alternatives  in  his  final  report  that  he  thought 
would  provide  solutions  to  the  problems  that 
had  been  enunciated  during  the  delibera- 
tions. 

Tuesday,  June  13,  1972 

In  March  of  1971,  the  Attorney  General, 
the  hon.  Dalton  Bales,  QC,  who  was  then  the 
Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs,  gave  the  pro- 

vincial response  to  the  Fyfe  alternatives,  and 
local  comment  at  a  public  meeting  in  Kit- 

chener. A  great  many  briefs  were  received 
from  area  municipalities  commenting  on  vari- 

ous aspects  of  the  March,  1971,  proposal. 
This  was  studied  very  closely  by  the  govern- 

ment. The  final  result  of  this  lengthy  period 
of  proposals  and  response  is  what  will  be 
placed  before  you  today. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  take  a 
moment,  if  I  may,  to  recognize  the  co- 

operation and  effort  that  area  leaders  and 
residents  have  given  throughout  the  six  years 

that  have  preceded  today's  event.  Mr. 
Speaker,  you,  perhaps  better  than  anyone 
else,  are  aware  of  the  high  quality  of  dis- 

cussion that  has  taken  place.  I  would  ask  you 
to  express  on  our  behalf  the  appreciation  of 
my  colleagues  and  the  members  of  my  min- 

istry who  have  gained  a  very  high  regard  for 
the  people  of  the  Waterloo  area. 

This  bill  will  establish  a  conventional  two- 
tier  regional  government.  I  would  point  out, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  it  contains  a  large  number 
of  changes  from  the  earlier  proposals  that 
were  outlined  in  Kitchener  over  a  year  ago. 
It  does  not,  of  course,  contain  all  of  the 
changes  that  were  requested  by  the  area 
representatives.  Many  of  these  requests  were 
at  odds  with  each  other  and  were  impossible 
to  blend  together.  To  try  to  achieve  every 
individual's  wish  in  these  matters  would 
result  in  no  policy  being  developed.  A  num- 

ber of  other  requests  could  not  be  acted 
on  because  they  would  have  been  contrary 

to  the  government's  general  goals  in  local 
government  reform  policy.  This  government 

carries  the  responsibility'  for  establishing  the basis  for  good  government  in  the  province. 
With  the  heavy  financial  input  that  we  have 
in  local  government,  and  particularly  in  these 
regional  governments,  we  have  had  to  insist 
on  certain  basic  features. 

Mr.  Speaker,  with  your  permission  I  would 
like  to  outline  for  the  members  of  the  Legis- 

lature the  basic  features  of  this  bill. 

As  I  have  stated  earlier,  the  regional  muni- 
cipality  of   Waterloo    will   be   a   two-tiered 
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regional  government  that  will  encompass  all 
of  the  present  Waterloo  county  and  about 

12  square  miles  from  the  county  of  Went- 
worth  in  the  northwest  corner  of  the  town- 

ship of  Beverly,  or  an  area  of  about  550 
square  miles.  The  population  of  the  region 
will  be  about  245,000  people. 

There  will  be  a  regional  municipal  council 
that  will  be  made  up  of  24  members  of 
local  councils,  plus  a  chairman  who,  in  the 

initial  years,  will  be  appointed  by  the  Lieu- 
tenant Governor  in  Council. 

The  region  will  comprise  the  following 

seven  area  municipalities.  The  city  of  Kit- 
chener, with  nine  members  on  the  regional 

council.  The  city  of  Waterloo,  with  three 

representatives.  The  city  of  Gait,  five  repre- 
sentatives; the  township  of  Wilmot,  two 

representatives;  the  township  of  Wellesley, 
one  representative;  the  township  of  Wool- 

wich, three  representatives;  and  the  township 
of   North   Dumfries,   one   representative. 

In  each  case  the  head  of  the  council  will 

be  one  of  the  representatives.  In  those  cases 
where  a  municipality  is  entitled  to  more 
than  one  regional  councillor  because  of  the 

size  of  the  municipality,  the  extra  repre- 
sentative will  be  chosen  by  and  from  the 

local  council. 

Mr.  Speaker,  next  I  would  like  to  outline 
the  division  of  functions  between  the  two 

levels  of  local  government.  The  regional 
council  will  be  responsible  for  the  following 
services:  The  provision  of  potable  water, 
which  they  will  wholesale  to  the  area  munic- 

ipalities, and  trunk  water  mains;  the  treat- 
ment of  sewage  and  the  main  trunk  collec- 

tors; the  provision  and  operation  of  garbage 
disposal  sites;  a  regional  road  system,  for 
which  the  present  county  and  suburban  roads 
system  will  serve  as  the  base;  health  and  wel- 

fare services;  homes  for  the  aged;  an  emer- 
gency measures  organization;  a  regional  offi- 

cial plan;  a  regional  land  division  committee; 
capital  borrowing;  a  regional  police  force; 
and  the  region  will  make  the  appointments 
to  the  Grand  River  Conservation  Authority, 
as    well    as   pay    the    conservation   levy. 

In  addition,  there*  will  be  two  more  serv- 
ices that  the  region  may  take  over  by  passing 

an  appropriate  bylaw.  If  it  wishes,  the  region 
may  operate  a  regional  transit  service. 
Further,  the  regional  council  may,  if  it 
wishes,  take  over  the  responsibility  for  pay- 

ing the  municipal  share  of  the  costs  of  the 
Waterloo- Wellington  airport. 

The  regional  council  will  have  one  addi- 
tional responsibility.  In  the  four  township 

municipalities     it    will     operate     a    regional 

library  system,  which  in  reality  will  be  a 
continuation  of  the  Waterloo  county  library 

system. 
This  provision  is  at  the  direct  request  of 

area  representatives.  The  cities  did  not  want 
to  lose  control  of  their  own  libraries  while 
at  the  same  time  it  was  not  suitable  to  make 

libraries  a  completely  local  responsibility 
since  the  county  municipalities  have  been 
receiving  particularly  good  service  from  the 
county  library  system.  Therefore  we  were 
more  than  happy  to  agree  to  the  compromise 
of  keeping  both  types  of  libraries  operating, 
but  in  different  parts  of  the  new  region. 

Each  area  municipality  will  have  the  fol- 
lowing set  of  responsibilities:  They  will  retail 

water  to  the  householder  and  operate  the 
water  pipe  feeder  system;  the  areas  will 
operate  the  sewage  collector  pipe  system; 
they  will  be  responsible  for  the  local  roads; 

they  will  provide  parks  and  recreation  serv- 
ices thev  will  look  after  the  distribution  of 

electrical  energy  and  natural  gas  where 

applicable. 
In  addition,  each  area  municipality'  will 

be  responsible  for  passing  a  local  official 
plan  which  must  conform  to  the  regional 
plan,  and  for  passing  zoning  bylaws  which 
will  give  effect  to  the  official  plans.  The  area 

municipalities  will  be  responsible  for  collect- 
ing their  own  garbage  and  taking  it  to  the 

regional  disposal  sites.  They  will  be  re- 
sponsible for  providing  their  own  fire  pro- 

tection. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  basic  rationale  for  passing 
this  bill  is  well  known.  The  Fyfe  report 
which  studied  this  region  in  particular,  as 
well  as  a  number  of  other  studies  which 

looked  at  other  regions,  have  all  reached  the 
unanimous  conclusion  that  there  are  basic 

structural  and  organizational  weaknesses  in 
our  local  government  system. 

It  bears  repeating  that  there  are  far  too 
many  local  government  agencies  which  have 
fragmented  local  government  in  Ontario  to 
the  point  where  no  one  agency  has  any 
responsibility  for  setting  priorities  and  the 
efficient  management  of  municipal  tax  dollars. 
It  has  been  described  as  a  situation  in  which 

everyone  is  responsible  and  no  one  is 

responsible. 
The  report  of  the  Ontario  committee  on 

taxation,  popularly  known  as  the  Smith  com- 
mittee, has  shown  us  that  all  governments 

today  have  to  find  a  better  way  of  clarifying 
responsibility  and  applying  tax  dollars  if  we 
are  to  govern  our  province   effectively. 
We  have  also  learned  that  there  is  a  great 

shortage  in  Ontario  of  able,  competent  ad- 
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ministrators.  The  present  system  in  which 
we  have  over  900  individual  municipalities 
is  not  only  inefficient  in  the  use  of  tax  dollars, 
it  also  thins  out  staff  resources.  Too  many 
people  are  having  too  much  of  their  working 
lives  taken  up  merely  by  trying  to  co-ordinate 
the  efforts  of  a  great  many  largely  unneces- 

sary municipal  agencies.  The  bill  to  establish 
the  regional  municipality  of  Waterloo  is  an  ex- 

ample which  has  been  undertaken  in  order 
to  provide  for  a  more  cohesive  base  from 
which  to  solve  urban  problems  and  also  pro- 

tect our  environment  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  briefly  out- 
line some  of  the  issues  which  have  been 

raised  by  Waterloo  area  representatives  and 
perhaps  to  explain  why  some  of  the  recom- 

mendations of  the  proposal  outlined  by  Mr. 
Bales  in  1971  have  been  amended  while 
others  have  not. 

The  first  change  is  in  the  matter  of  the 
regional  area.  In  the  earlier  proposal,  a  part 
of  Beverly  township,  which  was  about  17 
square  miles  in  size,  was  proposed  to  be  in- 

corporated in  the  city  of  Gait.  This  was  in 
response  to  the  strongly  expressed  wish  of 
some  residents  in  Beverly  township  to  have 
their  children  continue  their  high  school  edu- 

cation in  the  city  of  Gait. 

A  community  of  interest  survey  was  taken 
by  a  number  of  interested  citizens  which 
snowed  that  a  part  of  Beverly  township  had 
a  strong  community  of  interest  with  the 
city  of  Gait.  By  this  I  mean  that  it  was 
shown  that  many  of  the  residents  worked  in 
the  Gait  area,  shopped  in  Gait  and  went 
to  Gait  for  certain  of  their  professional 
services. 

The  17  square  mile  included  Sheffield, 
which  contained  several  schools,  one  of 

which  provided  the  senior  public  school  serv- 
ices for  the  whole  of  the  township.  We  re- 

ceived a  strong  reaction  from  the  area  which 
suggested  that  it  was  not  suitable  for  the 
Wentworth  county  school  board  to  lose  their 
control  of  these  school  facilities.  Other  resi- 

dents, while  expressing  no  little  interest  in 
being  a  part  of  the  new  Waterloo  regional 
area,  were  somewhat  fearful  of  being  in- 

cluded with  the  city  of  Gait.  There  was  a 
strongly  expressed  fear  that  they  would  have 
to  pay  substantially  higher  taxes  than  they 
were  used  to  paying,  if  they  were  part  of  the 
city. 

Therefore,  I  made  a  statement  in  the 

Legislature  last  week  informing  the  mem- 
bers that  the  part  of  Beverly  to  go  into 

the  region  would  be  substantially  smaller 
than  was  earlier  talked  about.  The  part  of 

Beverly  will  total  only  slightly  over  12.7 
square  miles  and  will  not  include  Sheffield 
and  the  schools  therein.  The  boundary  being 
used  is  the  one  which  was  suggested  by  the 
Wentworth  county  school  board  and  sup- 

ported by  the  Wentworth  county  council 
during  some  earlier  discussions  we  held. 

In  addition,  the  piece  of  Beverly  is  now 
being  included  with  the  semi-rural  township 
of  North  Dumfries,  which  is  quite  similar 
to  the  townshp  of  Beverly. 

The  council  of  Hespeler  has  expressed  a 
resistance  to  the  idea  of  being  amalgamated 
with  the  city  of  Gait  and  the  town  of  Pres- 

ton. It  is  their  opinion  that  being  separated 
from  the  other  two  municipalities  by  the 
Macdonald-Cartier  Freeway,  there  was  a 
barrier  that  should  be  reflected  in  municipal 
boundaries.  During  these  discussions  the 
representatives  of  Hespeler  denied  the  valid- 

ity of  the  evidence  that  showed  that  Hes- 
peler had  a  strong  community  of  interest 

with  the  other  two  municipalities.  They  also 
felt  that  since  they  had  a  relatively  low 
debt  per  capita  when  compared  to  the  other 
two  municipalities,  Hespeler  would  be  penal- 

ized in  any  amalgamation.  This  lower  debt 
per  capita  was  a  reflection  of  the  fact  that 
for  several  years  Hespeler  has  had  a  policy 
of  paving  for  most  capital  purchases  out  of 
current  revenue.  It  is  also  a  reflection  of  the 
fact  that  in  many  areas  Hespeler  has  been 
slower  to  provide  some  services  than  the 
other  municipalities. 

Mr.  Speaker,  after  giving  the  question 
very  considerable  consideration,  I  found  it 
necessary  to  reconfirm  the  intention  of  my 
colleagues  and  to  go  ahead  with  the  amal- 

gamation of  Gait,  Preston  and  Hespeler 
along  with  that  part  of  Waterloo  township 
which  contains  the  3,000  acres  of  land 
owned  by  the  Ontario  Housing  Corp.  We  felt 
that  it  was  vitally  important  to  have  one 
large,  strong  urban  municipality  in  the  south 
half  of  the  region,  in  order  to  counterbalance 
the  Kitchener-Waterloo  complex  further  to 
the  north.  We  felt  that  with  major  growth 
slated  for  the  south  end  of  the  region  ac- 

cording to  all  plans  we  have  been  made 
aware  of,  Hespeler  on  its  own  would  not  be 
strong  enough  to  take  advantage  of  this 
growth  nor  to  avoid  the  pitfalls.  My  col- 

leagues and  I  have  great  hopes  for  Ontario's urban  municipalities  in  the  future,  and  we 
felt  that  a  small  semi-urban  municipality  on 
the  fringe  of  relative  giants  would  soon  be 
swallowed  up  by  them.  On  its  own,  it  would 
not  be  in  a  position  to  provide  the  kind  of 
service  and  take  the  kind  of  action  which 
we  think  will  be  necessary  in  future  years. 
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In  the  proposal  of  a  year  ago,  the  south- 
west part  of  Waterloo  township  was  sug- 

gested for  inclusion  with  the  township  of 

North  Dumfries.  During  subsequent  deliber- 
ations, the  city  of  Kitchener  pointed  out 

that  this  whole  area  just  outside  their  bound- 
ary was  one  for  which  they  had  made  some 

long-term  servicing  commitments  and  also 
one  which  was  likely  to  face  very  heavy 
pressure  for  urban  development.  In  our  view, 
Kitchener  alone  would  have  the  economic 

and  administrative  base  to  handle  the  prob- 
lems which  are  likely  to  come  up  from 

development  pressure  in  this  area,  and  we 
have  therefore  amended  the  earlier  proposals 

to  reflect  that  view.  In  this  bill,  the  south- 
west boundary  of  Kitchener  has  been  drawn 

along  the  Waterloo-North  Dumfries  town- 
ship line. 

At  the  same  time,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
hope  that  the  city  of  Kitchener  will  make 
every  effort  to  work  with  the  residents  of 

the  Caryndale  subdivision— whose  briefs  to 
us  were  carefully  considered  in  this  decision 

—in  order  to  find  a  way  in  which  these  resi- 
dents can  enjoy  their  current  amenities  for 

as  long  as  possible.  I  understand  that  such 
discussions  are  under  way  and  at  present 
the  matter  looks  very  hopeful  of  a  suitable 
solution. 

There  was  also  some  discussion  among 
area  residents  as  to  the  village  of  Bridgeport, 
which  lies  on  the  eastern  border  of  both  the 

city  of  Kitchener  and  the  city  of  Waterloo. 
A  local  government  review  committee  made 
up  of  representatives  from  the  cities  and  the 
county  felt  that  Bridgeport  should  be  split, 
with  part  of  it  going  to  one  city  and  part  to 
the  other. 

We  could  not  agree  with  this.  Currently, 
Bridgeport  is  one  urban  area,  which  suffers 
similar  problems  across  the  whole  village. 
In  addition,  Bridgeport  is  all  within  the  same 
basic  drainage  area  and  sewerage  services  in 
the  village  have  to  be  put  together.  We  felt, 
therefore,  that  Bridgeport  as  a  unit  should 
stay  together. 

As  for  putting  Bridgeport  with  one  city  or 
the  other,  there  were  convicing  arguments  to 
be  made  for  both  possibilities.  On  balance, 
however,  we  felt  that  since  Kitchener  was 

the  larger  and  stronger  of  the  two  munici- 
palities, and  since  Kitchener  is  already  pro- 

viding some  services  to  Bridgeport,  it  should 
include  the  village.  We  are  informed,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  sewage  treatment  plant  in 
Kitchener  was  designed  and  built  with  extra 

capacity  for  the  purposes  of  servicing  Bridge- 
port.   It  was   a   very   difficult   decision,    Mr. 

Speaker,  but  in  the  bill  to  be  tabled,  Bridge- 
port would  be  amalgamated  with  Kitchener. 

The  levy  for  general  regional  purposes 
will  be  shared  among  the  area  municipalities 

on  the  basis  of  weighted  equalized  assess- 
ment. This  is  in  accordance  with  the  general 

trend  in  the  development  of  regional  legisla- 
tion. Commercial  assessment  is  weighted  to 

reflect  the  fact  that  it  is  taxed  at  a  higher 
rate  than  residential  and  farm  assessment.  In 

this  way  all  taxpayers  in  the  region  share 

equally  in  the  benefit  of  commercial  assess- 
ment for  the  purposes  of  meeting  regional 

expenditures. 
However,  for  some  services,  namely  sew- 

age and  water,  the  regional  council,  if  it  so 
decides,  may  recover  the  costs  from  those 
area  municipalities  who  benefit  from  the 
services,  subject  to  a  right  of  appeal  to  the 

Ontario  Municipal  Board.  There  will  be  spe- 
cial provision  for  the  cost  of  regional  library 

services  to  be  charged  on  the  area  munici- 
palities who  use  the  service.  The  cost  of 

local  library  services,  which  are  to  be  con- 
tinued, will  be  borne  by  the  appropriate 

area    municipality. 

Similarly,  the  council  of  an  area  munici- 
pality has  power  under  the  Municipal  Act 

to  designate  urban  service  areas.  Taxpayers 

outside  these  areas  will  be  totally  or  par- 
tially exempt  from  tax  levies  for  the  desig- 
nated services.  Existing  urban  service  areas 

will  continue  until  the  appropriate  area 

municipal  council  decides  otherwise. 

The  existing  unconditional  per  capita  grant 
will  be  replaced  by  per  capita  subsidies 
under  the  Regional  Municipal  Grants  Act. 

These  subsidies  recognize  the  increased  serv- 
ice demands  frequently  experienced  under 

regional  government,  and  accordingly  are  at  a 
substantially  higher  level.  The  effect  of  this 
is  to  transfer  an  additional  $1,380,000  to  the 
area  municipalities  in  the  region  in  1973. 

The  province  recognizes  that  there  are 
substantial  non-recurring  expenses  in  the 
first  years  of  regional  government.  To  help 
offset  the  financial  burden  the  province  will 
contribute  toward  the  initial  costs  of  the 

region.  It  will  bear  the  cost  of  the  first  elec- 
tion, the  salary  and  expenses  of  the  regional 

chairman  until  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year,  and 

the  salaries  of  regional  staff  from  their  ap- 
pointments until  Jan.  1,  1973.  In  addition,  it 

will  contribute  toward  the  cost  of  office  ex- 

pense  and  professional   services. 

In  order  to  protect  existing  taxpayers  from 
sudden  shifts  in  taxation  due  to  the  new 

cost-sharing  basis  for  some  services,  provi- 
sion will  be  made  for  a  system  of  transitional 
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adjustments.  These  adjustments  will  be  cal- 
culated annually  by  the  minister  for  the 

transitional  period  of  up  to  five  years.  Broad- 
ly, they  will  phase-in  shifts  in  tax  burden 

over  the  period. 

Legislation  also  protects  local  taxpayers 
who  have  contributed  to  any  surplus  existing 
at  the  end  of  1972.  Conversely,  the  taxpayers 
of  an  existing  local  municipality  that  has  a 
deficit  at  the  end  of  1972  will  be  required 
to  make  good  the  deficit.  Reserves  will  be 
treated  in  a  similar  manner. 

Generally  speaking,  assets  and  liabilities 
go  with  the  service  responsibility.  Where  the 
region  takes  over  a  service,  the  legislation 
provides  that  all  assets  become  regional,  and 
the  region  becomes  responsible  for  any  re- 

lated liabilities,  such  as  debt  charges  or 
contractual  obligations. 

Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  confident  that 
these  proposals  will  provide  a  more  effective 
municipal  government  under  which  the 
people  of  the  Waterloo  region  can  work  to- 

gether to  meet  their  municipal  needs  both 
now  and  in  the  future. 

COMMERCIAL  FISHING  ON 
LAKE  ERIE 

Hon.  L.  Bernier  (Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources): Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to  in- 

form the  Legislature  that  the  commercial 
fishery  on  Lake  Erie  will  now  be  permitted 
to  take  and  market  white  bass  that  are  not 

over  lO1/^  in.  in  length. 
Since  the  spring  of  1970,  the  white  bass 

fishery  in  Essex  and  Kent  counties  has  been 
closed  because  of  the  danger  of  unacceptable 
mercury  levels.  We  have  been  monitoring 
these  fish,  as  well  as  others  throughout  the 
province,  where  marginally  high  levels  of 
mercury  are  found,  with  the  objective  of 
reopening  fisheries  wherever  possible. 

Last  year  we  were  able  to  permit  bullhead 
or  catfish  fishing  on  the  Ottawa  River,  for 
example,  and  several  of  the  fisheries  on  our 
northern  lakes  are  now  able  to  market  their 
fish  without  lengthy  detention  while  testing 
is  carried  out. 

In  this  programme  of  reopening  fisheries 
formerly  closed  because  of  mercury,  we  are 
working  very  closely  with  the  inspection 
branch  of  the  Canada  Department  of  the 
Environment. 

The  reopening  of  this  fishery  will  allow 
better  fishing  opportunity  to  some  80  fisher- 

men in  Essex  and  Kent  counties,  as  well  as 

generally  improving  the  position  of  all  fish- 
ermen on  Lake  Erie.  It  can  benefit  the  econ- 

omy by  a  possible  $500,000  during  the  cur- 
rent fishing  season. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions. 

REGIONAL  MUNICIPALITY  OF 
WATERLOO 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  Treasurer,  further  to  his  state- 

ment, what  the  timetable  for  the  presentation 
of  the  bill  for  second  reading  will  be?  How 
has  he  undertaken  to  get  copies  of  the  bill 
to  the  communities  affected  so  that  they  will 
have  a  chance  to  respond? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  bill  is  not  yet 
printed.  It  should  be  printed  in  a  couple  of 
days. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  couple  of  days? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  if  not  sooner. 

I  just  don't  know  how  soon  it  will  be  print- 
ed—oh, I  am  told  it  will  be  two  days  before 

it  will  be  printed.  We  will  be  getting  some 
of  these  kinds  of  copies  up  to  the  munici- 

palities, and  I  don't  think  it  will  proceed  to 
second  reading  until  the  parliamentary  secre- 

tary is  ready.  But  it  probably  won't  be,  I 
would  think,  until  the  end  of  next  week. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  That 
gives  the  municipalities  much  time  to  discuss it. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Mr. 

Speaker,  a  supplementary  regarding  the  state- 
ment. I  would  like  to  ask  of  the  minister, 

could  he  explain  how  he  justifies  the  state- 
ment in  here— I  don't  understand  it— "All 

areas  within  the  region  will  benefit  from  the 

weighted  commercial  assessment."  Is  it  not 
true  that  they  will  benefit  from  increased 
levies,  but  certainly  not  on  the  tax  benefit 
from  the  commercial  assessment?  That  will 
not  be  equalized  across  the  region,  will  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  no,  but  those 

things  for  which  they  are  paying  on  a  reg- 
ional basis,  in  the  same  way  that  the  com- 

mercial assessment  for  school  purposes  is  in 
effect  spread  across  the  whole  school  area 
now.  So  anything  that  they  are  paying  for 
on  a  regional  basis,  a  sewage  disposal  plant, 
for  example— although  it  might  be  area  rated 
—but  the  police,  for  example,  the  commercial 
assessment  and  the  industrial  assessment  of 
the  whole  region  will  support  that. 



3562 ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 

COMMERCIAL  FISHING  ON  LAKES 
ST.  CLAIR  AND  ERIE 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  Minister  of  Natural  Re- 

sources for  clarification  on  his  statement  as 

well.  Are  we  to  gather,  from  the  monitoring 
of  the  mercury  levels  in  the  fish  at  the  west 
end  of  Lake  Erie,  that  these  levels  are  now 
going  down  and  that  this  can  be  attributed 
to  the  natural  restoration  of  the  purity  of  the 
water,  or  has  anything  been  done  to  remove 
the  polluting  mercury  in  the  river  system? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the 
member  is  aware  that  the  pollution  has  been 

stopped— at  least  the  mercury  content  that 
is  going  into  the  water  has  been  stopped. 
But  in  our  monitoring  process  we  are  find- 

ing that  the  smaller  species  do  not  have  an 

unacceptable  level  of  mercury  that  is  caus- 
ing the  problem,  that  it  is  only  prevalent  in 

those  species  above  10V2  in.  We  feel  if  we 
release  that  species  below  IOV2  in.,  then  it 
can  proceed  to  the  market  very,  very  quickly 
without  lengthy  detention  for  inspection. 

As  I  said  in  my  statement,  we  are  working 
very,  very  closely  with  the  Ministry  of  the 
Environment  on  this  matter,  and  I  am  sure 

the  member  for  Kent  will  agree  that  this 
news  will  be  well  received  in  that  area. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Has 
the  minister  abandoned  any  programme  or 
plan  on  the  part  of  the  government  to  clean 

up  the  mercury  sediments  in  the  river  sys- 
tems leading  into  Lake  Erie?  Or  does  he  feel 

the  purity  will  be  naturally  restored? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 

this  particular  question  should  be  more  ap- 
propriately directed  to  my  colleague,  the 

Minister  of  the  Environment. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Rainy 
River. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  I  believe  the 
minister  mentioned  northern  Ontario.  Can 

he  indicate  what  the  situation  there  is,  what 
lakes  are  affected,  and  whether  the  sports 

fishery  on  these  lakes  will  now  be  open  'for 
species  under  a  certain  size? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are 
no  lakes  in  northern  Ontario  that  are  closed 

to  sports  fishing.  Every  lake  in  Ontario  is 
open  to  sports  fishing.  There  are  certain  areas 
in  northern  Ontario,  northwestern  Ontario 

particularly,  known  as  the  English  River 
system  and  the  Winnipeg  River  system  that 
are  closed  to  commercial  fishing.  These  areas 

are   still  closed  and  our  monitoring  is  con- tinuing. 

On  one  lake— I  believe  Lac  Seul  which  is 

in  the  Kenora  area,  or  the  Kenora  riding— a 
ban  has  been  lifted  on  an  experimental  basis 

to  a  certain  proportion;  I  believe  it  is  some- 
thing like  20,000  lb  of  yellow  pickerel  will 

be  allowed  to  be  taken  this  year  under  a 
certain  size  limit.  These  are  the  indications 

and  these  are  the  results  of  our  monitoring 
for  mercury  throughout  all  of  the  lakes  in 
northern  Ontario. 

Mr.  Reid:  One  further  supplementary,  if  I 

may,  Mr.  Speaker:  Will  the  minister's  depart- ment advertise  that  fish  under  a  certain  size 

—which  I  gather  is  the  result  of  your  study- 
may  be  eaten  without  any  hazard  to  health? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  We  have  that  informa- 
tion already  available  now,  Mr.  Speaker,  in 

our  booklets  that  we  send  out  to  the  public. 
That  information  is  contained  in  those  book- 
lets. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Essex 
South. 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  Yes,  a 

supplementary:  Is  the  minister  doing  any  re- 
search as  to  the  content  of  these  fish  and 

other  species  in  case  they  contain  any 
selenium,  which  offsets  the  mercury  factor  as 
it  affects  humans? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can 
say  that  we  are  working  very  closely  with 
the  Ministry  of  the  Environment  in  our 
monitoring  and  research  processes  going  out 
to  all  these  lakes.  We  are  looking  at  all 
aspects  of  mercury  contamination  as  it  affects 
fish  and,  of  course,  the  result  as  it  affects 
humans. 

Mr.  Paterson:  One  last  supplementary:  Has 
the  acceptance  of  this  new  programme  in 
relation  to  white  bass  been  acceptable  to  the 
large  export  market  to  which  this  fish  goes? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  this 

has  been  cleared  through  the  federal  authori- 
ties and  also  is  acceptable  to  the  United 

States  authorities,  where  the  largest  portion 
of  white  bass  is  sold. 

FEDERAL  URBAN  RENEWAL  POLICIES 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'd  like  to 
ask  the  Premier  if  he  has  had  an  opportunity 
to  assess  the  responsibilities  that  might  be 

taken  up  by  the  province  in  co-operation 
with  the  government  of  Canada  following  the 
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statement  of  the  urban  renewal  policies  in 
Parliament  and  the  introduction  of  certain 

legislation  yesterday. 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  government  of  the  province  has  been 
assessing  this.  There  was  some  indication 
from  the  federal  government  as  to  the 
directions  that  the  legislation  and  the  pro- 

posed policy  were  going  to  take.  We  are  in 
the  process  of  assessing  these  now  to  see  how 
they  can  be  utilized.  I  think  the  Treasurer 
made  the  observation,  really,  that  there  were 
some  points  of  view  which  we  would  have 
liked  to  have  expressed— in  fact,  did  in  an  in- 

formal way— and  which  we  thought  might 

have  been  part  of  the  federal  government's 
approach  to  it.  Nonetheless  their  policy  has 
been  enunciated.  We  will  be  assessing  it,  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  see  how  it  can  fit  in  with  our 
policies  here  within  this  province. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Since 
some  of  the  federal  programmes— at  least  one 
that  I  can  think  of— will  provide  funds,  in 
conjunction  with  the  provinces  which  care 
to  participate,  for  the  rebuilding  or  the  re- 

furbishing of  older  housing  stocks  and  would 
require  a  specific  decision  on  the  part  of  the 
government,  is  it  possible  that  this  decision 
might  be  taken  some  time  before  the  end  of 
this  month  or  before  the  time  when  the 

Legislature  rises,  so  that  any  funds  necessary 
might  at  least  be  made  available? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wouldn't 
want  to  give  that  undertaking  to  the  Leader 
of  the  Opposition.  It  is  a  very  complex 
matter.  We  have  to  be  very  sure  that  what- 

ever federal  proposals  are  adopted  here  don't 
put  us  in  the  position  where,  on  an  ongoing 
basis,  we  are  committed  to  certain  pro- 

grammes or  policies  when  we  haven't  assessed the  full  economic  impact  over  a  period  of 
years.  This  has  happened  with  other  pro- 

grammes from  time  to  time  and  we  want  to 
be  very  sure. 

To  say  that  we  could  have  this  study  com- 
pleted by  the  end  of  June  and  discussed  here, 

if  there  were  the  need  for  further  appropria- 

tions—quite frankly,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can't make  that  commitment  to  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 

LEGISLATION   ON   PYRAMID 
SELLING 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and  Commercial 
Relations:    Has  the  legislation  passed  a  few 

days  ago  concerning  pyramid  selling  and  the 
related  Act  been  proclaimed  in  order  that  the 
control  measures  made  available  to  the  min- 

ister can  be  put  into  effect? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  ( Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations ) :  I  am  pleased  to 
inform  the  hon.  member  that  it  will  be  pro- 

claimed tomorrow. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Has  the  hon.  Leader  of  the 

Opposition  further  questions? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Not  at  this  time,  Mr. 

Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

REMOVAL  OF  SAND  FROM  DUNES 
IN  PRINCE  EDWARD  COUNTY 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Attorney  General:  Can  the  Attorney  General 
tell  me  Whether  he  has  replied  to  the  request 
from  the  Environmental  Law  Association  of 
Ontario  to  prosecute  Lake  Ontario  Cement 
Co.  Ltd.,  a  request  made  to  him  under  sec- 

tion 10  of  the  Beach  Protection  Act? 

Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  (Attorney  General):  Mr. 
Speaker,  notice  was  given  to  the  province, 
not  under  the  Beach  Protection  Act  but  under 
the  Proceedings  Against  the  Crown  Act, 
which  is  in  essence  a  claim  of  breach  of 
trust  on  the  part  of  the  province  or  the 

Crown.  Under  that  60  days'  notice  must  be 
given  prior  to  the  issuing  of  the  writ.  That 
was  given  and  I  believe  received  on  May  7 
or  thereabouts.  Under  the  Beach  Protection 
Act  they  require  consent  of  the  Attorney 
General  to  sue,  but  in  this  case  they  are  suing 
the  Crown,  or  at  least  giving  notice  that  they 
intend  to  sue  the  Crown. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Is  it  not  true,  and  did  the 
minister  not  confirm  it  to  my  colleague,  the 
hon.  member  for  Sandwich-Riverside  (Mr. 
Burr),  that  as  far  back  as  June  2,  in  fact,  the 
Environmental  Law  Association  also  indicated 
its  wish  to  sue  Lake  Ontario  Cement  under 
the  Beach  Protection  Act  and  specifically 
asked  the  Attorney  General  to  give  his  con- 

sent in  writing,  and  that  that  request  has 
been  with  him  for  two  weeks  and  is  as  yet 
unresponded  to? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  had  heard 
that  there  was  a  letter  in  the  department.  I 
had  not  read  it  at  that  point.  It  is  from  the 
same    person,    Larry    Green.    In   essence   the 
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notice  of  claim  under  the  Proceedings  Against 
the  Crown  Act  is  on  behalf  of  Larry  Green. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary: 
Does  the  minister  not  know,  or  has  he  not 
recognized,  that  the  Environmental  Law 

Association  wishes  to  pursue  two  courses- 
one  against  the  Crown  for  breach  of  trust, 
the  other  against  the  company  for  violation 
of  the  Beach  Protection  Act  for  which  it  re- 

quires the  consent  of  the  Attorney  General, 
which  consent  has  not  been  forthcoming? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  recognize  that,  but  since 
we  have  received  notice  under  the  Proceed- 

ings Against  the  Crown  Act,  that  will  take 
prior  consideration. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  final  supplementary:  Is  it 
your  intention  to  grant  the  consent  that  has 
been  formally  requested  from  you  as  required 
by  the  legislation?  If  so,  when?  If  not,  why 
not? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  think  I  made  it  clear  a 

moment  ago  that  since  notice  had  been  re- 
ceived of  intention  to  proceed  against  the 

Crown  under  the  Proceedings  Against  the 
Crown  Act,  and  as  that  has  a  little  time  to 
run  until  they  decide  whether  to  issue  a  writ 

against  the  Crown,  I  will  see,  if  that  is  pro- 
ceeded with,  and  if  not,  will  proceed  with 

the  other  matter. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question,  Mr.  Speaker,  of 
the  Minister  of  Natural  Resources:  Since  he 

considers  this  entire  matter  now  sub  judice, 
to  use  his  words,  does  that  mean  that  he  will 
not  be  able  to  table  in  the  Legislature  the 
report  of  Dr.  Tovell  on  the  alternative  sites 

to  the  Sand  banks,  since  that  deals  with  pre- 
cisely the  same  subject  matter? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
think  it  may  be  a  little  premature  to  make  a 
decision  along  those  lines.  I  do  not  know 

what  Dr.  Tovell  will  put  in  his  report.  I'm 
sure  the  hon.  member  would  agree  that  I 
should  have  or  the  government  should  have 

the  opportunity  of  reviewing  what's  in  the 
report,  prior  to  making  any  decision  whether 
that  report  should  be  tabled  or  not. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  does 
the  minister  mean  that  he  has  not  yet  made 
a  decision  about  whether  that  report  will  be 
made  public? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  No.  I  think  that  there 

may  be  portions  of  it  we  want  to  review  in 
detail.  I  will  make  that  decision  when  the 

report  is  in  our  hands. 

WHOLESALE  GASOLINE  PRICES 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question  of  the  Premier,  Mr. 

Speaker:  In  view  of  the  story  in  today's Toronto  Star  and  the  continuing  anxiety  on 
the  part  of  retail  gasoline  operators  about  the 
situation  with  the  oil  companies,  is  the 
Premier  now  in  a  position  to  indicate  when 
legislation  is  likely  to  be  forthcoming? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  guess  it 
should  be  made  very  clear  at  the  outset  that 
when  I  was  asked  about  this  by  one  of  the 

hon.  members  opposite  last  Thursday  or  Fri- 
day, I  believe,  I  indicated  then  that  this 

matter  was  under  consideration  by  the  gov- 

ernment, but  I  don't  believe  I  indicated  that 
there  would  nercessarily.be  legislation  forth- 

coming. That  position  is  still  maintained;  we 
are  in  the  process  of  reviewing  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  would  the  Pre- 
mier consider  referring  the  various  oil  com- 

panies to  a  committee  of  the  Legislature  for 
a  public  examination  of  their  franchising 
practices  and,  indeed,  their  pricing  practices 
across  the  province— both  matters? 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Good 
idea. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  really 

haven't  given  this  consideration  and  I  will 
not  be  giving  this  consideration,  until  we 
assess,  as  I  say,  the  requests  that  are  before 
us,  at  which  time  I  might  be  in  a  position 
to  give  the  leader  of  the  New  Democratic 
Party  a  more  precise  answer. 

DISMISSAL  OF  DIRECTOR  OF  ROM 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question,  Mr.  Speaker,  of 
the  Minister  of  Colleges  and  Universities, 

since  I'm  having  such  success  today:  When 
will  he  be  able  to  provide  for  the  Legisla- 

ture the  report  he  has  requested  on  the  firing 
of  Dr.  Peter  Swann? 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Minister  of  Colleges  and 
Universities):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  had  a 
number  of  meetings  during  the  past  week  or 
so  with  various  groups  connected  with  the 

museum.  We're  having  another  meeting  this 
afternoon  with  the  "Save  the  Museum"  group 
that  was  formed  last  week.  This  is  an  ongoing 
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consideration  with  numerous  discussions.  I 
expect  that  sometime  by  the  end  of  this 
week  or  early  next  week,  I  would  have 
something  further  to  say  to  the  House. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, by  way  of  supplementary  on  that,  is  the 

minister  not  yet  prepared  to  let  some  kind 
of  legislative  committee  inquire  into  this  and 
get  both  sides  of  the  story  and  so  calm  down 
the  very  substantial  public  disquiet  that  has 
arisen  over  this  incident? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Any  move  or  decision  in 
that  regard,  Mr.  Speaker,  as  far  as  any  type 
of  hearing  or  inquiry  is  concerned,  I  think 
should  await  the  deliberations  and  discus- 

sions that  are  going  on  this  week. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  fur- 
ther supplementary.  How  is  the  public,  or 

how  are  the  members  of  the  Legislature, 
going  to  have  any  real  appreciation  of  what 
has,  in  fact,  happened  when  no  information 
has  been  forthcoming  to  the  public  and  the 
only  information  that  seems  to  be  being 
communicated  is  private  information  to  the 
minister? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  has 
been  some  information  certainly  given  to  the 
public.  There  has  been  information  given 
in  this  House.  The  chairman  of  Royal  On- 

tario Museum  held  a  press  conference  the 
day  that  Dr.  Swann  was  dismissed. 

Mr.  Singer:  He  didn't  say  anything— 

Mr.   R.  F.  Nixon:   That  was   the  day  the 
chairman  left  for  a  trip  abroad. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  There  was  a  number  of 
reasons  given  for  the  action  that  was  taken 
by  the  board.  I  think  that  it  is  incumbent 

now,  of  course,  upon  the  government  to  dis- 
cuss all  these  ramifications  with  those  who 

were  involved.  That  includes  the  museum 
staff,  as  well  as  members  of  the  board,  and 
also  any  solicitors  who  may  be  involved  here 
in  resolving  this  matter.  Until  that  is  done, 

I  would  think  there  really  can't  be  a  final 
word   given   in   this   House. 

ONTARIO   PLACE   FESTIVAL 

Mr.  Lewis:  Question,  Mr.  Speaker,  of  the 
Minister  of  Industry  and  Tourism:  What  is 
the  dollar  value  being  afforded  Imperial 
Tobacco  Co.  for  the  use,  gratis,  of  Ontario 
Place  technical  equipment  and  other  staging 

devices    in    the    promotion    of    the    current 
spectaculor? 

Hon.  J.  White  (Minister  of  Industry  and 
Tourism):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  have  to  get 
that  figure  for  the  hon.  member,  but  I  think 
one  would  have  to  say  the  headline  given  to 
the  article  in  the  Toronto  Star  today,  is  some- 

what misleading.  The  reason,  no  doubt,  that 
the  managers  of  Ontario  Place  have  booked 
this  attraction  into  Ontario  Place  is  to  in- 

crease the  attendance  in  the  expectation  that 
incremental  revenues  will  be  greater  than 
incremental   expenses. 

It's  incorrect  in  other  respects,  if  I'm  not 
mistaken,  because  I  seem  to  remember  being 
told  several  weeks  ago  that  the  Tommy 
Hunter  Show,  which  was  no  doubt  sponsor- 

ed, was  broadcast  from  Ontario  Place.  I  will 
be  glad  to  get  the  estimates  of  incremental 
revenues   and  incremental  expenses. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Maybe  even  incremental  at- 
tendance. The  minister  might  provide  that 

as  well.  May  I  ask  one  further  question?  The 
article  was  not  misleading  in  its  suggestion 
that  the  Ontario  Place  Corp.  was,  in  effect, 
providing  a  subsidy  to  Imperial  Tobacco  for 
a  series  of  public  performances;  services 
would  be  provided  free  of  charge  to  the 
company? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  can  only  say  once 
again,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  incremental 
revenue  is  greater  than  the  incremental  ex- 

pense. Ontario  Place  is  not  subsidizing  Im- 
perial Tobacco,  but  rather,  Imperial  Tobacco 

is  subsidizing  Ontario  Place. 

Mr.  Singer:  Perhaps  you  should  subsidize 
those  who  attend. 

Mr.  P.  J.  Yakabuski  (Renfrew  South):  Don't distort  the  picture! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Does  the  minister  think  that 
the  figures  that  his  experts  will  give  him 
about  subsidy  and  revenue  are  likely  to  be 
as  reliable  as  the  figures  they  have  given 
him  about  attendance? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
never  been  given  an  incorrect  estimate  of 

attendance.  The  only  figure  I've  used  is  an 
anticipated  total  attendance  this  year  of  two 
million.  One  would  hope  that  this  figure  be 
reached,  although,  quite  frankly,  that  is  not 
the  first  of  my  priorities  so  far  as  that  public 
facility  is  concerned. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  West  have  further  questions? 
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REMOVAL  OF  SAND  FROM  DUNES 
IN  PRINCE  EDWARD  COUNTY 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  just  one  last  question 

that's  nagging  at  me,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  I 
want  to  ask  of  the  Attorney  General.  How 
does  the  Attorney  General  pick  and  choose 
between  allowing  certain  actions  to  proceed 
when  consent  is  requested  by  a  group  like 
the  Environmental  Law  Association?  This 
picking  and  choosing  inevitably  develops  the 
sense  that  he  is  acting  as  a  protector  for 
the  Lake  Ontario  Cement  Co.  Ltd.  and  its 
extraction  of  sand  from  the  dunes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
picking  and  choosing  in  any  way. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  is  not  answering. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:   Under  the  provisions  of 
the  Act- 

Mr.   Lewis:    Requires    a   consent. 

Hon.    Mr.  Bales:    —notice    is    given    and 
then  it  is  in  the  hands  of  those  who  wish 
to    start    an  action,    as    to    whether    they 

proceed— 
Mr.  Lewis:  But  they  asked  consent  of 

the  minister  to  prosecute. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  may 
proceed— they  gave  notice  of  intention  to 
proceed  against  the  Crown  and  then  they 
have  60  days  in  which  to  proceed  with  the 
action. 

Mr.  Lewis:   Under  one  Act? 

Hon.   Mr.  Bales:  That's   correct! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Now  I'm  talking  about  the other  one. 

Hon.    Mr.    Bales:    Well,    that's    all    right. 
Under  that  Act- 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  do  you  mean,  "that  is  all 

right"? 
Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  They  start  the  action  by 

giving  notice;  and  that  action  was  started 
first  and  it  should  be  proceeded  with  accord- 

ingly, if  they  wish  to  do  so. 

Mr.  J.  H.  Jessiman  (Fort  William):  The 
member  for  Scarborough  West  has  lost  again. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  the  Minister  of 
the  Environment  has  the  answer  to  a  ques- 

tion asked  previously. 

.HIRING  HYDRO  ECONOMISTS 

Hon.  J.  A.  C.  Auld  (Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment): Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday  the  hon. 

member  for  Scarborough  West  asked  a 

couple  of  questions.  The  first  one  was:  "Why did  Ontario  Hydro  advertise  for  economists 

in  the  United  Kingdom?"  Well,  since  the 
ad  apparently  didn't  carry  a  date,  the  hon. 
member  for  Scarborough  West  may  not  rea- 

lize it,  but  the  last  ads  placed  in  the  United 
Kingdom  papers  date  back  to  Sept.  1,  1970, 
in  the  Daily  Telegraph,  and  Sept.  6,  1970, 
in  the  Sunday  Times. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  it  wasn't  at  all! 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  The  content  of  the  Sep- 
tember, 1970,  ad  was  as  the  hon.  member 

quoted  it.  Ontario  Hydro's  procedure  for 
manpower  recruitment  is:  First,  internal  ad- 

vertising within  Hydro;  second,  Canada- wide 
advertising;  third,  contact  with  provincial 
people  in  the  provincial  government  as  to 
further  leads  to  suitable  applicants  and 
finally,  if  unsuccessful,  advertising  in  the 
United  Kingdom. 

Regarding  the  second  question,  in  essence 
the  hon.  member  asked  why  Ontario  Hydro 
is  buying  hydro  from  Manitoba  and  if  we 
have  been  buying  hydro  from  other  provinces. 

Ontario  Hydro  takes  advantage  of  eco- 
nomic opportunities  that  arise  when  surplus 

power  on  neighbouring  systems  is  cheaper 

than  Hydro's  own  production  costs  at  the 
time.  The  arrangement  with  Manitoba  will 
represent  a  saving  compared  with  the  poten- 

tial cost  of  constructing  additional  Ontario 
Hydro  resources  at  this  time.  Also,  it  allows 
Ontario  Hydro  to  reduce  the  amount  of 
American  coal  it  burns,  which  in  turn  has  a 

favourable  effect  on  the  country's  balance  of 
trade  as  well  as  lessening  its  air  pollution. 

The  power  purchased  from  Manitoba  is 
made  available  through  the  development  of 
a  large  hydraulic  source  in  that  province 
and  this  is  advantageous  in  general,  because 
it  saves  non-renewable  fossil  fuel  resources 
such  as  coal  and  oil. 

The  schedule  of  the  Manitoba  purchase 

agreement  is  as  follows: 

April  1,  1972,  to  March  31,  1973-50,000 
kw  firm  power; 

April  1,  1973,  to  March  31,  1974-100,000 

kw; 

April  1,  1974,  to  March  31,  1977-200,000 
kw;  and 

April  1,  1977,  to  March  31,  1978-100,000 kw. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for 
Muskoka. 

Mr.  F.  S.  Miller  (Muskoka):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Natural 
Resources. 

Does  the  minister  agree  with  some  com- 
ments of  sports  fishermen  and  sports  writers 

that  the  pickerel  population  is  being  severely 
depleted  by  premature  opening  of  the  season 
before  spawning,  by  excessive  winter  fishing, 
by  lack  of  size  limits  and  by  excessive 
poaching? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
some  of  those  points  are  very  well  taken. 
I  think  the  season  did  open  a  little  pre- 

maturely this  particular  year  and  did  con- 
flict with  the  spawning  season.  But  I  must 

point  out  that  the  seasons  are  set  several 
months  in  advance,  so  it  is  very  difficult  to 
know  exactly  when  the  spawning  will  take 
place. 
We  attempt  in  our  studies  and  in  our 

fish  management  to  project  this  as  closely  as 
we  can,  because  we  do  realize  the  fishermen 
want  to  get  out  there  as  soon  as  the  waters 
are  open. 

With  regard  to  poaching  and  winter  fish- 
ing, certainly  this  is  causing  the  department 

some  concern.  We  are  watching  it  very 
closely  and  it  may  well  mean  that  we  will 
have  to  adjust  some  of  our  thinking  because 
of  the  new  pressure  of  winter  fishing. 

With  regard  to  the  size  and  length  limits 
on  pickerel,  I  am  sure  that  many  members 
have  received  correspondence  from  a  Mr. 
Leslie,  who  has  been  quite  hopeful  and  in- 

strumental in  bringing  this  matter  to  our 
attention.  We  have  had  Mr.  Leslie  in  and 
discussed  with  him  a  number  of  aspects  as 
they  relate  to  walleye  or  pickerel.  I  would 
point  out  to  the  members  that  our  studies 
show  that  30  to  40  per  cent  of  any  age 
species  die  a  natural  death,  so  the  question 
then  comes  why  should  one  age  species  or 
one  length  be  protected? 

Our  studies  also  indicate  that  those  fish 

that  are  caught  and  returned  to  the  waters 
have  a  very  high  mortality  rate.  Also, 
humans  touching  fish  that  are  caught  creates 
a  fungus  on  this  particular  species  and  they 
die  very  quickly.  This  is  very  obvious  at 
the  Canadian  National  Exhibition  display, 
where  we  have  to  change  the  walleyes  or 
the  pickerel  on  a  regular  basis  because  they 
have  been  handled  by  man  and  they  develop 
a  fungus. 

I  might  also  add  that  the  female  species 
of   pickerel   is   much   larger   than   the   male 

species  and  should  there  be  a  size  limit  on 
them,  it  is  quite  obvious  that  more  females 
would  be  taken  than  males. 

I  would  point  out  to  the  member  that  our 
department,  of  course,  is  most  anxious  to 
maintain  the  best  fish  management  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  because  we  realize  that 

walleye  are  species  that  are  really  wanted 
by   the   sports   fishermen   of   Ontario. 
We  have  a  three-year  study  going  on  in 

Lake  Nipissing  at  the  present  time,  and  we 
are  doing  other  work  in  the  Kawarthas;  it 
may  quite  well  be  that  the  results  of  these 
studies  may  alter  some  of  our  thinking.  But 
I  want  to  assure  the  member  that  our  studies 

are  ongoing  ones  and  we  are  not  that  firm 
and  fixed  with  our  thinking  at  all  times. 

Mr.  Speaker:  If  I  may  be  permitted  a 
moment  to  inform  the  House  that  we  are 

favoured  today  with  the  Hon.  Clive  Tannis, 
Minister  of  Home  Affairs  and  Tourism  from 

St.  Vincent,  who  just  joined  us  for  a  short 
while. 

The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  East. 

PROPOSED  ACTIVITIES  OF 
IDENTIFICATION  FIRM 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minis- 

ter of  Consumer  and  Commercial  Relations. 
I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister  if  he  is 

aware  of  the  activities  of  a  company  called 
Identiseal,  which  is  now  presently  operating 
out  west  and  intends  to  start  operations  in 
this  province,  and  what  steps  he  is  taking 
to  control  or  curtail  its  activities.  Apparently 
this  company,  along  with  a  chain  of  food 
stores,  requires  that  a  thumbprint  be  taken 
before  the  stores  will  cash  a  cheque.  I 
wonder  if  the  minister  might  inform  the  hon. 
members  about  this  situation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  of 
the  opinion  that  the  question  would  be  more 
properly  put  to   the  Attorney  General. 

Mr.  Roy:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  would  think  that  is  in  the  area  of  Con- 

sumer and  Commercial  Relations,  but  may 
I  address  the  question  then  to  the  Attorney 
General?  Although  I  really  feel  that  it  was 
properly  addressed  in  the  first  place. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Well,  there's  no  point  of 
order.  The  hon.  minister  may  reply  or  not 
as  he  sees  fit,  although  the  hon.  member  may 
redirect  his  question  to  the  hon.  Attorney 
General. 
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Mr.  Roy:  May  I  redirect  that  question 
then,  Mr.  Speaker? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Right.  Perhaps  the  member 
should  repeat  the  question. 

Mr.  Roy:  Very  well;  my  question  is  of  the 
Attorney  General.  I  would  like  to  ask  him  if 
he  is  aware  of  the  activities  of  a  company 
called  Identiseal  which,  in  co-operation  with 
the  chain  food  stores  out  west,  is  requiring 
thumbprints  be  taken  of  consumers  who  cash 
cheques  in  these  stores,  and  what  steps  he 
is  taking  to  control  the  activities  of  this  com- 

pany, which  is  apparently  going  to  start 
operating  in  the  province. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
aware  of  the  case  the  hon.  member  mentions; 

I'll  ascertain  the  facts. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Thun- 
der Bay. 

DECENTRALIZATION  OF 
LICENSING  AUTHORITY 

Mr.  Stokes:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  Could 
I  dinct  a  question  to  the  Premier? 

Will  the  Premier  take  under  advisement 

the  possibility  of  giving  licence-issuing 
authority  to  civil  servants  in  Thunder  Bay 
for  fishing  and  hunting  licences,  special  occa- 

sions permits  and  such  like,  which  now  iias 
to  be  obtained  from  Toronto,  as  opposed  to 
authorization  from  somebody  in  the  region 
who  knows  what  the  circumstances  are  and 
is  in  a  better  position  to  ascertain  whether 
or  not  these  licences  should  be  issued. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  certainly  I 
would  be  quite  prepared  to  take  a  look  at  it. 
I  would  point  out  that  it  has  been  the 
objective  of  this  government  to  decentralize 
as  many  of  the  administrative  responsibilities 
as  we  can  to  give  greater  efficiency  within 
the  local  areas  where  the  activities  are  going 
on.  At  the  same  time,  there  may  be  some 
situations  where  the  licences  or  permits  may 
of  necessity  be  issued  here  in  Toronto,  but 
certainly  I  would  be  quite  prepared  to  take  a 
look  at  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  St. 
David. 

Mrs.  M.  Scrivener  (St.  David):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  a  question  of  the  Provincial  Secretary 
for  Social  Development  In  the  absence  of 
the  Minister  of  Health,  can  the  Provincial 
Secretary  inform  the  House- 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  minister  is  not 

present. Mrs.  Scrivener:  I  beg  your  pardon,  Mr. 

Speaker? 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mrs.  Scrivener:  I  presume,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  since  the  Ministry  of  Health  is  within 
the  field  of  Social  Development,  possibly  the 
provincial  secretary  might  be  able  to  answer 
this  question. 

Mr.    R.    F.    Ruston    (Essex-Kent):    He   just 

Mr.  Roy:  He  sticks  around  for  the  mem- 
ber's questions. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  I  I  think  the  hon.  mem- 
ber might  direct  the  question  to  the  provin- 
cial secretary  for  that  group  of  departments; 

if  he  sees  fit  to  answer,  he  may  do  so. 

LOCKWOOD  CLINIC 

Mrs.  Scrivener:  My  question  is  can  the 
Provincial  Secretary  for  Social  Development 
inform  the  House  whether  the  Ministry  of 
Health  might  reconsider  its  decision  and  per- 

mit Lockwood  Clinic  to  continue  to  offer  its 
services  to  patients  in  the  heart  of  the  city? 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  No. 

Mr.  Roy:  That's  not  a  question. 

Hon.  R.  Welch  (Provincial  Scretary  for 
Social  Development):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
be  very  happy  to  get  that  information  from 
the  Minister  of  Health. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Rainy 
River. 

DEPLOYMENT  OF  AIRCRAFT  FOR 
FIREFIGHTING  OPERATIONS 

Mr.  Reid:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 

a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Natural  Re- sources. 

In  view  of  the  high  fire  hazard  in  northern 
Ontario,  particularly  in  Quetico  Park,  and  the 

fact  that  the  minister's  department  took  away 
the  aircraft  that  serviced  the  park  because  of 
economy  reasons,  will  the  minister  reconsider 
that  decision  and  place  an  aircraft  for  fire- 
fighting  services  at  the  base  at  Nym  Lake  to 
serve  Quetico  Lake  and  that  area? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  must 
point  out  to  the  member  for  Rainy  River  that 
the  fire  hazard  in  northwestern  Ontario  and 

northeastern  Ontario  and  indeed  right  across 
the  province  is  very  low  today.  We  only 
have  19  fires  burning  and  these  are  the  tail- 
end  fires. 

Mr.  Stokes:  What  about  the  aircraft  in 
Quetico  Park? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  These  are  tail-end  fires 
of  fires  which  were  started  some  time  ago. 

Certainly  I  share  the  member's  concern  and 
his  desire  to  protect  the  forests  of  the  Prov- 

ince of  Ontario.  The  operations  that  were 
formerly  at  Nym  Lake  have  been  directed  to 
other  areas  in  northwestern  Ontario.  We  do 

believe  that  we  can  cover  this  particular  area 
with  ease  and  efficiency  from  areas  at  Dryden 
and  Thunder  Bay  and  Fort  Frances.  If  there 

are  indications  that  we  can't,  certainly  I'd 
be  glad  to  reconsider. 

Mr.  Reid:  A  supplementary,  if  I  may,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  think  he  should  check  with  his 
officials.  Does  the  minister  not  think  it  a  little 
strange  that  his  department  is  preaching 
economy,  particularly  in  the  use  of  aircraft 
for  such  things  as  fire  protection  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  while  the  Premier,  if  I 
may  put  it  this  way,  is  going  around  kicking 
the  tires  on  million  dollar  jets? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  That  is  a  little  ridiculous. 

Mr.  Reid:  Where  are  your  priorities? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  question  as  phrased— 

An  hon.  member:  That  woke  you  fellows 
up,  eh? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  Reid:  Where  are  your  priorities? 

An  hon.  member:  That  woke  you  up. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  question  as  phrased,  of 
course,  is  not  a  proper  question  for  the  oral 
question  period.  The  hon.  member  for 
S  and  wich-  Riverside . 

SILICOSIS  COMPENSATION 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Natural 
Resources.  Has  the  minister  been  able  to  find 

out  yet,  as  he  undertook  to  do  in  the  esti- 

mates, whether  a  reciprocal  arangement  with 
other  provinces  has  been  completed  regarding 
compensation  for  silicosis? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 

don't  have  the  information  at  the  present  time 
but  I  will  get  it  for  the  member  as  quickly 
as  I  can. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Minister  of  Trans- 
portation and  Communications  has  answers 

to  previous  questions. 

MINISTRY'S  ACTIVITIES 
ON  PRIVATE  PROPERTY 

Hon.  G.  R.  Carton  (Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 

have  the  answers  to  two  questions  that  were 
directed  to  me  by  the  member  for  High  Park. 
The  first  concerns  one  Hodgins  and  some 
damage  that  was  done  by  a  survey  party.  I 
thank  the  hon.  member  for  bringing  this  to 
my  attention  because  he  had  not  contacted 
my  ministry. 

I  would  advise  the  hon.  member  that  in 
this  particular  case,  although  it  is  our  practice 
to  notify  the  owners,  the  residence  had  been 
burned;  it  was  a  burned  out  residence.  There 
was  no-one  around  and,  regrettably,  yes,  the 

survey  party  did  go  in.  Since  then,  I've  con- tacted the  individual  concerned  and  I  would 
like  to  inform  the  member  that  successful 
negotiations  have  been  completed. 

SUSPENSION  OF  DRIVER'S  LICENCE 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  The  other  question  relates 
to  one  Gary  Key  and  this  concerns  a  licence 
suspension.  There  was  an  accident  in  1964 
at  which  time  the  driver  named  Gary  Key 
hit  a  car  on  the  side  of  the  road,  causing 
injury  to  an  individual  which  resulted  in 
head  damage,  ear  damage  and  loss  of 
memory.  In  1965,  a  writ  was  issued  and  the 

plaintiff's  solicitor  tried  to  contact  Gary  Key 
for  service.  He  was  unable  to;  therefore,  as 
is  his  right  under  the  Motor  Vehicle  Claims 
Act,  he  served  the  registrar  and  it  was  then 
the  duty  of  the  registrar  to  serve  the  indivi- 

dual concerned  at  the  last  given  address  in 

the  registrar's  file.  This  was  done. 
There  was  no  defence  filed  and  therefore 

the  claims  fund  entered  the  picture  and  at  that 
time  they  turned  it  over  to  an  insurance 
adjuster.  At  that  time  the  insurance  adjuster 
tried  to  contact  one  Gary  Key  in  Montreal 
and  in  Toronto  unsuccessfully. 
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In  1970  his  name  again  appeared  on  the 
driver  s  records  and  the  notice  of  suspension 
was  sent  through.  In  November,  1970,  Gary 
Key  attended  at  the  office  of  the  registrar  in 
Toronto  and  was  given  all  the  facts. 

In  May  of  1971,  some  six  months  later,  he 
attended  with  his  solicitor  and  his  counsel. 

They  were  also  given  all  die  facts  and,  in 
their  wisdom,  decided  not  to  pursue  the 
matter. 

I  would  point  out  that  there  should  be  no 
doubt  as  to  whether  or  not  this  is,  in  fact,  the 
same  Gary  Key.  May  I  inform  the  hon.  mem- 

ber that  Gary  Key  phoned  my  office  yester- 
day and  gave  me  a  file  number,  which  I 

thought  would  mean  that  he  wanted  me  to 
check  and  make  sure  it  was  he.  I  checked 

that  file  number— had  it  checked— and  it  is 
the  same  individual.  Now,  if  he  still  insists 
that  it  is  not,  the  matter  is  quite  easily 
concluded  by  his  coming  to  the  office  of  the 
registrar  and  swearing  an  affidavit  to  the 
effect  that  he  is  not  one  and  the  same  Mr. 

Gary  Key  whose  licence  has  been  suspended. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Leaving  aside  for  the  moment  the  question  of 
which  Gary  Key  it  is,  would  the  minister  not 
agree  with  me  that  there  has  been  some 
injustice  done  in  that,  regardless  of  whether 
it  was  done  under  the  law  or  not,  the  man 
has  lost  his  licence  without  ever  having  his 
day  in  court?  And  is  there  no  way  that  he 
can  be  given  a  hearing  to  determine  whether 
he  is  at  fault  or  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  on 

the  other  side  of  the  coin— and  there  always 
is  the  other  side— with  uninsured  drivers,  one 
can  very  rarely  locate  them.  This  is  why, 
when  this  Act  was  passed  through  this  Legis- 

lature, that  there  was  provision  made  that 
the  registrar  could  be  served.  At  that  time 
the  registrar  is  bound  to  notify  the  indivi- 

dual at  the  last  known  residence.  And  if  he 

had  notified  the  registrar  of  his  residence, 
or  change  of  address,  then  he  would  have 
received    notification. 

Again,  it  is  one  of  those  difficult  situations 
that  one  must  take  all  factors  into  considera- 
tion. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Kent. 

RONDEAU  PARK  ENTRANCE   FEE 

Mr.  J.  P.  Spence  (Kent):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Natural 
Resources.  Would  the  minister  give  consid- 

eration   to   those   citizens   who   live   outside 

Rondeau  Provincial  Park  and  are  members 
of  the  church  that  is  located  in  Rondeau 

Provincial  Park;  so  that  they  will  not  have 
to  present  on  Sundays  the  $15  yearly  permit 
to  enter  the  park  or  to  pay  $1.50  in  order 

to  attend  services  in  the  church  that's  locat- 
ed  in  the  park? 

Mr.  Stokes:  It  is  a  case  of  passing  the  plate 

again. 
Mr.  Spence:  I  wonder  if  the  minister 

would  solve  this  so  that  all  those  members 

of  that  church  can  enter  the  park  free. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
assure  the  member  that  I  will  have  this 

particular  matter  carefully  reviewed  and  all 
the    circumstances    considered. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor West. 

WINDSOR-ESSEX   COUNTY 
REGIONAL   GOVERNMENT 

Mr.  E.  J.  Bounsall  (Windsor  West):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  question  for  the  Minister 
of  Intergovernmental  Affairs.  In  view  of  the 

activity  involving  regional  governments  tak- 
ing place  across  the  province  in  Sudbury, 

Timmins,  Waterloo  and  so  on,  what  is  the 
target  date  for  regional  government  in  the 
Windsor-Essex  county  area? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well  neither  Wind- 
sor nor  Essex  county  have  indicated  to  me 

the  request  for  a  study  and  until  some  local- 
ly-suggested study  is  asked  for,  the  timetable 

would  not  begin;  so  there  is  no  such  target. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  A  supplementary  to  that, 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  may.  Would  the  time  dif- 
ference between  the  study  and  the  provision 

of  it  be  approximately  six  years,  as  in  the 
case  of  Waterloo? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  One  would  hope 
that  the  time  frame  has  shortened  somewhat. 

Mr.  M.  C.  Germa  (Sudbury):  Supplemen- 
tary, Mr.  Speaker:  I  wonder  if  the  minister 

could  tell  the  House  why  he  saw  fit  in  the 

introduction  of  regional  government  in  Sud- 
bury, to  place  us  under  an  administration 

by  appointing  a  chief  administrative  officer; 
and  the  same  criterion  does  not  necessarily 

apply  to  the  regionalization  of  Waterloo? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Essentially,  Water- 
loo has  been  under  a  county  structure,  which 

the  Sudbury  municipalities  have  not.  There 
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will  be  a  county  staff  coming  over.  I  think 
that  is  essentially  the  main  difference. 

Mr.  Germa:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  wonder  if  the  minister  knows  the  city 
administrator  or  city  manager  form  of  gov- 

ernment is  a  sort  of  four-letter  word  in  the 
city  of  Sudbury? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  seems  to  me  I've 
heard  something  about  that. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Attorney  General 
has  the  answer  to  a  question  previously 
asked. 

SUDBURY   COURT   SITTINGS 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon. 
member  for  Sudbury  East  (Mr.  Martel)  has 
asked  me  a  question  to  which  I  gave  him  the 
information  a  moment  ago,  but  in  essence  it 
was  concerning  the  courts  in  Sudbury,  the 
general  sessions  of  the  peace.  Two  of  the  civil 
cases,  of  which  there  are  two,  will  be  dealt 
with  before  the  end  of  June  and  the  seven 
criminal  cases  will  be  dealt  with  and  finalized 
as  well. 

KIDNAPPING  OF  LEIGH  ANN  BEDARD 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  While  I  am  on  my  feet, 
Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  answer  a  question  by 
the  member  for  High  Park.  The  member 
asked  me  a  question  recently  concerning  the 
domestic  problem  of  a  family  named  Bedard. 

I  have  checked  into  the  matter  and  the 
hon.  member  for  London  North  (Mr.  Walker) 
had  previously  written  to  me  about  this  mat- 

ter earlier  this  spring.  The  circumstances 
very  briefly  were  that  Mr.  Leo  Bedard  al- 

legedly removed  his  infant  daughter,  Leigh, 
from  the  custody  of  his  wife  in  London  in 
March  of  this  year  and  took  the  child  to 
Vancouver  where  he  was  living.  Mrs.  Bedard 
in  June,  1970,  had  been  granted  an  interim 
order  of  custody,  but  had  never  proceeded 
beyond  that  point  with  the  trial  of  the  mat- 

ter and  no  final  order  had  been  obtained. 

In  March  of  this  year,  Mrs.  Bedard  charg- 
ed her  husband  with  abduction  and  on 

March  23  she  charged  him  with  disobeying 
a  court  order.  Warrants  were  issued  and 
through  her  lawyer  she  requested  that 
prosecution  be  executed  in  British  Columbia. 

The  courts  have  on  many  occasions  in- 
dicated that  the  administration  of  criminal 

justice  should  not  be  employed  as  an  al- 
ternative to  a  civil  remedy;  but  I  am  pleased 

to  advise  that  the  child,  Leigh  Ann  Bedard, 

has  apparently  been  returned  to  her  mother 
through  the  normal  civil  proceedings,  and 
she  is  now  back  in  London. 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speak- 
er: Would  the  minister  not  agree  with  me 

that,  when  a  court  order  of  custody  is  given 
by  a  judge  in  this  province  and  that  court 
order  is  disobeyed  by  force,  the  Attorney 
General  or  the  Crown  attorney  of  the  prov- 

ince should  give  aid  to  the  wronged  person? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  it's  an  in- 
terim order  for  one  thing,  and  it  was  an 

order  given  under  a  different  Act.  There 
are  certain  Acts,  where  when  an  order  is 
given,  it  is  enforced  in  a  different  way. 

When  it's  given  under  other  Acts,  because 
they  are  of  a  difference  nature,  they  are  a 
different  type  of  order.  But,  in  any  event, 
she  had  an  interim  order  only  in  1970  and 
she  took  no  further  steps  to  bring  it  into 
a  final  order  form. 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  further  supplementary,  if 
I  may.  Is  the  minister  suggesting  that  some 
laws  in  this  province  will  be  enforced  and 
some  others  will  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Not  at  all;  but  all  laws 
are  not  enforceable  in  exactly  the  same  way, 
nor  do  they  have  the  same  provisions  or 
remedies. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough Centre. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  A  sup- 
plementary: Is  the  minister  aware  of  the 

case  of  Chris  Triantophylos,  whose  wife's 
lawyer  is  concealing  where  she  is  located 
with  the  daughter,  in  which  case  an  abduc- 

tion charge  has  also  been  laid? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  this  a  new  case? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  This  is  a  similar  case,  Mr. 

Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  All  right;  it's  not  a  supple- 
mentary. The  hon.  member  for  Scarborough 

Centre. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  sorry  I  will  ask  a  differ- 
ent supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  had  his 
opportunity  at  a  supplementary  and  it  was 
not  a  supplementary.  The  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  Centre. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
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PUBLICATION  OF  CRIMINAL  RECORD 

Mr.  F.  Drea  (Scarborough  Centre):  A 
question  of  the  Solicitor  General.  Would 

there  be  inquiries  made  as  to  how  the  To- 
ronto Sun  obtained  the  detailed  criminal 

record  of  a  white  male  Caucasian,  known  as 
Al  Baldwin,  and  as  to  how  that  criminal 
record  was  the  basis  for  an  editorial  in  its 

publication  today  on  page  8  called,  Runaway 
Success? 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Solicitor  General):  Mr. 

Speaker,  I  am  not  aware  of  the  circum- 
stances. I  will  be  pleased  to  check  into  the 

matter  either  separately  or  with  the  Attorney 
General  and  provide  the  hon.  member  with 
the  information. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Better  not  close  them  up. 
They   are  your  only  Toronto  supporter. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  time  for  oral  questions 
has  expired. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  question 
of  privilege,  which  I  believe  is  in  order  at 
this  time,  I  should  like  to  ask  your  ruling 

on  a  decision  of  the  public  accounts  com- 
mittee to  go  into  an  in  camera  session— 

An  hon.  member:  It's  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  a  point  of  order,  I'm  sorry 
—an  in  camera  session  without  an  order  of 
this  House.  According  to  standing  order  No. 
7  this  can  only  be  done  by  an  order  of  this 
House.  I  would  like  your  ruling  as  to  whether 

or  not  the  committee's  move  into  in  camera 
session,  without  even  a  formal  motion,  was 
or  was  not  in  order? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  it's  not  possible  for 
the  hon.  member  to  appeal  the  ruling  of  the 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Lewis:  On  the  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker,  for  future  guidance  then,  since  there 
was  no  motion  made  at  the  public  accounts 
committee,  as  I  understand  it,  for  the  com- 

mittee to  go  into  in  camera  session,  which 
session  allowed  the  presence  of  certain  other 

people,  non-members  of  the  committee,  but 
specifically  excluded  the  press  and  other 
media,  would  the  Speaker  indicate  to  the 
House  whether  that  procedure  is  allowable 
in  that  fashion,  whether  it  is  necessary  for 
such  committees  to  return  to  the  legislative 
chamber  for  direction  under  such  circum- 

stances?  What   governs   their  procedures? 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  matter  had  been 
brought  to  my  attention  earlier,  and  I  must 
say  that  it  was  my  opinion  at  the  outset  that 
there  was  no  authority  appearing  in  our 
standing  orders  for  a  standing  committee  to 
exclude  the  press.  It  was  my  belief  that  the 

press  had  been  permitted  to  attend  all  meet- 
ings of  standing  committees.  However,  it  has 

been  pointed  out  to  me  that  there  had  been 
meetings  held  by  standing  committees  in 
which  the  proceedings  were  held  in  camera, 
particularly  those  meetings  wherein  reports  of 
those  committees  were  being  prepared. 

There  is  one  rule  within  the  standing 
orders,  No.  7,  I  believe,  which  permits  the 
Speaker  to  exclude  strangers  from  the  House. 
It  has  been  interpreted  to  me,  as  well,  that 
this  standing  order  may  be  deemed  to  apply 
to  standing  committees  as  well.  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  standing  orders  are  anything 
but  clear  in  this  respect,  and  I  deplore  the 
situation  where  our  standing  orders  are  so 
unclear  that  we  can  have  various  types  of 
rulings  in  connection  with  those  standing 
orders. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  various  types  of  strangers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  And  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
whole  matter  must  be  gone  into,  which  I 
have  assured  the  hon.  members  I  will  do  and 

make  a  definite  ruling  on  the  situation. 

Presenting  reports. 

Motions. 

Introduction  of  bills. 

REGIONAL   MUNICIPALITY   OF 
WATERLOO 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough  moves  first  reading  of 

bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  establish  the  Re- 
gional Municipality  of  Waterloo. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld  moves  first  reading  of  bill 

intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Act,  1971. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  purposes 
of  the  bill  are,  first,  to  provide  for  hearings, 
both  mandatory  and  discretionary,  with 
respect  to  the  use  or  establishment  of  waste 

management  systems  or  waste  disposal  sys- 
tems; second,  to  provide  for  the  establish- 

ment of  a  fund,  based  on  compulsory  pay- 
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ments  by  operators  of  waste  disposal  wells, 
for  the  reimbursement  of  expenses  incurred 
in  the  obtaining  of  an  alternate  supply  of 
water  where  an  existing  supply  is  rendered 
unfit  by  the  operation  of  any  waste  well. 

Part  7,  dealing  primarily  with  septic  and 
holding  tanks,  provides  for  control  of  the 
construction,  enlargement  or  alteration  of 
sewage  systems  by  a  system  of  certificates 
of  approvals  and  permits  for  the  use  and 
operation. 

4.  The  requirement  of  a  certificate  of 
approval  for  the  construction  of  any  plant  or 
equipment  discharging  a  contaminant  into 
the  air  or  on  land  as  revised  for  purposes  of 
clarification; 

5.  Control  of  the  sale,  offering  for  sale  and 
transfer  of  pesticides  will  be  carried  out  by 
a  system  of  classification  of  pesticides  and 
licensing  of  persons  in  respect  of  the  classifi- 

cation and  the  premises  on,  in  or  from  which 
the  sales,  offer  to  sell  and  transfers  will  be 
made. 

Other  provisions  in  the  bill  are  designed 
for  the  classification  of  existing  provisions  and 
improved  administration. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  how  about  giving  up  the 
regulations  from  the  bill  10  months  ago? 

SMALL  CLAIMS  COURT  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Small  Claims 
Court  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

PUBLIC  OFFICERS'  FEES  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  first  reading  of  bill 

intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public  Officers' 
Fees  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  two  bills 
that  I  have  introduced  are  complementary  to 
each  other.  The  Public  Officers'  Fees  Act 
establishes  by  statute  the  fees  paid  to  the 
clerks  and  bailiffs  of  the  small  claims  courts 
and  the  Act  to  amend  the  Small  Claims  Court 
Act  provides  for  changes  by  regulations. 

The  first  bill  provides  a  number  of  changes. 
At  the  present  time  fees  and  allowances 

payable  to  the  clerks  and  bailiffs  are  provided 
for  by  statutory  provision  in  the  second  Act. 
The  amendments  I  have  introduced  permit- 
a  consolidation  of  the  provisions  in  a  regu- 

lation under  the  Small  Claims  Court  Act. 

The  bill  amending  the  Small  Claims  Court 
Act,  Mr.  Speaker,  also  introduces  certain 
amendments  to  that  statute  that  will  improve 
the  service  provided  by  the  courts  to  the 
public  and  improve  the  efficiency  of  the  court 
itself.  Personal  service  of  a  summons  will  be 
required  for  all  claims  in  excess  of  $100, 
whereas  at  the  present  time  it  is  necessary 
in  all  cases  where  the  amount  in  issue  is  in 
excess  of  $60. 

Under  the  existing  legislation,  a  plaintiff 
may  often  have  to  appear  in  court  to  estab- 

lish that  his  claim  is  properly  instituted  in 
that  provision.  This  poses  hardship  and  un- 

necessary court  appearances  where  the  de- 
fendant by  his  default  has,  in  fact,  admitted 

the  claim. 
It  is  proposed  by  this  bill  to  permit  the 

plaintiff  to  prove  by  affidavit  that  the  court 
in  which  the  claim  was  issued  has  jurisdiction 
in  the  matter,  and  this  will  eliminate  the 

necessity  for  a  plaintiff's  appearance  in  court 
when  the  claim  is  not  in  dispute. 

Again,  a  clerk  of  the  court  has  authority 
to  direct  writs  of  execution  and  warrants  of 
committal  to  a  bailiff  of  any  division  of  the 
court  in  the  county.  This  has  resulted  in 
situations  where  debtors  have  been  subject 
to  process  issued  by  three  or  four  courts,  and 
levies  under  writs  of  execution  by  several 
bailiffs  operating  from  different  divisions  in 
the  county. 

The  amendments  confine  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  clerk  of  the  court  and  the  bailiff  to 

their  own  division,  and  henceforth  the  pro- 
vision of  the  statutes  providing  for  transfer 

of  claims  from  one  division  to  another  for  the 
purpose  of  execution  will  have  to  be  relied 

upon.  This  will  enable  the  court  to  consoli- 
date all  processes  against  the  judgement 

debtor  in  the  court  having  jurisdiction  where 
he  resides  and  where  his  assets  are  located. 
It  will  provide  for  a  more  efficient  handling 
of  the  court  process  as  well  as  enabling  the 
debtor  to  deal  with  one  group  of  officials. 

The  writs  of  execution  issued  by  this  court 
are  in  future  to  be  restricted  to  judgement  in 
excess  of  $200  and  duration  is  extended  from 

three  to  six  years.  As  a  result,  writs  of  execu- 
tion issued  in  the  small  claims  court  will 

accord  with  those  issued  in  the  Supreme 
and  county  courts  of  the  province. 

CHILD  WELFARE  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled  An  Act  to  amend  the  Child 
Welfare  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 
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Hon.  R.  Brunelle  (Minister  of  Community 
and  Social  Services):  The  bill  makes  certain 
changes  in  the  method  of  calculating  capital 

grants  to  Children's  Aid  Societies.  Provision is  made  for  care  and  maintenance  of  former 
Crown  wards  who  are  attending  school  or 
who  are  incapacitated  up  to  the  age  of  21 
years.  The  bill  also  makes  certain  changes 
in  respect  of  payments  to  be  made  by  puta- 

tive fathers  under  affiliation  orders. 

HIGHWAY  TRAFFIC  ACT 

Mr.  Drea  moves  first  reading  of  bill  in- 
tituled, An  Act  to  amend  the  Highway  Traf- 

fic Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Drea:  Mr.  Speaker,  with  all  due  re- 
gret, the  Spadina  is  long  gone.  The  purpose 

of  this  bill  is  to  prevent  anybody  but  a  peace 
officer  or  a  member  of  the  Ministry  of  Trans- 

portation and  Communications,  on  business, 
obtaining  by  telephone  the  name  of  the 
owner  of  a  motor  vehicle.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
intent  of  the  bill  is  to  stop  women  from 
being  harassed  by  people  who  get  the  num- 

bers of  their  licence  plate  in  shopping  plazas 
and  other  places. 

Mr.  D.  A.  Evans  (Simcoe  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  yesterday  I  rose  on  a  point  of  per- 

sonal privilege  and  apparently  some  remarks 
I  made  to  the  hon.  member  for  Waterloo 
North  were  unparliamentary.  I  would  wish  to 
withdraw  the  remarks— for  I  accused  him 
of  misleading  the  House  and  telling  an  un- 

truth—and to  say  that  he  inadvertently  mis- 
led the  House. 

An  hon.  member:  The  member  doesn't 

know  what  he's  doing. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Well,  we  got  that 
straightened  out. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  believe  that  constitutes  a 
withdrawal  of  the  offensive  remarks. 

Orders  of  the  day. 

REVISED  STATUTES  OF  ONTARIO,  1970 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  152,  An  Act  to  confirm  the  Revised 
Statutes   of   Ontario,    1970. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no  objection  to 

the  confirmation  of  the  statutes  as  they  were 
consolidated  and  printed  in  1970,  but  I  would 
like  the  minister  to  tell  us  why  this  particular 
bill  is  necessary  as  far  as  confirmation  is 
concerned? 

Certainly  we  are  not  in  a  position  to  have 
reread  every  word  of  the  reprinting  to  see 
whether  or  not,  in  fact,  the  bill  is  correct 

in  its  intention.  I'm  sure  this  is  a  part  of 
history  and  something  that  is  necessary  to 
give  legal  force  to  the  reprinted  statutes, 

but  I'd  like  to  hear  something  about  why 
both  this  bill  and  the  next  one  are  neces- sary. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  is  part  of  the  request  to  come 

from  this  party  too.  I  don't  suppose  "anxious" is  the  word;  I  am  a  little  bemused,  I 
suppose,  to  learn  from  what  authority  or 
from  what  basis  this  confirmation  proceeds. 
When  one  knows  of  the  skittishness  of  the 

legal  profession  despite  the  confirmatory 
nature  in  consolidation  of  statutes,  their 
feeling  that  the  more  confirmation  the  better; 
I  suppose  if  we  could  pass  a  statute  every 
six  months  confirming  that  the  statutes  that 
exist  are  valid  and  subsisting,  then  great 
relief  would  be  gained  in  the  legal  tem- 

perament of  this  province. 

At  the  same  time,  having  looked  through 
the  statutes  revision  Act.  I  don't  see  where 
it  says  that  this  particular  procedure  must 
be  gone  through;  nor  in  the  revision  of  1970 
or  the  amendments  to  that  Act  is  there  any- 

thing specifically,  as  I  see  it,  on  this  very 
point.  Therefore,  the  question  comes  down 
to  why  the  existence  and  the  necessity  of 
bringing  forward  this  confirmation  of  the 
.revised  statutes. 

And  in  the  process  of  confirmation,  there's 
one  other  matter  that  intrigues  me,  the 
business  of  what  is  called  the  desuetude  of 
statutes  came  to  my  mind.  Within  the  terms 
of  reference  of  the  work  done  by  Mr.  Alcom- 
brack  and  Mr.  Stone,  which  says: 

The  commissioners  may  omit  any  en- 
actment that  is  not  of  general  application, 

or  if  that  is  obsolete  may,  after  the  num- 
bering and  arrangements  that  they  make, 

make  any  such  alterations  in  language 

and    punctuation    as    may    be    requisite— 

But  it's  the  business  of  omitting  certain 
things,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  would  refer  the 
Attorney  General  to  a  prime  text  on  this 

subject,  a  famous  book  by  Allan,  called  "Law 
in  the  Making."  In  the  fifth  edition  of  Carle- 
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ton  Kemp  Allan's  book,  on  desuetude,  he 
simply  says— and  I  believe  this— "The  law  of 
Canada,  the  law  of  Ontario  but  not  neces- 

sarily the  law  of  the  United  States,  with  re- 
spect to  Acts  becoming  obsolete,  fall  by 

their  own  weight."  He  puts  it  rather  pic- 
turesquely; he  says:  "Age  cannot  wither  an 

Act  of  Parliament."  The  last  time  I  read  that 
was  in  "Anthony  and  Cleopatra,"  where  age 
could  not  wither  her.  But  there  it  is:  "Age cannot  wither  an  Act  of  Parliament  and  at  no 
time,  as  far  as  I  am  aware,  has  it  ever  been 
admitted  in  our  jurisprudence  that  a  statute 
might  become  inoperative  through  obso- 

lescence." 
And  he  runs  with  great  academic  eclat 

through  all  kinds  of  legislation  that  has  fallen 
into  disuse  but  which  could  be  revived,  so  to 
speak,  at  any  moment,  should  the  necessity 
arise— and  has  been,  for  instance,  with  respect 
to  duelling  and  whatnot.  And  he  goes  on  there 
to  reaffirm  that  basic  proposition.  Those  are 
the  two  points  I  would  like  to  raise  on  second 
reading  on  this  statute. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  two  points.  I  was  not  listening,  as  I 
usually  do,  to  my  colleague  from  Lakeshore 
and  he  may  have  covered  the  points. 

I'd  like  an  explanation  of  the  revision 
which  requires  us  to  go  through  the  exercise 
of  deeming  not  to  have  adopted  the  construc- 

tion which  any  judge  may  have  placed  upon 
any  of  the  statutes  in  the  revised  statutes,  as 

it's  set  out  in  the  bill.  I  feel  that  we're  almost 
engaged  in  a  work  of  super-arrogation— I  be- 

lieve the  term  is— the  kind  of  thing  that  is 
involved  in  inquiries  by  lawyers  as  to  whether 
there  was  a  quorum  in  the  British  House  of 
Commons  when  the  British-North  America 
Act  was  passed,  that  kind  of  question. 

However,  I  would  like  the  minister  to  ex- 
plain the  reasons  for  section  3  of  the  bill;  and 

I  would  like  the  minister  also  to  explain  to 
me  what  I  have  never  understood,  and  which 
we  dealt  with  when  the  original  enabling 
bill  providing  for  the  revision  of  the  statutes 
was  passed,  and  that  is  why  in  appendix  A, 
which  is  set  out  in  vol.  VI  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  we  have  the  heading  on  appendix 

A  "Certain  Imperial  Acts  and  Parts  of  Acts 
Relating  to  Property  and  Civil  Rights",  that were  consolidated  in  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Ontario  1897,  vol.  Ill,  that  are  not  repealed 
by  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Ontario  1970  and 
are  in  force  in  Ontario  subject  thereto. 
Those   Acts    are   for   practical   purposes   the 

Magna  Charta,  the  statute  concerning  mon- 
opolies, an  Act  respecting  Champerty,  an 

Act  respecting  Real  Property  and  the  statute 
of  uses.  Why  is  it  that  those  statutes  remain 
as  a  part  of  an  appendix  when  they  were 
formerly  included  in  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Ontario  in  1897?  Why  are  they  not  included 
in  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Ontario  and  ap- 

pendix A  eliminated  from  this  particular 
version  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  simply  be- 

cause they  tend  not  to  be  looked  at  when 
they  are  struck  away  in  vol.  VI  as  part  of 
appendix  A  and  when  they  are,  as  we  all 
know,  statutes  which  are  of  great  significance 
within  the  tradition  of  the  English  common 
law  and  English  statute  law  which  was 
inherited  in  this  province? 

I  myself  have  never  understood  it.  I  would 
appreciate  very  much  if  the  minister  could, 
when  we  are  engaged  in  confirming  the  Re- 

vised Statutes  of  Ontario— which  I  assume 
confirms  the  whole  of  vol.  VI,  including  this 

appendix  A— explain  why  it  is  that  those 
particular  statutes  are  separated  out  and  not 
consolidated? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  hon.  member 
wish  to  speak  to  this  bill  before  the  minister 
replies?  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  (Attorney  General):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  will  speak  in  reference  to  both 
this  Act  and  the  one  that  will  follow.  It  has 
been  customary,  following  the  revisions  and 

reprinting  every  10  years,  to  re-enact  or  con- 
firm the  Revised  Statutes  of  that  particular 

decade,  and  the  same  with  the  regulations. 
We  all  realize  that  over  the  period  of  the 
10  years  many  bills  are  passed.  They  are 
listed  in  separate  volumes  for  the  particular 
year  and  then  there  is  this  consolidation  of 
the  additions  and  changes.  The  parts 
omitted  from  the  various  statutes  and  re- 

placed by  succeeding  ones  are  not  necessarily 
repealed,  but  by  simply  not  including  them  in 
the  RSO  they  remain  a  part  of  the  annual 
volume  for  that  particular  year.  This  year 
section  4  of  the  bill  also  includes  certain 
provisions  in  reference  to  the  statutes  passed 
in  1971,  and  they  are  deemed  to  have  come 
into  force  at  that  particular  time. 

Section  3  that  the  hon.  member  mentioned 
has  concerned  me,  but  the  interpretations 
there  are  adopted  as  they  have  been  decided 
or  determined,  unless  they  have  been  changed 
by  subsequent  statute. 

In  reference  to  the  other  matter  raised, 

generally  the  additional  Acts  that  are  re- 
produced in  vol.  VI  are  not  enacted  by 

Ontario,  but  they  are  those  Acts  which  we 



3576 ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 

have  assumed  from  previous  authorities  or 
jurisdictions  or  inherited.  For  that  reason 
they  are  placed  there  for  convenience  as  they 
are  not  statutes  of  this  particular  Legislature. 
The  fact  that  they  are  in  vol.  VI  in  no  way 
diminishes  from  their  importance  in  any  way 
at  all. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

REVISED  REGULATIONS 
OF  ONTARIO,  1970 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  seoond  reading  of 
Bill  153,  An  Act  to  Confirm  the  Revised 
Regulations  of  Ontario,  1970. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Riverdale. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  only 
one  request  to  make  on  the  second  reading 
of  this  bill  and  that  is  to  urge  the  minister 
to  give  consideration  to  publishing  from  now 
on  an  annual  volume  of  regulations  corres- 

ponding with  the  annual  volume  of  statutes, 
so  that  persons  throughout  the  Province  of 
Ontario  who  have  reason  to  have  recourse 

to  the  regulations  which  are  now  so  volu- 
minous and  so  important,  will  not  have  to 

collect,  indefinitely  or  for  10  years,  the 

paperback  issued  by  the  Queen's  Printer  and 
Publisher  as  part  of  the  Ontario  Gazette. 

I  think  a  printed,  bound  set  of  the  regula- 
tions published  on  an  annual  basis,  with  an 

appropriate  amending  index  referring  to  the 
revised  regulations  of  1970  is  an  essential 
part  of  the  publication  of  the  legal  rules  and 
regulations  enforced  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  further  discussion  on 
this  bill? 

Does  the  hon.  minister  wish  to  reply? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  except 
to  acknowledge  the  suggestion  made  by  the 
hon.    member.    I   will    consider   it. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third   reading? 

MORTMAIN   AND   CHARITABLE 
USES  ACT. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  156,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Mortmain 
and  Charitable  Uses  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  very  an- 
cient law,  the  mortmain,  I  always  find  it  a 

little  intriguing.  I  shall  say  a  word  briefly 
as  to  how  this  kind  of  legislation  came  into being. 

It  was  basically  because  of  the  barons  of 
England  wishing  to  have  knight  servitors 
of  all  kinds  and  being  particularly  unhappy 
that  the  ecclesiastical  corporations  acquired 
land  and  therefore  were  not  subject  to  the 
many  weighty  and  onerous  impediments  and 
jobs  required  under  feudal  concepts,  that  the 
first  mortmain  legislation  came  into  use. 
They  said  that  the  clergy  were  holding  the 
land  in  mortua  manus— with  a  dead  hand. 

In  other  words,  they  didn't  get  the  benefit of  it. 

Subsequent  to  that,  down  through  the 
centuries  it  has  been  widened  not  only  to 
religious  but  to  lay  corporations  of  all  kinds. 
Corporations  as  such  are  obviously  creatures 

in  perpetuity  and  would  hold  lands  in  per- 
petuity, unlike  the  individual  who  does, 

after  all,  on  occasion  die  and  has  to  pass 
lands  and  his  personal  property  on  to  the 
next  generations.  This  means  there  is  a  pos- 

sibility in  that  particular  context  of  dispersal, 
of  guarding  against  great  concentrations  of 
land  holdings  in  a  few  hands. 

In  the  case  of  corporations,  obviously  go- 
ing on  indefinitely,  they  could  acquire  con- 

siderable holdings  of  land  which  they  would 
not  really  be  holding  for  the  civic  power.  It 
came  to  be  that  all  corporations  were  placed 
under  the  ban.  Under  our  present  Mortmain 
Act,  which  dates  from  about  1888,  certain 
corporations  are  excluded.  There  are  certain 
corporators  to  whom  licences  are  given. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  under  corporation  law 

as  we  presently  stand,  the  licence  in  mort- 
main, the  licence  for  corporations  to  hold 

lands,  is  pretty  extensively  given;  but  in  cases 
where  they  have  not  obtained  one  or  they 
are  not  available,  there  are  certain  very  strict 
rules  that  that  land  must  be  sold  within  a 

two-year  period.  If  this  is  not  done,  the 
Public  Trustee  may  do  so,  and  if  it  is  a 
charitable  institution  turn  the  moneys  back 
into  the  trust. 
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Now  it  amazes  me,  this  afternoon,  that 
after  all  these  centuries  with  mortmain 
around,  adequate  provision  has  never  been 
made  for  life  tenancies  subsisting  in  face  of 
the  mortmain.  This  afternoon  we  are  seek- 

ing to  provide  legislation.  No  doubt  some 
anomalous  case  has  arisen  in  which  some 
estate  stands  to  have  its  land  escheated  or 
forfeited  to  the  Crown  under  rather  dire 
conditions. 

The  legislation  today  is  worded  in  such  a 
way  as  to  say  that  we  are  going  to  prevent 
that  thing  happening  by  in  effect  writing 
almost  retroactive  phraseology  into  it,  which 

says  that  the  subsection  applies  "in  respect 
of  land  devised,  that  is,  willed,  assured,  given, 
granted  or  conveyed  after  this  Act  comes  into 
force  or  before  the  Act  comes  into  force  and 

undisposed  of  by  the  Public  Trustee." 
I  suppose  that  this  afternoon  the  Public 

Trustee  is  sitting  upon  an  area  which  he  is 
holding  until  this  legislation  gets  through  so 

that,  in  effect,  a  form  of  expropriation  doesn't 
take  place  with  respect  to  that  particular 
property.  For  a  lawyer,  it  is  a  very  interesting 
law.  The  fact  that  they  had  to  allow  the  life 
interest  under  a  will  or  under  a  grant  to  run 
out,  then  to  permit  the  two-year  period  to 
begin  to  run,  is  an  interesting  anomaly  that 
has  been  uncovered  in  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Riverdale. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  ask 
the  minister  following  upon  what  my  col- 

league the  member  for  Lakeshore  has  said, 
if  he  can  give  us  the  specific  instance  which 
has  come  to  his  attention  which  requires  this 
amending  legislation.  I  would  have  taken  it 
to  have  meant  that,  if  the  remainder  interest 
in  land  was  devised  for  a  charitable  purpose 
and  the  life  interest  was  devised  for  a  non- 
charitable  interest,  there  would  have  been  no 
question  that  the  statutory  vesting  of  the  land 
in  the  Public  Trustee  and  his  obligation  to 
sell  would  not  take  place  until  the  life 
interest  was  terminated  and  the  remainder 
interest  had  fallen  in. 

As  the  member  for  Lakeshore  said,  there 
must  be  some  specific  situation  that  has  come 

to  the  minister's  attention  which  requires this  amendment  to  this  otherwise  ancient 
statute,  which  has  not  been  touched,  in  this 
particular  section  in  any  event  and  in  most 
of  the  other  sections,  for  many  years. 

The  second  matter  that  I  would  like  to 
raise,  while  it  is  marginally  off  the  principle 
of  the  bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  is,  I  would  like  to 
know  whether  or  not  there  is  a  review  being 

made  to  determine,  if  this  statute  is  in  sub- 
stance in  its  mortmain  provisions  a  revenue- 

producing  statute  or  a  land  registration  con- 
trol statute,  whether  or  not  the  minister  or 

his  department  or  the  law  reform  commission 
is  giving  consideration  to  a  reassessment  of 
the  basic  principles  applicable  in  modern 
times  on  the  question  of  the  requirement  of 
licenses  in  mortmain  for  corporations  to  hold 
real  property  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

I  am,  for  example,  relatively  certain  that 
there  are  Ontario  companies  in  breach  of 
the  provisions  of  the  Business  Corporations 
Act,  which  limits  their  land  holdings  to  land 
necessary  for  their  actual  use  and  occupation, 
but  do  in  fact  hold  substantial  pieces  of 

property  not  for  their  actual  use  and  occu- 
pation; and  they  do  not  have  the  benefit  of 

any  license  in  mortmain. 
I  would  think,  for  example,  that  gasoline 

chains,  service  station  chains,  gasoline  oil 
company  chains  and,  I  would  guess  food 
mafketing  chains,  have  substantial  investment 
in  possible  locations  not  now  in  actual  use 
and  occupation  by  the  company  but  to  be 
used  for  future  development  purposes;  where 
in  fact  a  court  would  hold  that  they  are  not 
being  held  for  the  actual  use  and  occupation 
at  that  time  by  those  particular  companies 
and  where  it  would  be  necessary,  if  they 
wanted  to  protect  their  holdings,  that  they 
obtain  a  license  in  mortmain  under  the 
statute,  pay  the  required  fees  and  make 
certain  that  they  have  the  right  to  do  so. 

The  second  item,  of  course,  is  one  on  which 
I  have  relatively  strong  feelings,  and  that  is 
that  in  a  sense  the  grant  of  a  licence  in  per- 

petuity to  a  corporation  to  hold  specific  lands 
in  perpetuity  or  to  hold  general  lands  in 
perpetuity,  in  fact  defeats  the  purpose  of  the 
mortmain  statute. 

I  would  ask  the  minister,  without  going 
into  it  at  this  point,  if  he  would  review  this 

from  the  view  of  the  policy  of  the  Govern- 
ment of  Ontario,  with  respect  to  corporations 

holding  land  and  with  respect  to  the  revenue 
aspects  of  that  policy  question,  by  treating 
the  two  as  separate  questions;  and  whether 

or  not  the  policy  of  the  Mortmain  Act,  inso- 
far as  licences  are  concerned  for  the  holding 

of  land  by  corporations,  would  be  a  matter  of 
review  and  reconsideration  by  the  govern- 
ment. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  speak  to  this  bill?  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  when  I  in- 
troduced   this    bill,    I    mentioned    that    this 
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requirement  to  sell  land  within  the  space  of 
two  years  could  well  deprive  a  very  worthy 
charity  of  moneys  that  it  should  otherwise 
have,  because  lands  might  have  to  be  sold 
during  the  period  of  a  life  tenancy  when  the 
value  of  those  lands  could  be  substantially 
depreciated. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Has  there  been  a  correct 
determination  of  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  This  is  the  wording  of 
the  statute,  as  it  now  stands,  and  this  is  the 
interpretation  of  the  Public  Trustee.  I  have 
asked,  and  I  have  been  advised  that  there  is 
no  specific  case  that  caused  this  bill  to  be 
brought  forward.  It  was  one  of  those  matters 
that  I  reviewed  upon  requests  from  various 
officials  within  the  department.  But,  as  the 
law  now  stands,  if  there  is  a  devise  of  lands 
for  charitable  purpose  which  is  subject  to  a 
life  interest- 

Mr.  Renwick:   For  a  private  purpose? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes;  but  for  charitable 
purposes  as  well.  Then  it  must  be  sold,  the 
law  stands  at  the  present  time  within  a 
period  of  two  years,  or  the  land  otherwise 
vests. 

What  we  are  providing  by  this  section,  is 
a  means  of  postponing  the  period  when  the 
lands  must  be  sold,  or  disposed  of,  if  they 
are  not  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  the 
charity.  This  is  to  begin  at  the  end  of  the 
life  tenancy;  then  the  value  of  those  proper- 

ties will  be  substantially  of  greater  value, 
or  they  should  be,  when  they  are  not  en- 

cumbered by  that  limitation  of  life  tenancy. 

It  is  quite  a  simple  statute,  but  I  think  it 
will  overcome  a  difficulty  that  has,  at  least 
in  theory,  and  I  think  in  fact,  arisen  in  the 
past.  There  were  certain  discussions  in  refer- 

ence to  this  matter  by  a  select  committee 
some  three  or  four  years  ago. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  156. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered 
for  third  reading? 

Agreed. 

COUNTY  JUDGES  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  157,  An  Act  to  amend  the  County 
Judges  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Mr. 
Speaker,  this  is  a  very  interesting  bill,  and 
to  my  mind  at  least  it  represents  a  departure 
from  what  has  happened  heretofore  in  the 
province.  We  had  been  proceeding  by  fixed 
numbers  of  judges,  and  this  is  taking  away 

the  "fixing." I  think  it  is  particularly  relevant  at  this 
point.  I  could  never  quite  understand  why 
it  was  so  complicated  to  decide  that  we 
needed  another  Supreme  Court  Judge  added 
to  the  roster,  or  another  county  court  judge 
added  to  the  roster;  why  it  had  to  take  a 
change  in  federal  statutes  and  a  change  in 
provincial  statutes. 

I  suppose  the  federal  government,  appoint- 
ing the  judges,  wanted  jealously  to  guard 

any  suggestion  that  might  come  forward  from 
the  provinces  as  to  who  might  be  appointed. 
The  provincial  government,  by  some  myster- 

ious process— which  probably  originated  in 
1867  or  before— wanted  to  guard  against 
being  flooded  by  all  sorts  of  federal  ap- 

pointees over  whom  they  had  no  control. 

So  somebody  worked  out  the  brilliant 
compromise  that  we  would  fix  a  number 
and  it  would  require  two  statutes,  a  federal 
one  and  a  provincial  one;  and  that  would 
give  both  levels  of  government  a  reasonable 
method  of  control. 

I'm  glad  that  the  Attorney  General's  de- partment has  finally  recognized  that  this 

kind  of  practice  today  doesn't  make  too  much 
sense,  and  any  number  of  judges  as  are 
requisite  are  going  to  be  able  to  be  appointed 
after  this  statute  is  passed,  and  they  will  be 
appointed  by  the  federal  authorities. 

But  in  keeping  with  this,  Mr.  Speaker, 
we  have  this  study  going  on  by  the  Law 
Reform  Commission  about  the  organization 
of  our  courts.  This  is  a  most  important  study 
and  could  have  the  greatest  relevance  for  the 
whole  system  of  administration  of  justice 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

I'm  not  of  a  mood  to  oppose  this  bill,  but 
my  wonder  about  this  statute  at  this  time 
is  that  it  comes  forward  not  as  a  part  of 
the  whole  package.  There  are  some  of  us 
here  who  are  awfully  concerned  about  what 
kind  of  recommendations  the  Law  Reform 
Commission  is  going  to  bring  forward.  They 

have  a  great  opportunity  to  do  some  magni- 
ficent work  in  so  far  as  the  whole  system 

of  administration  of  justice  is  concerned. 
Their  report  has  been  a  long  time  in  the 
preparation;  I  have  no  idea  when  it  is  going 
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to    come    forward.    Perhaps    the    Attorney 
General  does  and  can  tell  us. 

What  further  bothers  me,  Mr.  Speaker,  is 
the  method  around  here  that  once  the  report 
comes  in  it  seems  to  sit  on  certain  desks 

in  government  for  awhile— sometimes  a  long 
while,  occasionally  a  little  shorter  while— and 
it's  many  months  later  on  most  occasions 
that  we  finally  get  the  view  of  government 
as  to  what  is  going  to  happen  about  a  par- 

ticular recommendation. 

Now  it  is  sensible  at  this  point  in  time, 
without  having  the  whole  package  before  us 
or  without  having  any  real  indications  as  to 
which  direction  we  are  moving  in,  to  bring 
forward  an  Act  of  this  kind?  By  the  same 
token,  why  is  there  not  a  companion  Act  if 
the  Attorney  General  is  going  to  argue  that 
it  is  sensible?  Why  is  there  not  a  companion 
Act  dealing  with  Supreme  Court  judges  or 
the  judges  of  the  Court  of  Appeal? 

Is  he,  in  fact,  saying  that  we  in  Ontario 
are  now  abandoning  whatever  control  we 
might  have  had  or  might  choose  to  exercise? 
There  must  be  something  more  in  this  than 
just  the  boredom  about  asking  for  an  annual 
bill  because  some  counsel  determines  we 

need  one  more  judge  here  or  another  one 
over  there. 

As  I  say,  I  have  no  great  objection.  I'm 
satisfied  that  at  this  moment  the  people  in 
Ottawa  who  appoint  judges  make  good  de- 

cisions. It  might  not  be  the  same  people  there 

in  a  few  months,  but  at  the  moment  I  don't 
think  it's  going  to  be  abused.  Should  the  gov- 

ernment change,  my  view  might  change  as  to 
how  it  might  be  handled.  But  I  would  like 

to  get  at  some  of  the  Attorney  General's 
thinking  as  to  why  he  brings  this  bill  for- 

ward in  this  way  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Just  one  word  on  this.  During 
my  tenure  in  this  House  we  have  had  a  new 
bill  pretty  well  every  year,  and  I  do  not  trunk 
that  it  is  fairly  sensible  to  give  that  power. 
We  have  on  occasion  questioned  rather 

searchingly  the  necessity  for  these  appoint- 
ments, particularly  if  the  weight  was  going 

to  be  taken  off  county  court  judges  and 
placed  elsewhere,  in  the  revision  of  the 
family  courts  setup  and  whatnot.  All  right.  I 
see  no  harm  in  this  kind  of  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  offer  a  comment  on  this?  The  hon.  member 
for  Riverdale. 

Mr.  Renwick:  My  only  query  comes  from 

remarks  made  by  the  member  for  Downs- 
vew.  Is  the  present  provision,  as  it  exists  in 
the  revised  statutes,  in  fact  a  statement  say- 

ing that  whatever  additional  expense  the 
province  may  have  to  bear  will  not  be  borne 
by  the  province  above  a  certain  number  of 

judges?  Is  there  a  revenue  or  a  cost  factor  in- volved in  it? 

If  not,  just  what  is  the  reason?  Because  it 
does  deprive  us  of  the  opportunity,  each  time 
the  bill  is  presented,  of  the  member  for 
Downs  view  expressing  his  views  about  the 
county  court  judges  in  general  or  on  some 
occasions  in  particular.  I  think  that  if  we 
are  going  to  be  deprived  of  the  benefit  of 
the  views  of  the  member  for  Downsview,  we 
should  have  cogent  reasons  for  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  comment  on  this?  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  has  seemed 

to  me  in  recent  years  that  a  bill  came  for- 
ward almost  every  year  to  increase  the 

number  of  judges  on  the  county  bench. 
There  should  be  a  better,  simpler  way  of  do- 

ing this.  I  ascertained  that  in  British 
Columbia  and  in  Manitoba  they  have  a  system 
somewhat  similar  to  the  one  that  I  have 
worked  out. 

Under  this  the  number  of  judges  on  the 
county  bench  may  be  increased  by  order  in 
council.  It  still  requires  an  Act,  by  the  federal 
government.  I  have  discussed  this  with  the 
federal  Minister  of  Justice.  They  bring  for- 

ward one  bill  which  deals  with  any  increases 
in  the  various  provinces.  But  they  request 
that  the  provinces  pass  their  bill  dealing  with 
their  particular  needs  before  the  federal  bill 
is  brought  in. 

For  that  reason  I  felt  that  this  matter  might 
be  handled  more  satisfactorily  in  this  way.  It 
is  my  intention  to  pass  orders  in  council  for 
an  increase  of  three  county  court  judges, 
and  to  recommend  that  to  the  federal  Minis- 

ter of  Justice. 

With  the  increase  in  the  workload  or  the 

caseload  of  the  county  bench  I  think  three 
are  required  this  year. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  In  Toronto,  or  outside? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No,  none  of  them  in 
Toronto,  but  outside. 

I  would  advise  the  members  of  the  House 

that  I  am  proposing  that  those  additional 
county  court  judges  should  be  located  in 
Essex,  Middlesex  and  Ontario  counties. 



3580 ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 

At  the  present  time,  as  you  may  recall, 
there  are  98  county  court  judges  in  Ontario, 
and  this  will  increase  the  number  to  101. 

In  reference  to  the  point  raised  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Downsview  concerning  the 
Law  Reform  Commission  report,  the  commis- 

sion are  well  aware  that  I  am  bringing  for- 
ward this  bill,  and  this  will  not  in  any  way 

conflict  with  the  work  that  they  are  doing 
or  the  recommendations  that  they  will  make. 

I  might  just  advise,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  I 
have  urged  them— because  of  what  I  view  as 
the  highest  priority  for  changes  that  I  would 
like  to  see  made— that  they  bring  forward 
their  report  on  an  interim  basis.  We  might 
then  be  able  to  deal  with  certain  aspects 
of  our  judicial  system  and  not  necessarily 
wait  for  all  of  their  recommendations  to 
come.  They  are  giving  consideration  to  that 
and  I  hope  it  may  be  done  so  that  we  can 
proceed  with  certain  changes  that  I  say  feel 
are  necessary  in  one  branch  of  the  judiciary, 
without  waiting  for  all  of  the  recommenda- 

tions to  come  forward. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  157.  Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  I  wonder  if  I 
could  ask  for  third  reading  of  the  Attorney 

General's   bills? 

THIRD  READINGS 

The  following  bills  were  given  third  read- 
ing upon  motion: 

Bill  152,  An  Act  to  confirm  the  Revised 
Statutes   of  Ontario,   1970. 

Bill  153,  An  Act  to  confirm  the  Revised 
Regulations  of  Ontario,   1970. 

Bill  156,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Mortmain 
and  Charitable  Uses  Act. 

Bill  157,  An  Act  to  amend  the  County 
Judges  Act. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  If  you  don't  watch  it,  you 
are  going  to  leave  an  indelible  mark  on  the 
laws  of  Ontario. 

OSGOODE    HALL    LAW    SCHOOL 
SCHOLARSHIPS  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  118,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Osgoode  Hall 
Law  School  Scholarship  Act,  1968-1969. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  we,  of  course, 
support  the  bill.  My  query  is  simply  that  it 
opens  up  a  broader  question.  I  am  curious 
as  to  whether  or  not  the  Minister  of  Colleges 
and  Universities  is,  or  will  be,  engaged  in 
reviewing  all  of  the  scholarships  and  other 
awards  granted  by  any  degree-granting 
authority  within  the  Province  of  Ontario  to 
determine  whether  and  to  what  extent  this 
discrimination  on  the  basis  of  sex  exists.  It 

is  being  removed  from  the  particular  scholar- 
ship at  Osgoode  Hall  law  school;  should  its 

removal  not  be  extended  to  all  of  the  awards 

made  by  any  of  the  degree-granting  bodies 
under  his  jurisdiction  throughout  the  Prov- 

ince of  Ontario? 

Would  he  give  consideration  to  making 
such  a  study  if  he  is  not  aware,  specifically, 
of  them? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  would  like  to  make  a  per- 
sonal reference,  if  I  may,  Mr.  Speaker. 

This  is  a  scholarship  through  the  estate  of 
the  hon.  Mr.  Justice  Barlow,  whom  I  remem- 

ber very  well.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  when  I 
was  a  young  lawyer  he  struck  terror  into 
all  our  hearts,  and  it  was  a  major  part  of 

one's  legal  education  to  come  before  him  in 
those  days.  However  in  private,  and  I  had 
an  opportunity  on  a  couple  of  occasions  to 
speak  to  him,  he  had  a  kind  of  ingrained  and 
special  courtesy  of  his  own,  even  a  gentle- 

ness, which  was  not  reflected  in  the  court- 
room. 

Therefore,  I  am  very  pleased  that  the  wide 
dimensions  and  tolerance  that  are  exempli- 

fied in  legislation  extending  to  all  sexes  on 

a  basis  of  parity  are  widening  out  the  con- 
tour lines    of  his   position. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  hon.  member 
wish  to  comment  on  this  bill? 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes.  I  wonder  if  the  minister 
could  advise  us  of  the  consultative  process 
that  went  on,  as  far  as  changing  the  terms 
of  this  scholarship  is  concerned?  Were  you 
able  to  communicate  with  the  donor? 
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Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Minister  of  Colleges  and 
Universities:)  No,  Mr.  Speaker.  This  really 
was  a  request  from  Osgoode  Hall  and  we 
were  complying  with  that  request  by  amend- 

ing that  particular  section  of  the  Act. 
I  might  say,  in  reply  to  the  hon.  member 

for  Riverdale,  that  we  are  looking  into  all 
types  of  scholarships  of  this  kind  so  that 
there  will  be  a  general  principle  or  a  con- 

sistent philosophy  that  scholarships  will  not 
be  discriminatory  on  the  basis  of  sex.  I 
suppose  there  could  be  some  exclusions.  I 
would  think,  particularly,  it  is  possible  that 
a  football  scholarship  to  Notre  Dame  may  be 
in  the  category  of  being  restrictive. 

Mr.  Ren  wick:  I  didn't  know  we  were 
granting  many  of  those  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Not  too  many.  I  think 
there  may  be  one  of  the  smaller  universities 
which— 

Mr.  Renwick:  What  about  Cecil  Rhodes? 
Will  you  deal  with  him,  too? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  This  is  something  that  may 
be  rather  difficult,  because  as  you  know- 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  he  isn't  here  either. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Right.  I  don't  know  if  we 
can  do  that  by  legislative  edict,  but  other- 

wise, in  those  areas  where  we  have  control 
I  think  the  general  non-discriminatory  policy 
will   apply. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Are  you  going  to  treat  it  as 
a  matter  of  urgency? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Yes. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third   reading? 

Agreed. 

SUNNYBROOK    HOSPITAL    ACT,    1966 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  119,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Sunnybrook 
Hospital  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
the  minister  to  give  an  explanation  of  the 
provision  for  alternative  or  substitute  trust- 

ees to  be  substituted  by  the  chairman  of 
the  board  of  governors  of  the  University  of 

Toronto  and  by  the  president  of  the  Uni- 
versity of  Toronto.  Why  is  it,  if  the  Sunny- 

brok  Hospital  is  an  important  part  of  the 
university  structure  that  it  should  not  be 
possible  for  the  chairman  of  the  board  or  the 
president  of  the  university  to  fulfill  his  func- 

tion as  one  of  the  trustees?  It  would  appear 
to  me  that  that  is  the  substance  of  the  bill, 

and  I  would  like  the  minister's  explanation  of 
why  this  more  flexible  arrangement  is  con- 

sidered desirable,  apart  from  the  flexibility  it 

gives. Mr.  Speaker:  Any  other  comments  on  this 
bill?  If  not,  the  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  purpose 
of  the  amendment  is  to  make  it  more  flexible. 

There  didn't  seem  to  be  any  rationale  for 
having  the  chairman  of  the  board  of  gov- 

ernors, or  the  president  of  the  University  of 
Toronto,  necessarily  chairman  of  the  board  of 
Sunnybrook  Hospital.  Both  of  these  positions 
that  I  have  mentioned  require  a  great  deal 
of  time  and  effort. 

By  having  somebody  else  on  the  board 
eligible  for  this  position,  it  means  that  the 
office  is  open  to  more  people;  that  anyone 
on  the  board  could  be  eligible  to  be  chosen 
as  chairman  of  Sunnybrook  Hospital.  He  may 
be  a  person  who  would  have  more  connec- 

tion with  that  particular  institution,  rather 
than  with  the  University  of  Toronto. 

Now  there  may  be  more  general  interest 
in  the  affairs  of  the  hospital.  He  may  be 
somebody  with  a  medical  background,  but 
not  necessarily  having  the  top  position  with 
the  university  either  in  the  role  as  president 
or  chairman.  Really,  that  is  the  main  reason. 
It  makes  the  number  eligible  to  be  appointed 
chairman  much  greater  than  it  is  at  the 

present  time. 
Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 

bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

ART  GALLERY  OF  ONTARIO  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  120,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Art  Gallery 
of  Ontario  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 

Opposition. 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are 

just  one  or  two  items  in  this  bill  of  interest, 
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as  far  as  we're  concerned.  The  first  has  to  do 
with  the  section  that  deals  with  the  appoint- 

ment of  trustees  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
in  Council. 

I  certainly  approve  and  support  the  con- 
cept that  they  should  serve  on  with  staggered 

terms,  therefore  giving  some  continuity.  The 
minister  must  be  becoming  quite  sensitive  to 
the  appointments  to  various  institutions  under 
his  administration. 

But  I  would  hope  in  making  the  appoint- 
ments to  the  staggered  terms  he  perhaps 

will  have  a  different  term  of  reference  him- 
self for  involving  citizens  in  the  community 

in  this  responsibility.  It  is  the  Art  Gallery  of 
Ontario  and  certainly  one  of  the  requisites 
would  certainly  be  that  the  members  of  the 
board  should  not  just  be  from  the  Toronto 
area.  In  the  past,  for  many  years,  this  has 
been  characteristic  of  the  Toronto  Art  Gal- 
lery. 

The  other  matter,  of  course,  is  that  I'm  not 
at  all  oonvinced  that  business  success,  or  even 
the  ability  to  patronize  the  arts  that  goes 
with  business  success,  is  the  kind  of  bench- 

mark that  should  guide  the  minister  in 
making  his  appointments.  I  sense  that  he,  too, 
is  very  aware  of  the  responsibility  in  seeing 
to  it  that  people  with  that  kind  of  initiative 
and  a  progressive  attitude  would  come  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  section  2,  that  gives  cer- 

tain powers  to  the  minister.  It  is  one  of  the 

few  organizations  under  the  minister's  pur- 
view that  is  not  erupting  at  the  present  time, 

at  least  publicly.  I  would  think  that  he  would 
be  very  careful  indeed  in  carrying  out  the 
responsibilities  given  to  him,  and  that  we 
perhaps  improve  on  the  selections  that  have 
been  characteristic  of  appointments  to  some 
other  organizations  in  the  past. 

The  second  thing  I  want  to  mention  is  to 
raise  a  question  really  as  to  why  the  bill 
calls  for  the  imposition  of  provincial  taxa- 

tion on  the  art  gallery.  I  presume  this  would 
largely  be  sales  tax  .on  the  things  that  it 
would  buy  and  on  the  expansion  of  the 
gallery,  which  is  going  to  be  a  very  heavy 
expansion  and  which  is  already  under  way.  I 

would  further  presume  that  in  the  minister's 
estimates  there  would  be  moneys  applied  to 
the  art  gallery  grant  enabling  it  to  pay  these 
additional  taxes  without  it  being  a  special 
drain  on  the  limited  finance  that  is  available 
to  the  art  gallery.  It  seems  the  exemption 
had  already  been  applied  for  many  years; 

I  can't  understand  why  the  government  would 
move  toward  imposing  provincial  taxes  on 
the  art  gallery  enterprise. 

The  third  thing  deals  with  the  powers 
that  we  are  giving  the  art  gallery  to  acquire 
certain  lands.  I  think  one  of  the  most  inter- 

esting aspects  of  what's  going  on  at  the  art 
gallery  now  is  its  plan  and  expansion  pro- 

gramme, involving  the  Grange,  and  so  on. 
It  will  undoubtedly  become  an  even  more 
interesting  centre  for  people  interested  in 
art  and  in  pride  in  the  community  than  it 
has  been  in  the  past.  I  think  we  should  re- 

call that  the  decision  by  Henry  Moore  to 
designate  Toronto  as  the  repository  for  many 
of  his  objects  of  art  probably  lies  more  to 
the  credit  of  the  member  for  York-Forest 
Hall  (Mr.  Givens)  than  anyone  else. 

There  are  many  people  attributing  a  small 
hiatus  in  his  political  career  to  the  member 

for  York-Forest  Hill's  early  recognition  of 
the  value  of  Moore's  sculptures.  Yet  the  ini- 

tiative he  took  in  organizing  the  community 
of  Toronto  to  get  the  Archer  purchased  and 
located  in  city  hall  square  surely  led  to 
Moore  to  consider  Toronto  as  a  place  for 
pieces  of  sculpture  which  are  almost  without 
value  and  certainly  will  be  in  the  future  as 
far  as  works  of  art  go.  I  had  better  use  my 
words  more  carefully  there  and  say  to  almost 
inestimable  value!  And  these  are  coming  to 
Toronto. 

Mr.  Speaker,  obviously  we  should  be 
aware  that  other  members  of  the  community, 
people  that  I  am  sure  the  minister  will  be 
able  to  name,  have  also  made  tremendous 
personal  contributions,  but  largely  by  way 
of  dollars,  toward  the  expansion  of  what  is 
becoming  an  extremely  important  collection 
on  a  world  standard. 

Of  course  we  support  the  bill,  but  I  want- 
ed to  bring  these  three  matters  to  your 

attention,  sir. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  a 
number  of  provisions  in  the  bill  with  which 
we  agree. 
We  have  no  comment  to  make  about  the 

revision  of  the  provision  with  respect  to  the 
annual  report  being  submitted  to  the  minister 
and  then  tabled  in  the  House.  We  notice 
that  the  minister  is  also  taking  the  power  to 
request,  not  only  an  annual  report,  but  other 
reports  from  time  to  time  if  he  wishes  to  do 
so,  and  that  the  bill  does  not  provide  any 
obligation  on  him  to  table  such  reports  in 
the  House.  I  wonder  whether  in  the  course 
of  his  comments  the  minister  would  explain 
why  it  is  that  only  the  annual  report  will  be 
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tabled  and  not  any  other  report  which  he 
may  have  occasion  from  time  to  time  to  re- 

quest from  the  board  or  the  Art  Gallery  of 
Toronto. 

The  provision  with  respect  to  the  qualifi- 
cation of  the  auditor  who  is  to  audit  the 

accounts  of  the  board  is  one  with  which  we 
agree.  Under  the  provision  respecting  the 
power  to  make  a  conveyance  to  the  cor- 

poration of  the  city  of  Toronto  of  the  land 
set  forth  in  the  schedule,  I  would  like  the 

minister  to  categorically  state  that  that  sche- 
dule is  limited  to  the  21-foot  proposed  widen- 
ing on  Dundas  St.  and  the  eight-foot  pro- 

posed widening  on  Beverley  St.  The  explana- 
tory note  to  section  9  carefully  points  out 

that  there  is  a  prohibition  against  alienation, 
both  in  the  wilj  which  devised  this  property 
to  the  art  gallery  and  in  section  16  of  the 
present  Act.  If  we  are  now  granting  the 
authority  to  make  the  conveyance— and  the 
reference  is  to  the  21  ft.  widening  of  Dun- 

das St.  and  the  eight  ft.  widening  of  Bever- 
ley St.— I  would  like  confirmation  that  the 

schedule,  which  does  not  refer  to  either  of 
those  widths,  is  restricted,  by  reason  of  the 
description  in  the  schedule,  solely  to  that 
limited  conveyance  purpose. 

With  respect  to  the  question  of  taxation, 
I  need  only  say  that  we,  too,  would  like  to 
know  why  it  is  that  at  this  point  the  Prov- 

ince of  Ontario  is  making  a  decision  to 
eliminate  the  exemption  of  the  Art  Gallery 
of  Toronto  from  possible  future  levies  of 
provincial  taxes,  and  why  it  is  limiting  that 
exemption  solely  to  municipal  and  school 
taxes. 

With  respect  to  the  major  questions  relating 
to  the  staggered  terms  of  the  members  of 
the  board  of  the  Art  Gallery  of  Toronto 

who  are  appointed  by  the  Lieutenant  Gover- 
nor in  Council,  I  think  there  is  some  merit 

to  such  appointments.  I  do  not  know  why  it 
is  restricted  only  to  those  appointees  of  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council  and  not  ex- 

tended to  the  members  who  are  elected  by 
the  membership  at  large  of  the  art  gallery, 
or  to  those  members  who  are  appointed 
by  the  College  of  Founders  of  the  Art  Gal- 

lery of  Ontario. 

I  have  referred  throughout  this  to  the  Art 
Gallery  of  Toronto.  I  mean,  of  course,  the 
Art  Gallery  of  Ontario.  I  would  like  the 
minister,  in  the  course  of  his  comments,  to 
list  for  us  the  present  members  of  the  board 
of  the  Art  Gallery  of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  my  major  comment 
is  that  I  do  not  quite  understand  why  the 
minister  would  not  have  taken  this   oppor- 

tunity to  have  made  the  board  of  the  Art 
Gallery  of  Ontario  a  more  representative 
body.  Or  why  he  would  not  have  expressed, 
in  the  change  in  the  provisions  with  respect 

to  appointments  what  has  now  become  abund- 
antly clear  in  the  case  of  the  Royal  Ontario 

Museum— that  there  simply  has  to  be,  in 

these  public  bodies,  a  much  wider  repre- 
sentation of  public  attitudes  and  viewpoints 

that  at  this  particular  stage  in  time,  can  be 
encompassed  by  a  board  of  27  trustees  with 
a  restricted  area  of  appointment  as  set  out 
in  the  Act  as  it  now  exists,  and  the  Act 
as  it  will  exist,  after  these  amendments  are 

I  would  also  ask,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
minister  would  point  out  to  me  the  manner 
in  which  the  present  persons  appointed  by 
the  membership  of  the  gallery  take  office? 
Who  makes  the  appointments  of  the  gallery 
under  the  changed  method  by  which  the 
election  is  to  take  place  by  members  of  the 
gallery?  Is  it  to  be  from  among  members  of 
the  gallery  other  than  special  membership 
categories  of  the  gallery?  If  so,  what  is  the 
procedure  by  which  the  membership  will 
exercise  the  elective  power  being  granted  to 
theme  in  these  proposed  amendments?  I 
would  like  the  minister,  if  he  would  in  the 
course  of  his  remarks,  to  answer  each  of 
those  points  which  we  have  raised  on  the 
second  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  as  concerned  as  my  leader 
with  this  change  in  the  tax  situation  at  a 
time  when  we  are  considering  means  of 
spreading  more  or  varying  municipal  taxes 
around  the  province.  For  example,  the  city 
of  Kingston  which  is  burdened  heavily  by 

Queen's  University  in  the  lack  of  munici- 
pal tax  contributions  from  that  institution, 

we  are  recognzing,  in  a  very  small  way  so 
far,  the  need  to  have  the  burden  shared  by 
the  province  for  a  provincial  institution.  At 
this  time  we  are  improving  the  burden  of 
provincial  taxes  and  leaving  the  municipality 
with  the  burden  of  municipal  costs— sorry, 
have  I  got  this  mixed  up? 

The  point  seems  to  me  that  we— I  think  I 
got  that  mixed  up! 

The  representation  is  the  other  area- 

Mr.  Lawlor:  That  doesn't  destroy  the  argu- ment. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Yes,  the  argument  is  still 

there;  we  should  have  every  Ontario  insti- 
tution pay  its  share  of  taxes  to  the  munici- 
pality in  which  it  is  located. 
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But  the  other  question  of  the  represen- 
tation also  concerns  me.  I  recognize  that 

now  around  this  province  we  have  a  great 
many  people  who  are  very  interested  in 
art,  who  are  unaffected  by  die  styles  of  the 
current  trends— the  vogue  that  some  galleries 
or  others  might  be  pressing— and  are  truly 

dedicating  their  lives  to  art.  They  don't 
have  resources,  but  they  do  have  a  great  in- 

terest in  the  furtherance  of  art  and  its  con- 
tribution to  a  better  quality  of  life.  I  do 

hope  that  the  minister  will  ensure  that  there 
are  representatives  from  well  beyond  To- 

ronto, now  that  this  is  an  Ontario  gallery 
of  art,  the  Art  Gallery  of  Ontario;  and  that 
these  representatives  will  not  be  from  walks 
of  life  that  they  have  traditionally  come 
from,  namely  those  who  have  been  patrons 
of  the  arts  in  the  traditional  way.  They 
must  be  from  all  sectors  of  the  community, 
so  that  this  gallery  can  enjoy  a  greater  de- 

gree of  support  from  the  public,  which  is 
the  main  purpose  of  having  this  board. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  speak  to  the  bill?  The  hon.  member  for 
Lakeshore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  There  are  two  matters  I 
would  like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the 

minister.  One  is  that  in  section  3— "the  power 
to  appoint,  promote,  transfer  or  remove  such 
officers,  clerks  and  servants  as  it  considers 

necessary"— the  clause  itself  has  been  sub- 
stantially turned  around  from  what  it  is  in 

the  existing  section  5,  and  it  seems  to  be  to 
the  derogation  of  the  role  and  function  of 
the  director  of  the  museum. 

I  wonder  why  this  should  be  so.  As  it 

presently  reads  they  may  "remove  or  transfer 
officers  and  staff."  They  have  added  the 
words  here  "clerks  and  servants"  instead  of 
"staff."  I  would  have  thought  "staff"  was 
perfectly  adequate.  But  passing  over  a  minor 

point  like  that,  it  goes  on,  "as  are  necessary 
for  the  proper  conduct  of  the  affairs  of  a 

gallery"— that  is,  the  board  may  do  these 
things— but  "no  person  shall  be  appointed, 
promoted,  transferred  or  removed  as  an  offi- 

cer or  a  member  of  the  staff  except  on  the 

recommendation  of  the  director." 
Now  this  is  a  downgrading  or  derogation 

of  the  role  of  the  director.  You  have  the 
presumption  in  your  sidenote  to  say  that  this 
is  giving  wider  powers  in  a  regulation- 
making  way  to  the  board.  That  is  true, 
but  why  should  this  be  done?  Obviously 
the  role  of  director  in  these  various  insti- 

tutions under  provincial  tutelage  is  crucial 
and  pivotal  to  the  whole  operation.  The 
others  come  as  visitors,  to  some  extent,  from 

outside,  partially  from  the  business  com- munity. 

The  present  composition  of  the  gallery, 
having  21  trustees,  is  that  five  people  are 
appointed  by  the  College  of  the  Founders 
of  the  Art  Gallery;  10  persons  appointed, 
now  to  be  elected  in  this  legislation  by  the 
membership;  and  two  persons  appointed  by 
the  council  of  the  city  of  Toronto— and  one 
would  be  hard  put  to  think  of  two  people 
on  the  council  of  the  city  of  Toronto  so 
aesthetically  inclined  as  to  have  a  due  appre- 

ciation. But  then,  of  yes,  there  is  always— if 
I  can  mention  names;  no.  Then  10  persons 
appointed  to  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in 
Council. 

Now  in  this  particular  institution  the  10 
people  appointed  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
in  Council  are  fairly  critical  because  of  the 
wide  fiscal  powers  that  have  been  conferred 
upon  the  trustees  of  this  particular  institu- 

tion by  way  of  the  loaning  policies,  on  which 
they  have  a  large  autonomy;  and  secondly 
with  respect  to  investment  policies  and  port- 

folios. The  excessive  moneys  in  this  particular 
case  are  not  retained  in  the  consolidated 
revenue  fund,  but  are  retained  solely  within 
the  institution  itself  for  investment  potential, 
and  therefore  there  would  be  a  role  for  men 

of  some  business  acumen  to  perform  a  funda- 
mental task  at  this  gallery. 

With  the  problems  that  have  arisen  with 
the  Royal  Ontario  Museum,  etc.,  I  think  the 
minister  ought  certainly  to  have  made  pro- 

vision in  revision  of  this  statute  for  the  mem- 
bers of  the  general  public  to  be  sitting  on 

these  boards.  It  is  part  of  the  conventional 
wisdom  now;  and  you  may  even  be  so  pro- 

gressive, to  be  conservative,  as  to  extend 

yourself  that  far.  Why  you  haven't  done it  completely  passes  my  judgement.  It  is  a 
grave  oversight  within  the  terms  of  the  legis- lation. 

I  think  that  basically  covers  the  points  I 
wish  to  make  under  this  particular  legisla- 

tion. I  wish  to  reaffirm  the  position  taken 
by  my  colleague  with  respect  to  the  varied 
descriptions.  On  your  schedule  it  certainly  is 

impossible  to  tell,  from  reading  it  descrip- 
tively, what  precisely  is  comprised  in  those 

lands.  And  since  there  are  explicit  powers 

of  non-expropriation,  except  in  the  case  of  the 
municipality,  over  the  lands  of  this  particular 
institution,  then  I  think  a  great  safeguarding 
must  take  place  with  respect  to  the  property. 

Lastly,  Mr.  Speaker,  why  the  rewording 
with  respect  to  the  taxation  policy  touching 

the  gallery?  Is  it  the  intention  of  the  provin- 
cial government  to  give  grants?  Or  does  it 
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give  grants  in  lieu  of,  to  any  extent— even  to 
the  minimal  extent  that  it  does  with  respect 
to  universities— to  the  city  of  Toronto  in 
reimbursement  for  the  coverage  of  land  in- 

volved herein?  And  particularly  now,  with 
the  new  improvements— I  visited  the  gallery 
fairly  recently,  and  they  are  commendable— 
and  the  increased  assessment  that  is  arising 
out  of  that  particular  plot  of  ground. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  other  member  wish  to 
participate?   If   not,   the   hon.    minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker:  Dealing 
with  some  of  the  remarks  of  the  hon.  mem- 

ber for  Brant.  I  think  that  in  the  future  there 
will  be  broader  representation  on  boards  and 
authorities  and  agencies,  such  as  the  Art 

Gallery  of  Ontario;  they  won't  necessarily all  be  from  the  Toronto  area. 

I  agree  with  the  hon.  member  that  busi- 
ness success  is  not  necessarily  indicative  of 

interest,  or  even  knowledge  or  competence 
in  the  administration  of  an  institution  such 
as  the  AGO.  I  think  there  has  been  in  the 
past  probably  more  emphasis  on  this  type  of 
success.  I  think  it  is  for  the  obvious  reason 

that  we  have  depended  on  private  contribu- 
tions for  the  operation  of  many  of  these 

institutions.  Now,  where  funding  really  is 
almost  entirely  done  by  the  taxpayers  of  this 
province,  I  think  that  you  will  see  a  corre- 

sponding change  in  those  people  who  sit  on 
these  boards  and  run  these  institutions.  It 
will  be  more  representative  of  the  people 
of  the  province. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  My  Lord,  you  talk  as  if  it 
was  a  novelty. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Yes,  but  Mr.  Speaker  we 

haven't  been  giving  support  to  the  Art  Gal- 
lery of  Ontario  from  the  funds  of  this  prov- 
ince in  the  past  as  we  are  now.  For  example, 

most  of  the  funds  for  capital  expansion  have 
been  raised  privately  by  institutions  of  this 
kind  through  subscriptions  and  through 
membership.  Now  they  are  receiving  sub- 

stantial capital  grants  from  us,  as  well  as 
operating  support. 

Now  I  think  all  the  hon.  members  referred 
to  section  6  and  the  change  in  the  exemption 
from  provincial  taxation.  The  main  reason 
for  this,  of  course,  is  in  respect  to  retail  sales 
tax.  The  fact  is  that  the  idea  of  exempting 
the  art  gallery  or  any  single  institution  in  this 
way  was  discriminatory.  It  makes  no  sense 
really  to  have  a  special  arrangement  for  any 
particular  institution;  so  we  are  now  putting 
the  art  gallery  in  the  same  position  as  all 
other  similar  galleries. 

The  fact  is  that  under  our  retail  sales  tax, 
things  such  as  paintings,  drawings,  pastels, 
original  sculptures  and  certain  other  works 
of  art  are  exempt  from  the  sales  tax.  What 
is  happening  here  will  make  very  little  mone- 

tary difference  to  the  art  gallery.  Both  by 
way  of  the  Retail  Sales  Tax  A,ct  and  the 
Income  Tax  Act,  certain  exemptions  are  given 
because  of  public  donations  to  institutions  of 
this  kind.  Therefore  it  is  just  for  the  purpose 
of  being  consistent  that  we  are  making  the 
change  in  section  6. 

Regarding  the  hon.  member  for  Riverdale's remark  in  respect  to  section  8(2)  and  the 

question  to  the  effect,  why  not  table  all  re- 
ports; I  think  there  would  be  times,  Mr. 

Speaker,  when  the  minister  or  the  ministry 
would  ask  for  a  particular  report  from  the 
art  gallery  and  it  might  be  considered  an 
in-house  report  dealing  with  a  particular 
aspect  of  the  operation  of  the  gallery— not 
something  that  is  very  momentous,  earth- 
shaking  or  really  of  great  interest  to  this 

Legislature. 

Mr.  Renwick:  We  like  those  private  re- 

ports. 
Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Really,  to  stand  here  every 

day  about  3.05  p.m.  and  file  these  little  re- 
ports may  be  too  much.  I  think  that  any 

major  report  that  is  available,  or  that  any  hon. 
member  is  aware  of,  could  very  well  be  tabled 
on  request  of  any  member  to  the  minister. 

I  can  state  categorically,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
section  9  deals  with  the  same  parcel  of  land 
described  in  the  explanatory  note.  I  must 

admit  that  the  description,  because  it  isn't 
really  a  "metes  and  bounds"  description,  is 
rather  confusing,  but  it  does  refer  to  the  21- 
ft  parcel  needed  for  the  widening  of  Dundas 
St.  and  the  8-ft  parcel  needed  for  the  widen- 

ing of  Beverley  St. 

Mr.  Renwick:  And  nothing  else! 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  And  nothing  else  that  I  am 
aware  of.  And,  of  course,  section  16  remains 
in  the  legislation  and  therefore  the  provisions 
of  that  will  would  apply  to  the  balance  of 
the  lands  within  the  terms  of  that  will  that 
have  been  given  to  the  art  gallery. 

Regarding  the  reference  to  section  2  of  the 
bill  in  respect  to  terms  of  office,  vacancies  and 
appointments,  there  is  an  improvement  here 
since  of  the  three  categories  which  are  now 
appointed  by  the  College  of  Founders  of  the 
Art  Gallery,  by  the  membership  and  by  the 
council  of  the  city  of  Toronto,  I  believe  a 
total  of  17  will  now  be  elected. 
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As  far  as  the  Art  Gallery  of  Ontario  elected 
representatives  are  concerned,  they  would  be 
nominated  by  the  membership.  They  would 
be  voted  on  by  ballot  and  in  a  rather  conven- 

tional way.  Those  five  persons  who  receive 
the  most  number  of  votes  would  sit  on  the 
board  for  one  year.  The  same  would  apply 
to  those  nominees  from  the  college  of  foun- 
ders. 

I  would  hope  that  there  would  be  sufficient 
so  that  there  would  be  a  wide  enough  choice 
from  those  people  who  would  be  eligible  to 
vote  for  those  categories.  The  other  10, 
making  a  total  of  27,  who  would  be  appointed 
by  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council,  are 
restricted  now,  as  the  amendment  provides 
that  they  can  only  serve  for  two  terms. 

I  would  hope,  and  this  would  be  my 
intention,  that  those  people  again  are  rep- 

resentative appointments.  They  are  from 
members  of  the  general  public.  They  are 
people  who  have  shown  an  interest  in  the 
gallery.  I  suppose  we  will  have  in  the  future 
to  attempt  to  acquire  more  names  from 
various  people  and  ask  various  groups  of 
citizens  who  have  some  connection  with  the 
gallery  either  directly  or  indirectly,  to  submit 
names  to  the  ministry  that  could  eventually 
be  appointed  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in 
Council.  I  think  there  is  a  great  deal  of  room 
for  improvement  in  our  methods  of  filling 
these  appointments,  and  I  would  intend  to 
do  that. 

The  hon.  member  for  Lakeshore  referred 
to  section  3(2)(c).  True,  this  broadens  the 
powers  of  the  board.  It  was  felt  that,  as  in 
the  previous  section  which  required  that  any 
person  who  has  appointed,  promoted,  trans- 

ferred or  removed  as  an  officer  or  member 
of  the  staff,  this  should  not  necessarily  have 
to  be  on  the  recommendation  of  the  direc- 

tor. I  think  this  was  unnecessarily  restricting 
the  powers  of  the  board  and  I  think  the  new 
section,  whereby  the  board  can  in  fact  dele- 

gation certain  powers  dealing  with  people 
who  are  directly  under  the  director  is  an 
improvement.  But  for  those  in  senior  posi- 

tions it  would  require  that  the  board  would 
be  ultimately  responsible  and  have  the  power 
of  either  appointing,  promoting,  transferring 
or  removing. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered 
for  third  reading? 

Agreed  to. 

THIRD  READINGS 

The  following  bills  were  given  third  read- 
ing upon  motion: 

Bill  118,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Osgoode 
Hall  Law  School  Scholarships  Act,  1968- 
1969. 

Bill  119,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Sunnybrook 
Hospital  Act,  1966. 

Bill  120,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Art  Gallery 
of  Ontario  Act. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  third  order, 
House  in  committee  of  the  whole;  Mr.  R.  D. 
Rowe  in  the  chair. 

ONTARIO  DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  115,  An  Act 
to  amend  The  Ontario  Development  Cor- 

poration Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  115,  An  Act  to  amend 
the  Ontario  Development  Corporation  Act. 
Are  there  any  comments,  questions  or 
amendments  to  the  first  two  sections  of  the 
bill?  If  not,  the  hon.  minister,  I  believe,  has 
an  amendment  to  section  3. 

Hon.  J.  White  (Minister  of  Industry  and 
Tourism):  Mr.  Chairman,  I  stand  here  with 
a  little  egg  on  my  face  to  make  this  bill 
conform  to  the  assertions  and  assurances 
which  I  gave  to  the  House,  and  I  apologize. 
This  bill  went  through  half  a  dozen  drafts 
and  somewhere  between  the  final  and  the 
next-to-last  draft  a  proviso  was  dropped. 

Apparently  this  was  drawn  to  my  attention 

but  certainly  I  didn't  comprehend  the  con- 
sequences of  that.  I  offered  an  explanation 

to  the  House  which,  in  fact,  proved  to  be 
inaccurate.  I  will  now  do  as  I  undertook  to 
do  at  that  time,  and  that  is  have  the  wording 
of  the  bill  in  keeping  with  the  assurances 
which  I  gave  and  which,  in  fact,  were  my 
intentions  and  which  are  the  policy  of  this 
government. 

I  move  that  subsection  1  of  section  3  of 
the  bill  be  deleted  and  the  following  sub- 

stituted  therefor: 

(3)  subsection  1:  Subsection  2  of  section  8 
of  the  said  Act  is  repealed  and  the  following 
substituted   therefor; 

(2)  The  powers  conferred  by  clause  (c)  of 
subsection  1  shall  only  be  exercised  with  the 
approval  of  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in 
Council.  The  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Coun- 

cil may,  by  regulation,  require  the  approval 
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by  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council  of 
the  exercise  of  all  or  any  of  the  powers  of 
the  corporation  conferred  by  clauses  (a)  and 
(b)  of  subsection  1. 

If  I  may  spend  a  minute  on  this,  it  simply 
means  that  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in 
Council  must  approve  every  forgivable  loan, 
performance  loan  or  grant  of  money,  large 
or  small.  The  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Coun- 

cil may  be  regulation— and  I  am  going  to 
read  the  proposed  regulation  in  a  minute- 
give  the  authority  to  the  ODC  board  to 
make  loans  up  to  a  certain  maximum  limit. 
It  will  be  seen  that  each  order  in  council 

approving  a  performance  loan  will  imme- 
diately come  to  the  attention  of  the  members 

of  this  House  and  of  the  public. 

The  regular  loans,  the  term  loans,  which 
are  a  conventional  financial  instrument  and 
one  that  has  not  been  widely  used  by  the 
ODC  in  the  past,  will  be  summarized  as 
provided  for  in  section  4  of  the  bill.  It  is 
perfectly  true  to  say  that  this  information 
will  therefore  not  be  available  to  members 
of  the  House  as  quickly  as  has  been  the 
case  in  the  past.  This  is  the  price  we  pay, 
and  I  think  quite  a  fair  price,  for  being  able 
to   handle   small   loans   expeditiously. 

As  the  hon.  members  who  listened  to  the 
debate  here  earlier  know,  my  hope  is  that 
the  ODC  board  will  be  given  a  certain  limit; 
that  the  ODC  board,  in  turn,  will  hand  down 
lending  powers  to  officers  at  various  levels 
within  the  ODC,  including  ODC  officers,  who 
hopefully  will  be  positioned  in  certain  of  our 
regional  offices.  We  do  intend,  if  this  legisla- 

tion is  passed,  to  put  ODC  officers  in  the 
London  office,  the  Orillia  office  and  the  Ot- 

tawa office  as  a  start.  I  would  be  glad,  if 
resources  permit  it  and  if  this  experiment 
succeeds,  to  see  ODC  officers  in  almost  all 
of  our  regional  offices  in  Ontario  as  time 
goes   by. 

The  regulation  which  is  proposed  for  the 
approval  of  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in 
Council  would  read  as  follows: 

No  loans  may  be  made  or  guarantees 
given  for  the  payment  of  loans  in  excess  of 
$100,000  pursuant  to  clauses  (a)  and  (b) 
respectively  of  subsection  1  of  section  8  of 
the  Act,  unless  the  approval  of  the  Lieuten- 

ant Governor  in  Council  has  been  first 
obtained. 

If  this  works  well,  as  I  expect  it  to  do,  and 
if  the  response  to  the  business  community  is 
speeded  up  and  therefore  made  much  more 
effective,  I  would  hope  that  $100,000  might 
be  increased  a  year  or  two  from  now,  per- 

haps to  $200,000.  But  the  government  thought 

it  was  wise  to  start  with  this  smaller  amount. 
Now  there  may  be  questions  from  the  hon. 
members,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  which  case  I 
will  attempt  to  answer. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Perhaps  I  should  put  the 
motion  first  of  all. 

Mr.  White  has  moved  that  subsection  one 
of  section  three  of  the  bill  be  deleted,  and 
the  following  substituted  therefor. 

3.  subsection  one,  subsection  two  of 
section  eight  of  the  said  Act  is  repealed 
and  the  following  substituted  therefore. 
Subsection  two,  the  powers  conferred  by 
clause  C  of  subsection  one,  shall  only  be 

exercised  with  the  approval  of  the  Lieu- 
tenant Governor  in  Council  and  the  Lieu- 
tenant Governor  in  Council  may,  by 

regulation,  require  the  approval  by  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council  of  the 
exercise  of  all  or  any  of  the  powers  of  the 
corporation  conferred  by  classes  A  and  B 
of  subsection  one. 

The  member  for  Riverdale. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  minister  said  he  was  going  to  read 

the  regulations  to  us. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Let  me  repeat  it. 

No  loans  may  be  made,  or  guarantees 
given,  for  the  payment  of  loans  in  excess  of 
$100,000,  pursuant  to  clauses  A  and  B 
respectively  of  subsection  one  of  section  eight 
of  the  Act,  unless  the  approval  of  the  Lieu- 

tenant Governor  in  Council  has  been  first 
obtained. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  wording 
of  the  proposed  change  in  the  clause  is 
acceptable,  because  it  conforms,  and  we  can 
understand  how  it  was  dropped  in  the  various 
revisions  that  the  bill  might  go  through. 

I  would,  however,  point  out  that  the 
amending  part,  where  it  goes  on  to  refer  to 
those  powers  under  A  and  C,  is  again  some- 

what restricted,  because  the  bill  as  presently 
before  us,  prior  to  the  amendment,  referred 
to  all  or  any  of  the  powers  of  the  corporation 
under  subsection  one.  My  own  guess  is  that 
it  is  not  significant;  but  as  I  take  it,  the 
minister  has  now  referred  specifically  to  sub- 

section C,  and  specifically  to  subsection  A 
and  B,  and  therefore  any  references  to  D, 
E,  F,  and  G  are  ancillary  powers,  and  that 
there  is  no  particular  need  to  refer  to  those 
in  the  clause  to  which  we  are  now  directing 
our  attention. 

I  think  our  only  further  concern  about  the 
section  was  whether  or  not  any  loan,  which 
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is  made  to  a  corporation  having  a  degree  of 

foreign  ownership,  should  be  subject  to  ap- 
proval by  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council. 

As  the  minister  is  aware,  we've  been  passing 
legislation,  usually  using  the  25  per  cent 
criteria  of  the  voting  stock  of  the  company 
being  held  abroad,  directly  or  indirectly,  as 
the  distinction  as  to  whether  it  is  controlled 
abroad  or  not. 

I  would  ask  the  minister  if  he  would 

comment  as  to  the  advisability  of  providing 
for  the  approval  of  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
in  Council  in  all  instances,  for  the  purpose 
of  immediate  publication,  of  loans  which  are 

made  by  the  Ontario  Development  Corpora- 
tion, conventional  loans,  made  to  industrial 

undertakings  in  Ontario  which  have  that  de- 
gree of  foreign  ownership.  Would  that  make 

sense;  or  what  would  the  comment  of  the 
minister  be? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  don't  have  strong  feel- 
ings about  this,  Mr.  Chairman.  My  expecta- 
tion is  that  there  will  be  very  considerable 

changes  within  the  OWC  following  the  enact- 
ment of  this  legislation.  As  I  think  I  may 

have  said,  we  have  a  number  of  very  clever 

people  available  to  us  to  serve  on  the  en- 
larged board  of  directors  of  ODC.  From  the 

ODC  policies  and  programmes  flow  the 
NODC  activities  also.  The  suggestion  which 
now  comes  from  the  member  for  Riverdale  I 

think  is  worth  considering.  I,  myself,  have 
not  wanted  to  make  very  substantive  changes 
to  this  legislation  until  I  have  the  advice  of 
these  clever  financial  people  who  will  be 
serving  in  this  capacity. 

I  think  I'm  only  able  to  go  so  far  today, 
Mr.  Chairman,  as  to  assure  the  House  that 
this  particular  suggestion  will  be  considered 
by  the  ODC  board  when  it  is  appointed,  and 
by  the  government  in  turn. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  quite 
prepared  to  leave  it  that  way.  The  criticism 
which  we  had,  of  course,  was  mainly  on  the 
performance  loan  section  of  the  bill.  This 
seemed  to  us  to  be  strained  when  a  sub- 

sidiary of  a  very  substantial  foreign  cor- 
poration was  able  to  get  a  forgivable  loan, 

even  though  it  was  quite  likely  that  the 
funds  could  have  been  made  available  else- 

where, with  the  foreign  corporation's  guar- 
antee of  the  provision  of  funds  to  their 

industrial  undertaking  in  Canada. 
I  take  it  that  under  the  conventional 

loans  the  provision  at  the  end  of  each  of 
items  (a)  and  (b),  which  refer  to  the  con- 

dition that  the  opinion  of  the  board  must 
be  that  in  the  circumstances  the  funds  are 

not  available  elsewhere  on  reasonable  terms, 

will  for  practical  purposes  mean  that  we 
will  not  be  lending  money  to  a  subsidiary 
of  General  Foods  Inc.  for  conventional  loan 

purposes. I'm  quite  prepared  to  leave  it  for  the 
time  being  on  that  basis,  with  the  under- 

standing that  the  minister  gave.  He  indi- 
cated that  his  thinking  about  this  is  and  does 

reflect  a  very  substantial  change  in  attitude 
of  the  government  and  of  this  minister  from 

that  of  his  predecessor,  who  was  responsi- 
ble for  the  corporation. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Section  3,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  other  com- 
ments, questions  or  amendments  to  any  other 

section  of  this  bill?  If  not,  shall  the  bill,  as 
amended,  be  reported? 

Bill  115,  as  amended,  reported. 

NORTHERN  ONTARIO  DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  116,  An  Act 

to  amend  The  Northern  Ontario  Develop- 
ment Corporation  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  116,  An  Act  to  amend 

the  Northern  Ontario  Development  Corpora- 
tion Act.  Any  comments,  questions  or  amend- 

ments to  the  first  two  sections  of  the  bill?  If 
not  the  minister  has  an  amendment  to  section 3. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  move  that  subsection  2 
of  section  3  of  the  bill  be  deleted  and  the 

following   substituted   therefor: 

(2)  The  said  section  6  is  amended  by  add- 
ing thereto  the  following  subsection: 

(l)(a)  the  powers  conferred  by  clause  (c) 
of  subsection  (1)  shall  only  be  exercised  with 
the  approval  of  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in 
Council,  and  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in 

Council  may  by  regulation  require  the  ap- 
proval by  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Coun- 

cil of  the  exercise  of  all  or  any  of  the  powers 
of  the  corporation  conferred  by  clauses  (a) 
and  (b)  of  subsection  (1). 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Rainy 
River. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  I  didn't  quite 
catch  all  of  the  substance  of  that,  but— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  If  I  may  interrupt.  This 
is  exactly  the  same  provision  as  was  debated 

a  moment  ago  for  the  ODC's  legislation. 
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Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  we 
just  want  to  put  on  the  record  that  we  under- 

stand that  this  is  identical  for  the  Northern 
Ontario  Development  Corporation  to  the 
amendment  proposed  to  the  preceeding  bill. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Section  3,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  other  com- 
ments, questions  or  amendments  to  any  other 

section  of  this  bill?  If  not,  shall  the  bill,  as 
amended,  be  reported? 

Bill  116,  as  amended,  reported. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  the  com- 
mittee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed;  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  the  whole  House  begs  to  report  two  bills 
with  certain  amendments  and  asks  for  leave 

to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

CORONERS  ACT,  1972 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  142,  the  Coroners  Act,  1972. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Mr. 
Speaker,  this  bill  is  a  very  substantial  depart- 

ure from  what  we  have  had  in  the  law  up  to 
this  point  in  time.  We  are  going  to  support 
it  because  we  feel  it  is  a  step  forward,  but 
there  are  several  things  about  it  which  cause 
us  great  concern. 

I  think,  properly,  to  make  some  remarks 
about  this  I  have  to  draw  the  attention  of 

the  House  to  three  coroners'  inquests  which 
speak  something  less  than  well  of  the  course 
of  administration  of  justice  in  the  Province 

of  Ontario.  In  fact,  Mr.  Speaker,  I'd  go  fur- 
ther and  say  they  were  really  a  disgrace. 

There  was  the  Heighes  inquest;  and  I'm 
not  going  to  review,  in  all  its  gory  detail, 
what  went  on. 

Unfortunately,  there  was  a  young  un- 
trained coroner.  He  had  received  an  educa- 

tion as  a  doctor;  he  was  completing  his 
education  as  a  lawyer.  I  think  we  must  recog- 

nize, Mr.  Speaker,  that  just  going  through 
the  academic  trail  does  not  really  give  one 

the  practical  experience  that  is  necessary  to 
be  authoritative  and  knowledgeable  about 
the  practice  of  medicine  or  the  practice  of 
law. 

In  any  event,  whether  it  was  his  fault  or 
the  fault  of,  to  put  it  kindly,  an  overexuberant 
Crown  attorney,  that  inquest  turned  into  an 
inquisition.  The  kind  of  evidence  which  came 
before  that  inquest  and  was  repeated  relig- 

iously by  our  friends  in  the  fourth  estate 
was,  as  I  say,  a  disgrace. 

People  were  pilloried.  One  particular  wit- 
ness comes  to  mind— a  son  of  the  deceased 

lady  whose  unhappy  history  in  relation  to 
dope  addiction  and  other  things  that  he  was 
alleged  to  have  done  were  displayed  all  over 
the  newspapers,  for  what  purpose  I  have  no 
idea.  There  was  not  even  the  remotest  sug- 

gestion that  he  was  involved  in  the  circum- 
stances surrounding  the  death,  but  whatever 

reputation  he  may  have  had  disappeared  be- 
cause of  this  horrible  inquisition  that  was 

allowed  to  take  place. 

We  know  the  tragic  result  of  that  inquest, 
Mr.  Speaker.  One  person  who  seemed  to  be 
directly  affected  by  what  was  being  revealed 
by  this  unusual  Star  Chamber  procedure 
committed  suicide  the  day  before  he  was 
supposed  to  give  evidence.  I  would  like  to 
think,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  what  is  coming  be- 

fore us  now  would,  without  a  doubt,  remove 
that  kind  of  risk  from  our  legal  process.  But 

I'm  not  quite  satisfied  that  it  will;  in  fact, 
I'm  far  less  than  satisfied. 

I'm  not  at  all  sure,  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  look 
through  this  Act,  that  persons  who  will  be  in 
charge  of  these  inquests,  will  in  fact  have 

had  the  proper  training.  I'll  deal  with  that in  a  little  more  detail  shortly. 

The  second  inquest  to  which  I  want  to 
make  reference—and  this  possibility  is  now 
removed  by  a  specific  statutory  provision— is 
the  Murphy  inquest.  The  Murphy  inquest 
was  again  a  most  unusual  one.  That  inquest 
was  inquiring  into  the  death  of  a  particular 
female  person.  The  police  had  investigated. 
The  police  had  obviously  come  to  the  con- 

clusion that,  whatever  their  suspicions  might 
have  been,  they  did  not  have  enough  evi- 

dence available  to  lay  criminal  charges 
against  anyone  in  relation  to  that  death.  But 
then  in  this  unusual  forum,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 

coroner's  jury,  five  people,  came  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  deceased  woman's  husband 

had  murdered  her.  They  brought  in  a  verdict 
to  this  effect  and  there  was  no  choice  at  that 
point  but  to  cart  Mr.  Murphy  away  and  place 
him  in  the  cells  and  hold  him  pending  a 
charge  of  murder. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no  idea,  nor  would  I 
even  venture  an  opinion  at  this  stage,  as  to 
whether  or  not  Mr.  Murphy  committed  the 

offence  that  the  coroner's  jury  determined  he 
committed,  or  whether  he  committed  any 
offence.  But  when  we,  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  will  allow  that  kind  of  pillory  to  go 
on  before  an  untrained  group  and  without 
control,  then  we  have  to  look  to  our  whole 
system  of  administration  of  justice. 

Shortly,  this  minister  is  going  to  be  bring- 
ing before  us  his  estimates  and  we  are  going 

to  talk  about  the  control  of  police  and  what 
their  job  is.  But  we  know  what  the  police 
are  supposed  to  do.  They  are  supposed  to 
investigate;  they  are  supposed  to  see  that  the 
laws  are  observed;  they  are  supposed  to  lay 
charges  when  they  come  to  a  reasonable  con- 

clusion that  someone  has  committed  an 
offence. 

In  due  course  the  person  who  is  charged, 
if  that  is  the  way  it  is  going  to  go,  has  the 
opportunity  to  come  before  a  court  with 
ample  protection,  to  know  with  what  he  is 
being  charged,  to  know  who  the  people  are 
who  are  going  to  testify  against  him.  He  is 
allowed  to  have  counsel.  He  is  allowed  to 
make  certain  inquiries  of  the  Crown.  He  has 
the  protection  of  trained  judicial  officials, 
people  trained  in  the  law;  and  if  the  offence 
is  a  serious  enough  offence  he  has  the  pro- 

tection of  a  jury  as  well— 12  men  closely 
supervised  by  a  judge  well-trained  in  the  law. 

In  the  Murphy  inquest  none  of  that  hap- 

pened. I  don't  know  what  is  going  to  happen 
to  Mr.  Murphy  or  if  he  is  ever  going  to  come 
to  trial,  but  in  any  event  that  incident  again 
brought  our  system  of  law  enforcement  into 
great  disrepute. 

As  I  say,  very  possibly  that  one  might  not 
again  recur  because  of  the  specific  provision. 
The  Heighes  one  I  am  not  too  sure  of— 
similar  incidents   could. 

Then  there  is  the  third  one.  I  asked  the 
minister  about  this  in  the  House  the  other 

day— the  inquest  into  the  death  of  one 
Erna  Martens.  Try  as  I  might,  I  haven't  been 
able  to  follow,  either  from  the  press  reports 
or  from  the  answers  that  have  been  given 
to  my  questions,  why  there  was  an  inquest 
into  the  death  of  Erna  Martens. 

It  is  a  most  peculiar  and  unreasonable 
thing,  because  I  think  there  should  be  some 
kind  of  a  safeguard.  I  think,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  when  one  as  puzzling  as  that  case  comes 
to  public  attention,  there  should  be  some- 

one who  is  responsible  who  will  rise  in  his 
place  in  this  House  and  explain  to  us  the 
reason  that  it  in  fact  took  place. 

It  has  been  suggested  to  me— and  I  don't 
take  any  pleasure  in  bringing  this  kind  of 
a  suggestion  before  the  House— but  it  has 

been  suggested  to  me  that  somebody  didn't like  a  certain  doctor  who  did  a  certain 

autopsy,  and  somebody  was  out  to  prove 
that  he  was  wrong.  Now  I  am  not  going  to 
elaborate  on  that;  let  those  words  stand  for 
whatever  they  might  mean. 

But  in  the  absence  of  any  other  explanation 
as  to  why  the  inquest  into  the  death  of 
Erna  Martens  took  place,  one  has  to  wonder. 
One  has  to  wonder  whether  or  not  this  Act 

is  going  to  prevent  that  sort  of  thing;  or  if 

it  is  going  to  take  place,  why  there  shouldn't 
be  some  explanation  from  the  responsible 
minister. 

In  Erna  Martens'  case,  the  lady  came  to 
her  death  in  a  parking  garage  on  Royal  York 
Rd.  The  original  autopsy  decision  was  that 
she  had  fallen  and  banged  her  head  and 
as  a  result  of  the  bang  on  the  head  she 
had  died.  The  police  had  checked  the  matter 
out  quite  thoroughly  and  I  think  this  is  im- 

portant. I  suggested  in  the  House,  in  a 
question  to  the  minister  a  few  days  ago, 
that  as  I  read  the  police  reports,  and  I  have 
since  supplemented  this  with  some  private 
inquiries,  as  far  as  the  police  are  concerned 
they  had  no  further  suspicion  that  there  was 
any  foul  play. 

But  somebody,  somehow,  peculiarly,  came 
to  some  kind  of  a  conclusion  that  what  the 
first  autopsy  report  had  revealed  was  not,  in 
fact,  correct.  And  so  we  had  the  inquest, 
Mr.  Speaker;  and  then  there  was  a  reversal 
of  the  decision,  and  someone  came  to  the 
conclusion  that  instead  of  meeting  her  death 
by  a  fall  because  of  her  physical  condition, 
that  she  had  in  fact  probably  been  pushed 
and  she  fell  backwards  instead  of  forwards; 
and  that  she  had  met  her  death  by  some  foul 
means,  someone  had  expedited  her  dying, 
there  had  been  a  broken  wine  bottle  on  the 
floor.  None  of  these  things  had  come  up 
before,  and  none  of  these  things  had  oc- 

curred to  the  police.  And  try  as  I  would  in 
the  House— in  fact  I  try  again! 

I  would  like  to  know  why  the  inquest  was 
in  fact  ordered.  Why  there  was  an  order 
given  by  the  Attorney  General  on  March 
29,  1972,  addressed  to  Mr.  Turner,  the  sec- 

retary of  the  Streets ville  Cemetery,  saying: 

"I  hereby  direct  the  disinterment  of  Erna 
Martens,  deceased,  presently  interred,  for  the 
purpose  of  assisting  in  a  criminal  investiga- 

tion. And  I  further  direct  the  deceased  be 
reinterred  as  soon  as  the  investigation  be 

concluded". 
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Now  then,  I  am  not  questioning  that  the 
Attorney  General  had  power  to  do  this;  but 
why  did  he  do  it?  And  if  we  ask  the  ques- 

tion in  the  House,  why  don't  we  get  an 
answer?  Because  as  I  say,  my  information  is 
that  the  police  did  not  believe  that  there 
was  any  necessity  for  a  criminal  investiga- 

tion; and  insofar  as  I  am  advised,  they  still 

don't  believe  it.  Why  did  the  Attorney General  come  to  the  conclusion  that  he 
should  issue  that  kind  of  an  order? 

Then  there  was  the  second  autopsy;  and 
then  the  inquest  took  place  and  there  is 
the  result,    a   most   peculiar   result. 

I  would  even  have  some  reassurance,  Mr. 
Speaker,  if  the  Solicitor  General  (Mr.  Yarem- 
ko)  or  his  colleague  the  Attorney  General 
(Mr.  Bales),  would  stand  in  his  place  and 

say,  "We  have  reason  to  believe  that  there 
was  some  foul  play.  We  had  advice  from  the 
police  and  so  on,  that  they  want  to  con- 

tinue a  criminal  investigation.'" 

But  we  didn't  get  even  that.  Now  what  I 
am  looking  for,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  this  new 
statute,  is  some  method  of  preventing  what 
I  call   these   serious  miscarriages   of  justice. 

It  is  interesting  to  note,  Mr.  Speaker, 
when  you  look  at  these  things,  when  you  go 
back  and  see  what  McRuer  had  to  say 
about  coroners.  His  report  was  not  nearly 
as  elaborate  in  relation  to  coroners  as  some 
of  the  other  matters  he  dealt  with;  and  in 

fact  probably  the  reason  his  report  wasn't 
very  elaborate  in  that  is  that  he  says  he 

really  doesn't  think  there  has  been  much 
abuse.  He's  not  awfully  concerned  about 
publicity;  there  is  a  section  called  publicity 
of  the  investigation,  because  not  too  many 
cases  have  indicated  that  the  publicity  has 
done  any  harm. 

In  other  words,  my  reading  of  McRuer 

insofar  as  coroners'  inquests  are  concerned 
is  that  because  up  to  the  time  he  came  to 
write  his  report;  and  his  report  in  relation 
to  this  subject  is  contained  in  Volume  1 
and  that  was  written  in  1968;  probably  there 

hadn't  been  the  type  of  notorious  coroner's 
inquest  of  the  kind  that  I  have  just  referred 
to.  Certainly  those  three  that  I  have  re- 

ferred to  have  taken  place  within  the  last 
few  months. 

But  the  fact  is  that  our  old  laws  allowed 

these  three  situations  to  come  into  being; 
and  with  the  exception  perhaps  of  the  Mur- 

phy one  I  see  nothing  in  the  new  statute  that 
the  minister  proposes  that  will  prevent,  be- 

yond a  doubt  prevent,  the  kind  of  thing 
that  happened  in  the  Heighes  inquest  or 
that   will    force    some    land    of   public    dis- 

closure as  to  why  Erna  Martens'  inquest  in 
fact  took  place.  I  think  that's  got  to  be  the 
starting  point,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Now  a  second  important  factor,  or  a  further 
important  factor  that  concerns  me  about  this 
new  statute,  is  the  lack  of  reference  really 
to  the  requirement  about  newspaper  coverage 
and  publicity  that  attaches  to  inquests. 

And  there  is  an  argument;  an  argument  in 
principle  about  this.  There  is  a  reference  to, 
I  think,  in  one  of  these  sections  that  says: 

"Where  national  security  is  involved,  there 
will  be  no  publicity."  But  insofar  as  all  other 
cases  where  inquests  take  place,  there  is  no 
reference  at  all. 

And  I  draw  particularly  to  the  minister's 
attention  the  new  provisions,  or  the  compar- 

atively new  provisions  of  the  Criminal  Code 
dealing  with  preliminary  enquiries.  And  I  am 
not  going  to  read  it.  The  minister  nods 
his  head  and  he  is  familiar  with  it. 

I  commend  that  to  him  most  seriously. 
Because  notwithstanding  what  you  have 
written  into  this  statute,  I  am  not  satisfied 

that  we  can't  have  another  Heighes'  type 
incident,  with  all  the  publicity  that  was 
attached  to  it,  attaching  to  another  incident. 

I  would  feel  much  more  comfortable  if 
there  was  some  kind  of  ability  to  control  the 
publicity  that  is  attached  to  an  inquest.  I 
know  the  counter  argument.  The  counter 
argument  is  an  inquest  is  directed  to  discover 
the  cause  of  death  to  protect  the  public  in 
the  future;  to  provide  new  methods  of  public 
safety,  and  that  sort  of  thing.  And  to  do  it 
properly,  there  has  to  be  adequate  publicity. 

But  I  wonder  if  that  decision  should  be 
made  until  the  inquest  is  over,  and  whether 
it  should  be  made  at  the  time.  Because  out 

of  so  many  of  these  cases  comes  the  possibi- 
lity or  the  probability  of  criminal  charges 

following  the  event;  or  the  damning  of 
reputations.  I  go  back  to  the  young  man 
whose  reputation  was  ruined  for  no  appar- 

ent reason  that  I  could  understand. 

So  that  is  another  point  that  bothers  me 
very  much.  Then,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  con- 

cerned as  well— and  this  is  a  point  that  I 
just  touched  on  a  little  earlier— I  am  con- 

cerned about  who  are  going  to  be  the 
coroners.  I  notice  that  McRuer  in  his  recom- 

mendation says  he  received  briefs  from  the 
lawyers  and  from  the  doctors.  And  the 
lawyers  and  the  doctors  worked  out  a  system 
whereby  both  made  suggestions,  independent 
suggestions,  that  persons  legally  trained  be 
in  charge  of  inquests;  or  at  least  there  be 
an  opportunity  to  put  legally-trained  persons in  charge. 
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Now,  there  is  very  interesting  wording 
here  in  section  3. 

The  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council  may 
appoint  one  or  more  legally  qualified 
medical  practitioners  to  be  coroners  .   .   . 

I  wonder  what  that  means?  Does  the  Solicitor 

General  mean  by  using  the  words,  "legally 
qualified",  that  these  people  shall  be  lawyers; 
that  they  shall  have  taken  a  course  at  Seneca 

College,  or  a  course  in  business  law  some- 
where? Or  does  he  mean  that  these  people- 

one  or  more  legal  practitioners  to  be  coroners 
—mean  someone  who  has  been  around  the 
courts  for  a  while? 

If  he  means  persons  who  have  received 
training  to  be  admitted  to  the  practice  of 
law  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  then  perhaps 

he  should  say  so.  But  that  "legally  qualified", 
seems  to  be  fudging  on  the  whole  important 
issue  here. 

Because  when  you  turn  over  to  subsection 

7  of  section  3,  he  talks  about  "all  persons 
holding  appointments  as  coroners"  under  the 
old  Act  "shall  be  deemed  to  have  been 

appointed  in  accordance  with  the  provisions" of  the  new  Act.  Now  that  includes  some  400 

people,  as  I  understand  it.  That  figure  is  a 
little  loose,  but  it  is  400,  give  or  take  a  few 
on  either  side.  There  are  at  least  400  coroners 

in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  I  would  be 
surprised  if  there  are  any  more  than  a  very 

few— and  you  could  probably  count  them  on 
the  fingers  of  one  hand— who  are  legally 
qualified  in  the  sense  of  being  able  to 
practise  law  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

So  if  he  means  by  "legally  qualified"  in 
the  early  part  of  that  section,  that  they  are 
eligible  to  practice  law  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  then  he  is  reaffirming  the  appoint- 

ment of  around  400  people,  most  of  whom 
have  no  legal  qualifications.  And  this  runs 
into  very  serious  danger. 

Notwithstanding  the  recommendation  of 
the  Law  Reform  Commission  and  notwith- 

standing the  reservations  expressed  by  Mc- 
Ruer,  I  would  very  much  prefer  the  person 

to  be  in  charge  of  a  coroner's  inquest  to 
have  legal  training  of  a  type  which  would 
qualify  him  to  practise  law  in  the  Province 

of  Ontario.  And  unfortunately  that's  not here. 

Then,  Mr.  Speaker,  a  lot  of  this  statute 
is  going  to  be  governed  by  regulation.  And 
unfortunately,  again,  we  get  so  many  statutes 
that  come  forward  in  the  form  where  the 

meat  of  them  hangs  on  regulations  that  we 
never  see  at  the  time  the  statute  is  going 
through  the  House. 

I  recognize  the  use  of  regulations  is  im- 
portant; it  gives  more  flexibility  to  the  gov- 
ernment when  it  wants  to  relate  to  things 

quickly  that  can't  be  set  out  in  detail  in  the 
statute.  But  surely  again,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 

not  asking  too  much  that  when  the  minister 
comes  forward  with  a  new  Act  as  important 
as  this  one,  a  substantial  part  of  which  is 
going  to  be  reflected  in  regulations,  he  will 
bring  the  regulations  to  us  at  the  time  we 

have  this  debate,  and  he  will  say,  "This  is 

what  I  propose  to  do  in  the  regulations." 
Earlier  this  afternon  and  in  another  con- 

text, we  were  talking  to  one  of  the  ministers 
in  relation  to  control  of  the  environment;  we 

have  been  waiting  18  months  to  get  regula- 
tions under  that  statute.  I  asked  the  minister 

just  after  the  bill  was  introduced,  "Are  we 
going  to  see  the  regulations?"  And  he  said 
something  to  the  effect  that  I  hope  so."  He made  no  commitment. 

I  had  hoped  I  would  have  them  here  so 
that  I  could  better  prepare  myself  for  this 
debate,  but  they  are  not  here.  When  are  we 

going  to  get  them?  What  are  they  going  to 
say?  Are  they  in  fact  going  to  be  meaningful? 
Are  they  in  fact  going  to  reflect  the  thinking 
behind  this  statute  and  the  thinking  of  the 
members  of  this  House? 

And  when  I  say  the  thinking  behind  this 
statute,  the  minister  is  going  to  tell  me  he 

has  no  power  to  pass  regulations  that  don't 
reflect  what's  in  the  statute.  But  if  you  look 
at  the  words  that  are  in  the  statute,  they  are 
so  loosely  and  generally  drawn  that  really 
the  course  of  the  effect  of  this  statute  can  be 

directed  by  those  regulations. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  say  that  we  are  entitled  to 
see  the  regulations  when  we  have  a  statute 
as  important  as  this  one  is,  and  we  should 
be  able  to  see  them  at  the  time  the  second 

reading  debate  goes  on. 
There  are  several  other  matters  to  which 

I  think  attention  should  be  paid,  Mr.  Speaker. 
Some  of  them  will  be  dealt  with  in  greater 

detail  in  the  clause-by-clause  reading,  be- 
cause this  bill  will  go  to  committee  of  the 

whole  House;  at  least  it  perhaps  should  go. 
Well  let  me  make  this  plea  to  the  minister; 

I  can't  control  it.  I  would  like  to  see  it  go 
to  the  legal  bills  committee  so  that  persons 
concerned  could  come  forward. 

I  would  like  to  hear  from  the  Crown 

attorney  for  York  and  Hamilton  as  to  what 
he  thinks  about  it— and  not  just  let  him 

volunteer;  I'd  like  the  Solicitor  General  to 
ask  him  to  come  forward  and  give  his 

opinion.  He's  a  very  learned  man;  he  does 

a  good  job.   I'd  like  him  to  be  there. 
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I'd  like  to  have  some  of  the  coroners  come 
and  tell  members  of  this  House  what  they 
think  about  this  statute,  because  this  is  the 
final  step.  The  minister  is  perhaps  going  to 
suggest  to  me  that  they  had  an  opportunity 
to  make  presentations  to  McRuer  and  to 
the  Law  Reform  Commission,  both  of  which 
are  true.  But  neither  the  McRuer  decision 

in  the  first  instance,  nor  the  Law  Reform 
Commission  in  which  McRuer  again  played 
a  substantial  part,  because  although  he  had 
ceased  being  chairman  of  the  Law  Reform 
Commission  at  that  point,  he  was  a  very 
important  member  of  it  and  his  colleagues 
on  that  commission  listened  then  very  care- 

fully and  I  am  sure  still  do  to  what  he  has 
to  say. 

That  is  not  sufficient,  because  here  we 
have  the  third  step  and  the  government  is 
seeing  fit  to  accept  those  substantial  parts 
of  the  Law  Reform  Commission  report  and 
to  discard  other  parts  of  it. 

We  would  like  to  hear— I,  as  a  member  of 
that  committee,  would  like  to  hear— from 
people  like  a  representative  group  of  Crown 
attorneys  or  some  senior  Crown  attorneys 
in  the  province,  from  people  who  have  had 
experience  as  coroners,  and  from  officers  as 
to  what  they  think  of  this  new  Act  and  how 

well  it's  going  to  work. 
We  are  not  stepping  into  a  field  that  is 

unimportant.  This  is  a  very  major  step  in  so 
far  as  it  affects  the  administration  of  justice 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

I  would  ask  the  minister  whether  the 

coroner's  council  would  be  bound  by  the 
various  review  statutes  that  we  have  relating 
to  various  administrative  bodies.  Perhaps  the 
answer  is  in  one  of  those  statutes;  I  should 
have  looked  at  it  a  little  more  carefully.  But 
I  would  wonder  whether  the  counsel  can 

be  dealt  with  under  the  general  administra- 

tive procedures,  or  whether  it  isn't.  I  think it  should  be. 

Section  8  is  a  particularly  interesting  sec- 
tion. I  am  trying  not  to  stray  afoul  of  the 

rules,  Mr.  Speaker,  by  picking  up  stray 
sections.  It  expresses  a  separate  principle  that 
on  certain  occasions  a  provincial  judge  may 
perform  any  of  the  duties  and  exercises  of 
the  powers  of  a  coroner  in  the  absence  of  a 

coroner.  Well,  that  is  fine  I  suppose,  provid- 
ed you  get  a  provincial  judge  from  the 

criminal  section  and  not  a  criminal  judge 

from  the  family  court  section.  It  doesn't  say that. 

Having  gone  that  far,  if  you  do  it  in  the 

districts,  why  don't  you  do  it  in  the  places 
that  are  not  districts?  In  other  words,  there 

is  a  recognition  that  somewhere  along  the 
line  on  certain  occasions  you  should  have 
judicial  people  conducting  these  inquests. 
That  goes  back  to  reinforce  the  point  that 
I   originally  made. 

I  wonder,  when  the  Act  directs  inquests 
into  deaths  in  institutions  whether  we  have 

the  power  in  Ontario  to  order  an  inquest  into 

a  death  that  takes  place  in  a  federal  institu- 
tion. I  would  presume  we  have,  but  it  is  a 

query  that  occurred  to  me  when  I  was  going 
through  this  statute. 

Another  section  here,  Mr.  Speaker,  deals 
with  the  removal  of  a  body.  It  says: 

No  person  who  has  reason  to  believe 
that  a  person  who  died  in  any  of  the 
circumstances  mentioned  in  Section  8, 

[which  is  suspicious  circumstances]  shall 

interfere  with  or  alter  the  body  or  its  con- 
dition in  any  way  until  the  coroner  so 

directs. 

If  we  think  of  that  just  for  a  moment,  it  has 
to  be  a  little  foolish.  One  can  well  imagine 
an  unfortunate  motor  accident  with  a  few 

bodies  strewn  around,  and  the  bodies  have 
to  stay  there  until  somebody  finds  a  coroner 
and  gets  his  direction. 

That  just  isn't  the  way  it  happens.  If  it  is 
something  less  than  a  body— someone  who 
appears  to  be  alive— surely  the  best  thing  to 
do  is  to  give  him  medical  attention  and  try 

to  see  if  he  can't  be  helped  by  that  kind 
of  medical  attention.  That  section,  if  it  means 

what  I  think  it  means,  places  serious  restric- 
tions on— it  is  something  that  just  is  mean- 

ingless. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  No,  the 
member  is  misinterpreting  it. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  if  it  doesn't  mean  what 
I  think  it  means  in  its  plain  English  language 

—if  it  is  to  be  interpreted  in  a  different  way 
—then  I  ask  the  minister,  and  I  think  it  is 
not  to  much,  that  they  write  in  simple  Eng- 

lish language  what  they  do  mean. 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  body  isn't  a  body  until 
it  has  been  pronounced  dead  by  a  doctor. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well  I  am  very  glad  about 

the  interesting  information  and  legal  atten- 
tion and  knowledge  that  I  get  from  time  to 

time  from  the  member  for  High  Park.  In 
due  course  he  will  have  his  opportunity  to 
give  his  great  legal  expertise  in  relation  to 
this  subject,  and  I  wish  he  would. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  I 

hope  it  is  better  than  the  member's. 
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Mr.  Shulman:  Simply  waving  a  red  flag! 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  the  only  one  who  really 
causes  me  any  great  grief  is  the  member 
for  High  Park.  Really,  his  ignorance  in  so 

many  things  is  so  abysmal- 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  member  was  wan- 

dering before  and  he  is  wandering  even 

worse  now.  Why  doesn't  he  get  back- 

Mr.  Singer:  I  say  again,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
member  for  York  South  always  happens  to 

chime  in.  I  don't  even  pay  any  attention  to him. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That  is  the  member's 
problem. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Nobody  pays 
any  attention  to  him. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  say  Mr.  Speaker,  that  it  is 
important  that  what  is  written  in  that  sec- 

tion relating  to  the  removal  of  bodies,  in  fact 
be  clarified  and  written  in  plain  and  simple 
English.  I  think  that  is  a  logical  and  sensible 
suggestion,  that  the  minister  will  immediate- 

ly recognize,  even  though  a  couple  of  mem- 

bers of  the  third  party  aren't  understanding 
or  aware  of  what  goes  on  in  these  matters. 

Then,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  concerned  about 

the  circumstances  where  the  minister  may, 
in  fact,  appoint  a  commissioner  to  conduct  an 
inquest  in  the  place  of  the  coroner,  and  I 
would  like  to  know  what  criteria  the  minister 

is  going  to  use.  I  am  a  little  sceptical,  and  I 

always  have  been,  about  a  general  power 
given  to  a  minister  without  setting  out  the 
basis  on  which  he  can  exercise  it. 

While  that  power  may  be  important,  I 
wonder  what  test  the  minister  is  going  to 
apply.  I  would  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 
statute  should  spell  out  the  kind  of  discretion 
the  minister  is  going  to  exercise,  and  the 
basis  on  which  he  is  going  to  exercise  it. 

The  question  of  publicity,  I've  already 
dealt  with.  I'm  sceptical,  Mr.  Speaker,  about 
the  very  broad  powers  given  to  the  coroner, 
under  the  new  statute,  the  way  it  is  worded 
—the  very  broad  powers  given  to  a  coroner, 
who  may  well  be  a  person  not  trained  in  the 
law,  to  admit  any  oral  testimony.  His  test, 
apparently,  is:  such  a  standard  proof  as  is 
commonly  relied  on  by  reasonably  prudent 
men  in  the  conduct  of  their  own  affairs.  I 
am  concerned  that  the  coroner  may  comment 
on  the  weight  that  ought  to  be  given  on  any 
particular  evidence. 

Well  again,  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  lawyer  I  find 
this  unfortunately  vague,  because  we  are  ask- 

ing probably  a  non-legally  trained  person  to 
exercise  this  kind  of  discretion— to  admit  or 
not  admit  hearsay  evidence;  and  it  may  be 
hearsay,  one  or  two  or  three  or  four  times 
over. 

His  test  is  going  to  be  something  that  is 
commonly  relied  on  by  reasonably  prudent 
men  in  the  conduct  of  his  own  affairs.  Now  I 

don't  know  what  that  means.  It  may  be  that 
that  means  something  to  the  minister.  But 
what  kind  of  reasonably  prudent  man  are  we 
talking  about?  Are  we  talking  about  a 
reasonably  prudent  doctor?  Or  a  reasonably 
prudent  lawyer?  Or  a  reasonably  prudent 
businessman?  All  of  these  people  would  have 
different  tests  for  different  purposes. 

It  is  unfortunate,  really,  that  we  get  re- 
duced to  this  kind  of  attempt  to  limit  some 

of  the  abuses  that  have  gone  on,  only  because 

we  aren't  prepared  to  do  two  things:  One  is 
limit  the  publicity  that  will  come  from  these 
inquests;  the  second  thing  is  to  insist  that 
there  be  legally  trained  qualified  people  who 
will  be  conducting  these  inquests. 

There  is  a  series  of  recommendations  that 
were  attached  to  the  law  reform  report,  many 
of  which  have  been  followed;  in  fact  most 
of  which  have  been  followed.  But  some  of 

them  have  been  excluded.  I  think  it  is  appro- 
priate to  ask  the  minister  to  give  us  the 

reasons  why  some  of  these  recommendations 
were  excluded.  There  is  the  one  dealing  with 
the  appointment  of  assessors. 

See,  even  when  the  law  reform  commission 

came  to  dealing  with  the  matter  of  non- 
legally  trained  people  and  decided  that  per- 

haps it  should  go  on  in  the  way  it  does,  it 
did  allow  assessors  to  be  appointed  to  assist 
the  coroner.  The  assessor,  as  I  would  under- 

stand it,  might  be  a  trained  engineer,  who 
could  bring  some  practical  knowledge, 
engineering  expertise,  to  a  particular  land  of 

a  problem,  someone  trained  in  the  con- 

struction field  and  that;  but  I  don't  see  any- 
where in  the  statute  where  that  provision  was 

included. 

Mr.  Speaker:  As  the  hon.  member  should 

realize,  he  can't  debate  anything  that  is  not in  the  bill. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well  all  right;  I  accept  that, 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  just  saying  that  a  little 
more  attention  could  have  been  paid  to  some 
of  the  specific  recommendations,  some  that 
were  in  the  law  reform  commission  report 
and  are  not  now  repeated  in  the  statute.  I 
have  a  number  of  them  and  perhaps  we  will 
get  at  them  as  we  go  through  this  section 

by  section. 
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In  the  meantime,  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are 
enough  questions  that  come  to  my  mind  and 
the  minds  of  my  colleagues  to  say  that  we 
want  a  full  and  complete  explanation.  We 
want  this  bill  to  go  through  two  committees, 
the  appropriate  standing  committee  as  well  as 
the  committee  of  the  whole  House. 

There  is  one  other  point.  There  have  been 
representations  received  by  many  of  us  from 
the  Christian  Science  Committee.  This  is  not 
in  the  bill  either,  but  I  am  sure  the  minister 
would  be  interested  to  refer  to  that  kind  of 

representation  because  we  find  the  suggestion 
has  reasonable  good  sense. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  sup- 
port the  bill,  not  because  the  bill  is  perfect 

by  any  means— it  is  far  from  that.  We  did 
expect  a  perfect  bill  after  the  many  years 
of  gestation.  We  are  mightily  disappointed  in 
the  bill  that  finally  came  forth,  but  it  is  a 
great  improvement  over  what  has  gone  be- 
fore. 

I  for  one,  and  I'm  sure  many  members  of 
the  House,  are  glad  to  see  that  many  of  the 
amendments  which  we  have  been  suggesting 
for  some  years  in  the  form  of  private  bills 
and  amendments  to  the  Coroners  Act  are 
finally  included  here. 

I'm  certainly  very  happy  to  see  that  doctors 
are  still  being  continued  as  coroners  rather 
than  having  lawyers.  I  guess  the  previous 
speaker  illustrated  why  it  was  necessary  to 
have  doctors  rather  than  lawyers  as  coroners. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  The  member 
showed  this  afternoon  why  he  is  not  a  lawyer. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  member's  wit  is  just 
great. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  hope  I  am  not  irritating 
the  member.  I  would  never  want  to  irritate 
him. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  member  doesn't  irritate 
me;  the  word  is  disgust. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  When  he  is  irritated  he 
is  silent,  and  when  he  is  not  irritated  he  is 
noisy. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wasn't  really 
going  to  refer  to  what  the  member  had  to 

say,  because  it  didn't  appear  to  be  too 
relevant.  But  since  he  is  here,  perhaps  I 
should  give  him  a  little  bit  of  attention. 

I  must  thank  the  minister  for  ensuring  that 
doctors    remain   as    coroners.    It    could    take 

only   a  legal  mind  to   decide  that,  "a  dead 
body"  might  need  some  medical  care. 

For  many  years  before  the  old  Act,  it  was 
always  common  sense,  and  it  will  remain 
common  sense,  that  if  there  has  been  an 
accident  and  there  is  any  question  as  to 
whether  or  not  a  person  has  any  life  left  in 
him,  the  ambulance  comes,  or  the  medical 
attendant  comes  and  they  are  moved  to  the 
nearest  hospital  where  a  doctor  comes  and 

gives  first  aid. 
There  is  no  question  of  calling  a  coroner 

before  a  death  has  occurred,  and  a  death 
has  not  occurred  until  a  death  has  been 
pronounced.  So  this  legalese  worrying  is  the 
very  reason  that  the  lawyers  have  been  kept 
in  the  law  courts  and  the  doctors  have  been 

kept  in  the  coroner's  field.  Outside  of  the 
legal  mind,  which  we  could  talk  about  for 
hours,  there  is  a  very  good  reason  to  have- 

Mr.  Roy:  Of  course,  the  member  knows 
it  all. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Thank  you  very  much. 
There  is  very  good  reason— I  am  glad  that  at 
least  some  of  the  Liberals  recognize  where 
the  knowledge  is  and  where  the  knowledge 

isn't.  I  am  so  glad  to  have  these  compliments 
from  the  rear,  even  if  it  is  from  the  back 
bench  and  not  from  the  front  bench,  Mr. 

Speaker. 

Mr.  Roy:  Where  does  the  member  stand? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  we  had— 

Mr.  Reid:  The  member  has  more  friends 
here  than  he  has  around  him. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  the  members  out- 
number us  very  slightly,  but  one  more 

disastrous  election  and  there  won't  be  any 
of  them  to  help  or  hinder. 

To  return  to  the  bill,  Mr.  Speaker— 

An  hon.  member:  It  is  a  good  idea. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Gee,  I  wish  the  Liberals 
could  sort  of  restrain  themselves.  I  can 
understand  their  frustration,  having  heard 

the  previous  speaker- 

Mr.  Roy:  The  member  is  the  one  who  is 
frustrated. 

Mr.  Shulman:  —but  if  they  listen  they'll 
learn  and  we  can  progress,  and  perhaps 

we'll  get  a  better  bill. 

Mr.  Singer:  Show  us  your  modesty,  innate 
as  it  is. 
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Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  innate 
modesty  is  perhaps  better  than  no  modesty, 
which  is  the  comparison  which  we  have  over 
there. 

However,  to  try  and  return  to  the  bill- 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  I'd  like  to  come  back 
to  the  bill;  try  and  restrain  all  those  people 
around  you,  Eddie,  and  we  will  come  back 
to  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  we  lived  in  a  perfect  world 
it  would  be  very  nice  if  the  coroner  could 
be  both  a  doctor  and  a  lawyer- 

Mr.   Singer:   The  member  would  have  to 
be  removed  from  it. 

Mr.  Shulman:  —because  there  is  no  ques- 
tion medical  knowledge  is  essential  to  a 

coroner.  And  you  cannot,  unfortunately  find 
enough  men  who  have  had  the  dual  training. 
There  is  the  odd  one  in  Ontario,  but  we  need 
some  hundreds  of  coroners  in  Ontario.  There 
is  absolutely  no  way  of  finding  enough  men 
who  have  both  medical  and  legal  training  to 
handle  this  particular  job. 

Since  we  have  to  make  a  choice— and  let 
me  speak  now  from  experience— there  is  no 
question  in  my  mind  whatsoever  that  it  is 
far  more  important  to  have  a  medical  man 
not  just  doing  the  investigation— and  there 
is  no  question  that  the  /Coroner  doing  the 
investigation  must  be  a  doctor,  I  think  every- 

one will  agree  with  me  on  that— but  also  pre- 
siding at  the  inquest. 

The  reason  is  that  perhaps  90  per  cent  of 
inquests  are  not  the  kind  which  hit  the  head- 

lines. They  are  not  the  kind  which  cause  so 
much  concern  to  some  of  the  members  of 
this  House.  They  are  the  sort  where  it  is  a 
straight  matter  of  looking  into  who,  how, 
when,  where  and  by  what  means— and  bring- 

ing in  recommendations  to  prevent  similar 
deaths  in  the  future.  That  type  of  inquest 

would  be  crippled  if  it  didn't  have  a  doctor 
sitting  on  the  bench,  because  medical  knowl- 

edge is  absolutely  essential  to  understanding 
what  is  relevant,  what  should  be  brought  out 
and  what  should  be  pursued. 

There  are  occasions  when  there  are  in- 
quests in  which  legal  knowledge  is  important. 

And  the  Legislature,  in  its  wisdom,  many, 
many  years  ago,  in  an  effort  to  solve  this 
problem— because  it  is  a  very  serious  problem 
—encouraged,  and  at  one  time  ordered,  that 
Crown  attorneys  be  present  at  such  inquests. 
The  order  was  placed  in  legislation.  It  was 
from  the  then  Attorney  General. 

This  produces  the  happy  medium,  where 
you  have  a  doctor  sitting  on  the  bench,  who 
understands  the  medical  testimony  and  who 
is  able  to  draw  out  the  relevant  parts  of  it. 
And  you  have  a  legally  trained  person  acting 
as  a  Crown  attorney  to  keep  the  legal  wheels 
on  the  track. 

This  has  worked  out  very  well,  let  me  say, 

over  the  years.  It's  a  happy  compromise  be- tween the  dual  demands  on  a  coroner. 

But  let  me  say,  as  to  the  coroner  himself. 
I  think  it  is  absolutely  essential  that  he  be  a 
dotcor.  There  will  be  the  odd  inquest,  and  I 
think  that  has  been  recognized  in  the  Legis- 

lature here,  where  perhaps,  because  of  its 
pculiar  nature,  there  should  be  someone  other 
than  that  particular  coroner— someone  other 
than  a  doctor— presiding.  And  that  is  taken 
care  of  by  the  legislation. 

But  I  think  the  minister  has  been  very  wise 
in  maintaining  the  basic  form  in  which  the 
coroner  who  is  a  dqctor  goes  out  and  does 
the  investigation,  decides  whether  an  inquest 
is  to  be  held,  and  presides  at  that  inquest 
with  the  knowledge  that  he  has  gathered 
beforehand  from   the  investigation. 

The  previous  speaker,  who  spoke  for  the 
opposition,  said  one  other  thing  which  I  must 
comment  on.  He  referred  to  the  publicity  of 
an  inquest  and  that  it  should  be  restricted 
in  some  way. 

Let  me  say,  sir,  that  I  disagree  with  this 
entirely,  because  the  member  obviously  is  not 
aware  of  what  the  true  purpose  of  an  inquest 
should  be.  Let  me  say  there  are  a  lot  of 

things  it  shouldn't  be.  It  shouldn't  be  a  place 
to  put  a  man  in  the  stand  when  you  don't have  enough  evidence  and  make  him,  in 
effect,  testify  against  himself.  Because  even 
though  he  testifies  under  the  protection  of 
the  Canada  Evidence  Act,  the  information 
that  you  bring  out  as  a  result  can  be  used  to 
bring  in  other  information  which  can  be  used 
against  him. 

That  was  not  the  purpose  of  an  inquest. 
And,  until  the  last  two  or  three  years,  it  was 
never  done  in  Ontario.  This  is  an  aberration 

which  has  just  developed,  and  which  inci- 
dentally, despite  all  the  publicity  and  all  the 

brave  statements,  is  not  cured  by  this  Act. 
But  we  will  come  to  that  shortly. 

The  primary  purpose  of  an  inquest,  as  it 
has  been  developed  down  through  history— 
and  we  follow  the  English  system,  as  you 
know  very  closely.  We  are  far  different 
from  the  system  that  has  developed  in  vari- 

ous parts  of  the  United  States,  the  medical 

examiner's  system.  I  think  we  have  the  best 
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of  two  worlds  here.  We  don't  copy  the 
English  system  directly,  so  we  have  the  best 
of  it.  And  we  have  the  best  of  the  American 
system. 

The  purpose  of  an  inquest,  as  it  has  devel- 
oped through  history,  and  as  it  is  now  used 

in  Ontario  and  has  been  for  some  years,  is 
to  prevent  deaths  in  the  future.  And  this 
is  the  sum  and  substance  and  be  all  of  the 
whole  thing;  and  this  is  what  it  should  be 
all  about.  If  this  is  what  is  all  about,  then 
what  you  want  is  publicity.  The  more  public- 

ity you  can  get,  the  more  likely  you  are  to 
get  the  results. 

Now  I  want  to  give  full  credit  to  Dr.  Cot- 

nam  and  his  supervising  coroner's  office.  He 
has  done  a  very  good  job  in  one  field.  And 
that  is  in  following  up  jury  recommenda- 

tions, and  in  seeing  that  they  are  carried  out 
whenever  practical,  whenever  possible,  by 
the  people  concerned.  The  minister  has  done 
a  good  job  of  that.  I  have  no  hesitation  giv- 

ing him  credit  for  it. 

Mr.  Roy:  That  is  the  best  job  he  ever  did. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  think  that  is  the  best  job 
he  ever  did.  I  think  it  is  the  most  important 
job  he  has  ever  tried  to  do,  because  that  is 

the  sum  and  substance  of  what  a  coroner's 
job  is  all  about— to  try  and  change  circum- 

stances, and  to  try  and  change  laws,  try  and 
change  the  way  things  are  done  on  high- 

ways, in  operating  rooms- 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  The 
member  missed  the  point. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  got  the  point,  but  I  am 
ignoring  it. 

Mr.  Good:  All  he  did  was  suggest  it  with 
a  view  of  the  chief  coroner  of  Toronto. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  perhaps  that  is  the 

member's  opinion.  Perhaps,  in  a  way,  he  is 
right.  Perhaps  that  is  the  best  thing  he  ever 
did,  but  for  reasons  the  members  would 
never  imagine.  I  see  he  is  smiling  over  there, 
and  I  smile  with  him,  because  I  think,  per- 

haps, he  did  us  both  a  great  favour  when  he 

managed  to  get  rid  of  me  from  the  coroner's office. 

However,  I  think  that  this  is  the  important 
job  of  a  coroner.  This  is  the  important  job 

of  the  coroner's  office— to  try,  not  to  find  out 
who,  how,  when,  where,  and  by  what  means 
the  deceased  came  to  death,  because  99 
times  out  of  100  we  know  that  before  the 
inquest  ever  starts;  in  fact  I  guess  we  always 

know    it,    that    comes    out   in    the    coroner's 

investigation  that  precedes  the  inquest.  What 
we  are  trying  to  do  with  the  inquest  is 
prevent  somebody  else  from  dying  in  the 
same  way. 

We  could  give  dozens  of  examples.  Let 
me  give  one  or  two  where  the  present  super- 

vising coroner  is  responsible  for  people  not 
dying  in  Ontario,  as  a  result  of  following  up 
on  recommendations. 

I  guess  the  most  striking— the  one  that  to 
me  is  the  most  striking— is  something  that 
very  few  people  in  this  Legislature  probably 
realize:  This  is  the  one  large  city  in  all  of 

North  America  where  children  don't  die 
following  tonsillectomies.  This  is  something 
of  which  we  should  be  very,  very  proud. 

The  reason  is  because  a  child  died  follow- 
ing a  tonsillectomy  in  a  very  good  hospital 

in  the  city— St.  Michael's.  This  was  one  of  a 
series  of  deaths.  We  always  used  to  have 
two  or  three  deaths  of  this  nature  every  year 
in  Toronto,  just  as  they  do  in  Chicago  and 
New  Orleans,  in  Los  Angeles,  in  New  York, 
in  all   of  the  large   cities. 

The  reason  Toronto  doesn't  experience 
these  deaths  any  more  is  because,  following 

that  death,  there  was  an  inquest  which  re- 
ceived a  tremendous  amount  of  publicity. 

So  many  hospitals  in  the  city  was  faulty  in 
one  or  two  ways,  and  in  the  way  they  were 
supervising  children  who  had  had  such  an 

operation. 
Experts  were  brought  in  from  another 

hospital,  the  Sick  Children's  Hospital,  which 
had  gone  for  dozens  of  years  without  a 
death.  The  experts  from  that  hospital  got  up, 
and  they  related  how  they  had  prevented 
deaths  from  occurring.  That  received  tre- 

mendous publicity.  It  was  in  the  headlines  of 
the  three  Toronto  papers,  day  after  day 

after  day,  as  a  result  of  which  hospital  offi- 
cials and  hospital  surgeons,  and  ear,  nose 

and  throat  specialists  all  over  this  city, 

learned  it  wasn't  necessary  to  have  these deaths. 

As  a  result  of  that  inquest,  and  as  result 
of  the  follow-up  which  took  place,  every 
hospital  in  this  city  put  in  the  methods  that 

were  then  in  use  in  the  Sick  Children's 
Hospital;  with  the  result  that,  to  my  knowl- 

edge, not  a  single  child  has  died  since  that 
date;  and  it  is  now  some  six  years  since 
that  occurred. 

This  is  really  the  purpose  of  the  coroner 
system.  This  is  the  purpose  of  the  inquest. 
This  is  why  we  want  all  the  publicity  we 
can  get.  Any  suggestions  that  come  from  any 
quarter,    that    publicity    be    restricted,    are 
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wrong;  because  that  suggestion  doesn't  un- 
derstand the  purpose  of  the  inquest.  It  is  to 

bring  publicity  to  unnecessary  death  so  other 

people  don't  have  to  die  in  that  way.  I  reject 
entirely  any  suggestion  that  the  publicity, 
or  the  coverage  by  the  press  of  an  inquest, 
should  be  restricted  in  any  way. 

If  you  do  that— let's  say  you  bring  in  a 
rule  that  you  may  not  give  publicity  to  an 
inquest  until  it  is  over— then  it  becomes  a 
one-day  wonder.  You  get  the  verdict  pub- 

lished and  you  have  the  recommendations  of 
the  jury  published;  and  the  supervising 

coroner's  office  then  has  the  job  of  sending 
his  recommendation  out  to  various  places; 
which  has  certain  effects,  there  is  no  question 
about  it. 

But  the  effect  is  multiplied  a  thousand 
times  when  the  publicity  has  taken  place  in 
the  press  and  when  many  people  who  are 
in  that  field  are  aware  of  how  they  can 
avoid  getting  in  the  same  mess,  when  they 
can  become  aware  of  how  they  can  save 

someone  else's  life.  And  this  is  really  so 
very  important.  This  is  why  publicity  is  so 
very  important,  and  this  is  why  it  should 
not  be  restricted  in  any  way. 

Now  that  I  have  complimented  the  minister 
on  what  he  has  done  in  the  bill,  I  have  to 
now  criticize  him  for  having  done  it  badly. 
We  expected  better,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  really 
did.  It  was  six  years  ago  that  the  Attorney 
General  of  the  day  first  called  in  various 
coroners,  the  supervising  coroner,  the  chief 
coroner  of  today,  and  various  others- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Who  was he? 

Mr.  Shulman:  His  name  doesn't  come  to 
mind,  but  if  it  comes  to  me  I  will  mention 

it— and  various  other  coroners.  I  remember 
he  brought  in  Frank  Wilson,  the  assistant 
deputy  attorney  general  at  the  time— he  had 

had  wide  experience  in  the  coroner's  field- 
to  make  suggestions  in  improving  the  Cor- 

oners Act  And  a  great  deal  of  work  was 
done  over  the  year. 

I  remember,  way  back  seven  years  ago,  I 
saw  the  printed  draft  of  the  new  bill.  So 
they  have  been  working  on  this  for  some 
seven  years  now,  and  I  must  say  I  am 
shocked  and  disappointed.  I  am  told  they 
have  been  working  on  it  for  12  years. 

Well,  they  started  working  on  it  seriously 
at  least  within  the  last  decade,  and  they 
made  a  couple  of  mistakes  in  here  that  really 
are  quite  inexplicable.  Perhaps  the  minister 
will  have  some  explanation?  I  doubt  it,  but 

we'll  try.    He   will   get   a   chance. 

Actually,  I  don't  think  we  will  have  too 
much  dialogue  here,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  min- 

ister and  I  have  some  difficulty  in  dialogue 
on  subjects  in  here.  I  am  looking  forward  to 
the  committee  of  the  whole  where  we  can 

go  over  its  paragraph  by  paragraph,  and  try 
and  get  some  answers. 

But  the  most  amazing  thing  that  struck  me 
was,  you  know,  when  the  minister  got  up 

here  in  the  House  and  said:  "We  have 
laboured  hard,  and  we  have  produced  here 
finally  the  Coroners  Act  that  is  going  to  be 
a  model  for  the  whole  world.  We  are  proud 

of  it.  This  is  going  to  be  the  piece  of  legis- 

lation." 
Mr.  Singer:  Are  those  statements  there  in 

Hansard? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Yes,  that  is  what  he  said. 

He  said  it  was  going  to  be  a  "model."  It  was 
going  to  be  "the  model  Act."  Those  were 
his  exact  words. 

Well,  it  is  hardly  a  model  Act.  Mr. 
Speaker,  there  are  two  or  three  important 

things  that  have  to  be  decided  by  the  Cor- 
oners Act. 

Firstly,  who  is  going  to  be  a  coroner? 
Well,  we  got  that  settled.  The  second  is, 

when  does  a  ,coroner  go  out  and  do  investi- 
gations, and  what  cases  should  he  investi- 

gate? And  this  is  spelled  out  beautifully.  The 
only  other  important  thing  the  coroner  has 
to  decide  is  when  should  he  hold  an  inquest. 
And  somehow  when  they  were  making  up  the 
Act,  they  forgot  about  that.  They  left  it  out 
completely. 

Well,  I  searched  carefully  through  the  Act 
from  beginning  to  end.  You  know,  you  have 
to  tell  the  coroner.  He  has  to  have  some  idea 

when  and  where  he  should  hold  an  inquest 
and  in  what  cases  he  should  hold  an  inquest. 

We  find  section  25.  There  is  a  little  print 

beside  it  which  says:  "Purposes  of  an  in- 
quest." And  the  purposes  of  an  inquest  are defined. 

It  says  where  an  inquest  is  held,  it  shall 

inquire  and  determine  who  the  deceased  was 
—well  we  knew  that  before  the  inquest 
started.  How  the  deceased  came  to  his  death- 
he  was  hit  by  a  car,  we  knew  that  before  it 
started.  When  the  deceased  came  to  his  death 

—well  we  knew  that,  the  pathologist  told  us 
about  that.  Where  the  deceased  came  to  his 

death— it  was  on  Yonge  St.,  we  know  that. 
And  by  what  means  the  deceased  came  to  his 
death— he  was  struck  by  this  car  which  was 
driving  down  the  street. 
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The  only  thing  it  doesn't  tell  you  is  in 
which  cases  should  you  hold  an  inquest.  In 
other  words,  if  a  man  is  walking  down  the 
street  and  is  struck  by  a  car  on  Yonge  St., 

do  you  hold  an  inquest  or  don't  you  hold 
an  inquest?  There  has  been  absolutely  no 
criteria  set  up  in  this  Act  whatsoever  as  to 
when  you  should  hold  an  inquest. 

Mr.  Roy:  What  about  section  9? 

Mr.  Shulman:  What  about  section  9?  All 

right,  somebody  says  what  about  section  9.  I 

don't  think  section  9  has  anything  to  do  with 
inquests  at  all. 

Oh,  pardon  me!  Section  9  says:  "When  a case  shall  be  notified  to  a  coroner,  and  when 

he  should  hold  investigation."  Section  9(4) 
says:  "If  a  person  is  in  a  jail  there  must  be 

an  inquest." 
But  that  is  the  only  word  in  the  whole  Act 

as  to  when  an  inquest  must  be  held.  If  you 
are  in  jail.  So  leaving  out  that  a  few  people 
are  in  jail  and  happen  to  die  there  and  we 
have  to  hold  an  inquest,  there  is  not  a  word 
in  the  whole  Act  to  indicate,  to  give  any 
criteria  whatsoever,  as  to  when  to  hold  an 

inquest. 

Well  of  course  it's  a  model  Act.  I  was  sort 
of  amused,  so  I  phoned  two  of  my  associates 

in  two  other  provinces  and  said:  "We've  got 
a  model  Act  down  here."  There  were  great 

guffaws  over  the  phone,  and  he  said:  "They 
forgot  to  put  in  when  to  hold  an  inquest." 

Well  there  was  a  little  error.  Perhaps  we 

shouldn't  be  too  critical  of  the  minister  for 
not  laying  out  any  criteria  as  to  when  to 

hold  an  inquest.  He  wouldn't  realize  that  is 
important.  But  it  is  of  some  minor  import- 

ance to  the  coroner,  who  now  has  no  criteria 

whatsoever,  has  no  idea  when— somewhere  in 
here  it  says- 

Mr.  Good:   Well  read  section   13. 

Mr.  Shulman:  All  right,  now  we  want  to 
read  section  13. 

Mr.  Good:  That  tells  you  when  to  hold  an 
inquest. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Section  13.  It  says:  "He  shall 
view  the  body  and  make  such  further  investi- 

gations as  is  required  to  enable  him  to  deter- 

mine whether  or  not  an  inquest  is  necessary." 
Is  the  member  suggesting  that  tells  him 

anything?  There's  no  criteria  laid  out  there. 
There's  no  suggestion  as  to  whether  you're  to 
hold  inquests  in  car  accidents.  Are  you  sup- 

posed to  hold  inquests  in  murders?  Are  you 
supposed  to  hold  inquests   in  suicides?  Are 

you   supposed   to   hold   inquests   if  someone 
dies  in  an  operating  room? 

There  are  no  criteria  whatsoever  in  this 

Act— not  a  word  in  any  section— to  give  any 
guidance  whatsoever  to  whether  or  not  an 
inquest  should  be  held  in  any  of  the  cases 
that  occur  outside  of  a  jail. 

This  was  the  major  flaw  in  the  old  Act.  It 
really  came  down  to  a  matter  of  who  was 

chief  coroner  of  Toronto  and  who  was  super- 
vising coroner  of  Ontario  and  who  was  the 

Attorney  General.  As  these  three  varied— and 
they  varied  tremendously  over  a  period  of  a 
few  years,  both  in  temperament  and  outlook 
—then  the  criteria  as  to  whether  inquests 
should  be  held  or  not  varied  up  and  down. 

I  think  the  best  of  all  are  car  accidents. 

A  late  friend  of  mine,  Kelso  Roberts,  was  the 

Attorney  General  here  for  some  years,  and  a 
fine  gentleman  he  was.  He  had  certain  views 
on  inquests.  When  he  was  appointed  Attorney 

General,  he  issued  instructions  saying:  "Its 
terrible.  There's  nothing  in  the  Coroners  Act 
saying  when  you  hold  inquests.  From  now 
on,  an  inquest  is  to  be  held  in  every  car 

death." 

So  bang!  As  of  the  day  he  became  Attorney 
General,  inquests  were  held  in  every  car 
death. 

This  went  on  for  the  four  or  five  years  he 

was  Attorney  General.  Then  he  was  shifted 
downstairs  and  Fred  Cass  came  in.  He  said: 

"Nonsense,  there's  no  reason  to  hold  inquests 
in  every  car  death.  From  now  on,  you  will 
not  hold  an  inquest  in  car  deaths  when  the 
driver  alone  has  died  and  when  no  one  else 

is  involved  in  the  accident."  So  the  whole 
meaning  of  the  Coroners  Act  had  changed 

again. Just  a  few  weeks  ago  we  had  the  current 
Attorney  General  get  up  and  give  an  entirely 
different  interpretation  in  reference  to  a  car 
accident  that  occurred  up  in  Sudbury.  I  was 

asking  him  why  an  inquest  had  to  be  prodded 
out  of  the  coroner  there  when  the  deputy 

chief  of  police  was  involved.  He  answered: 

"Normally,  you  don't  hold  inquests  in  car 

deaths  at  all." 
Well  now  we've  come  full  circle— we've 

come  all  the  way  back  to  the  pre-Kelso 
Roberts  days. 

Who  was  the  Attorney  General— was  it 
Dana  Porter?  Well  we're  back  to  Dana 
Porter's  day! 
The  reason  this  absolute  reverse  takes 

place  is  because  there's  nothing  in  the  Act 
to  lay  out  any  indication  whatsoever  as  to 
when  you  hold  inquests. 
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You  can't  put  that  in  a  regulation,  so 
don't  get  up  and  give  us  that  answer.  This  is 
a  basic  part  of  the  Act,  or  it  should  be  if 

you  hadn't  forgotten  to  put  it  in.  This  is  the 
important  thing.  This  is  what  it's  all  about. 
Somebody  among  the  minister's  advisers,  I 
guess,  just  overlooked  this  little  matter  and 
made  a  little  bumble. 

The  Attorney  General  sometimes  doesn't 
care  too  much  what's  going  on  in  the  coro- 

ner's office,  so  we  come  down  to  the  super- 
vising coroner.  The  supervising  coroner  has 

tremendous  responsibility  and  tremendous 

authority,  particularly  when  the  Act  doesn't 
spell  out  what's  to  go  on.  So  he  lays  it  out himself. 

We've  had  two  supervising  coroners  in  my 
experience.  The  first  one— this  goes  back 
some  years— felt  that  inquests  should  be  held 

only  when  necessary  to  "clear  the  air."  That 
is  if  there's  a  bit  of  a  smell,  he'll  hold  the 
inquest  if  you  can  get  a  rug  big  enough  to 
blow  the  smell  under. 

This  man  was  not  entirely  bad— I  have 
many  good  things  to  say  about  good  old 

Smirle— he's  long  gone  now.  But  this  was  his 
view  of  inquests:  "For  God's  sake  let's  not 
hold  them  unless  we  have  to." 

Then  we  got  a  new  supervising  coroner, 
and  Dr.  Cotnam  had  an  entirely  different 
view.  We  started  holding  many  many  more 
inquests  because  he  had  great  discretion 
and  he  sent  his  instructions  out  around  the 

province— "We'll  hold  inquests  in  this  and 

in   that." 
He  became  very  interested  in  drug  deaths, 

so  he  sent  out  instructions  that  inquests  were 
to  be  held  in  all  the  drug  deaths  in  Ontario. 

This  is  something  that  was  never  done 
under  Smirle  Lawson  in  the  past.  There  was 
never  such  a  thing  as  an  inquest  into  the 
death  of  an  alcoholic  or  a  drug  death.  It  just 
never  occurred. 

So  here,  because  there  was  no  legislation, 

once  again  discretion  was  left  to  the  super- 
vising coroner. 

Then  we  come  down  one  step  further.  We 
used  to  have  a  chief  coroner  of  Ontario,  but 
he  got  hep  to  certain  things  too.  He  got 
all  interested  in  guardrails,  I  think  it  was. 
And  if  anybody  hits  a  guardrail  we  are  going 

to  have  an  inquest— because  he  thought  there 
was  something  wrong  with  the  guardrails. 
So  that  is  fine.  We  were  doing  all  sorts  of 
guardrail  inquests,  which  may  or  may  not 
have  produced  any  good  benefits.  They  pro- 

duced some  benefit.  I  don't  know  whether 
it  was  good  or  bad.  But  in  any  case,  all  sorts 

of  inquests  were  held  in  that  direction  until 
that  particular  gentleman  was  demoted  to 
another  place.  And  so  that  type  of  inquest 
came  to  an  end. 

There  are  some  things  basically  wrong, 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  a  situation  where  "a  model 
Act,"  and  I  use  the  words  ludicrously,  is  set 
up  which  sets  out  no  criteria  whatsoever, 

no  guide  whatsoever  to  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral; no  guide  whatsoever  to  the  supervising 

coroner;  no  guide  whatsoever  to  the  regional 
coroners;  and  no  guide  whatsoever  to  the 
coroners,  the  police  or  the  Crown  attorneys 
as  to  when  an  inquest  is  going  to  be  held. 

What  kind  of  "model  bill"  is  that,  when 
it  doesn't  tell  you  anything?  Can  you  imagine 
having  some  branch  of  the  Criminal  Code 
which  leaves  it  very  vague  as  to  which 
offences  on  the  highway  are  to  be  charged, 
which  are  to  have  penalties  which  result  in 
a  fine,  and  which  are  to  have  penalties  which 
result  in  going  to  jail?  That  is  exactly  what 
you  have  done  in  here.  You  have  left  it 
completely   blank. 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Solicitor  General):  The 
member  is  beginning  to  stretch  it  just  a  little, 
just  beyond  the  point  of  credibility. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  don't  have  to.  I  thought 
perhaps  I  was  missing  something  in  this  Act, 
so  I  took  the  trouble  to  submit  the  Act  to  two 

gentlemen  who  are  fairly  active  in  the  coroner 

field— active  coroners,  let  us  say.  And  the 
same  thing  came  out.  We  are  in  the  same 
mess.  They  have  forgotten  to  lay  out  the 
criteria. 

You  cannot  have  a  Coroners  Act  which 

is  going  to  have  any  credibility,  which  is 
going  to  last  more  than  a  year  or  two  until 
people   start  screaming   again. 

There  is  something  wrong  here,  and  it  is 
going  to  have  to  be  amended  again.  What 
you  should  have  been  doing  is  bringing 
down  a  Coroners  Act  which  is  going  to 

last  for  some  years,  which  isn't  going  to  be 
criticized  in  the  press  and  in  this  body  for 
making  horrible  mistakes. 

Now  if  you  don't  tell  the  coroners  when 
to  hold  their  inquests,  they  are  bound  to 
make  errors.  You  are  going  to  have  coroners 

with  bad  judgment,  you  can't  help  that. 
You  have  400  coroners  across  the  province. 
Presuming  that  99  per  cent  of  them  have 
the  genius  of  Solomon,  that  one  per  cent 
is  sooner  or  later  going  to  make  some  silly 

error— and  it  isn't  covered  in  the  Act. 

Now  you  should  take  an  hour,  it  is  not 

too  late;  you  should  go  back  to  your  draw- 
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ing  board  and  bring  in  an  amendment  to  the 
Act.  You  have  time  to  do  that  yet,  next 
week,  to  bring  in  an  amendment  which  will 
lay  out  the  criteria.  And  if  you  have  any 
difficulty  drawing  it  up,  I  see  that  you  have 
two  men  under  the  gallery  who  would  have 
no  difficulty  in  drawing  it  up  for  you.  Or 
if  the  worst  comes  to  the  worst,  you  can  go  to 
some  of  the  other  provinces  or  countries 
and  copy  their  criteria.  You  cannot  have  a 

Coroners  Act  that  doesn't  tell  people  when 
to  have  an  inquest;  and  I  am  sure  the  min- 

ister will  agree  with  that.  I  can  see  by  his 
smile  that  he  is  agreeing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well  if,  as  you  were 
saying,  I  had  to  go  to  the  worst  to  the 

worst  to  the  worst,  maybe  I'd  take  your  list of  criteria. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  ask  the  minister  to  take 
care  of  this   so   that  all  of  us   will  not  be 

embarrassed  by  bringing  in  a  bad  Act.  I 
think  he  should.  I  hope  he  is  agreeing  with 
me  on  this  point. 
Now  there  are  two  other  matters  I  would 

like  to  turn  to,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  see  it  is  one 
minute  of  six.  Do  you  wish  me  to  start  or 
may  I  adjourn  the  debate? 

Mr.  Reid:  The  member  has  already  ruined 
our  supper. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Is  it  in  order  for  me  to  move 
that  the  debate  be  adjourned? 

Mr.  Speaker:  No,  it  is  not  necessary.  If  it 
is  a  convenient  spot  for  the  hon.  member  to 
break  his  remarks,  I  would  accept  the  offer. 

Mr.  Reid:  Any  place  is  going  to  be  con- 
venient! 

It  being  6  o'clock  p.m.. recess. 
the   House  took 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 

The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock  p.m. 
Mr.  D.  R.  Timbrell  (Don  Mills):  Mr. 

Speaker  if  I  may,  before  we  begin,  draw  to 
the  attention  of  the  House  that  in  the  east 
gallery  this  evening  are  a  group  of  young 
people  from  the  riding  of  Riverdale  who  are 
members  of  the  Young  Progressive  Conserva- 

tive group  in  that  riding.  I  would  ask  the 
House  to  welcome  them. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  ( Lakeshore ) :  They  come 
from  a  very  good  riding. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  should  also  like  to  inform 

the  House  that  in  the  Speaker's  gallery  this 
evening  we  have  the  Birchcliffe  chapter  of 
the  Imperial  Order,  Daughters  of  the  Empire, 
and  Hamilton  area  council  of  the  United 
Steelworkers  of  America. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  As  long  as  they  remain  in  the 
minority. 

An  hon.  member:  Which  is  which? 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  14th  order,  re- 
suming the  debate  on  second  reading  of  Bill 

142,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Coroners  Act. 

CORONERS  ACT,  1972 
(continued) 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park  may  proceed. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  You  will  re- 
call before  the  dinner  hour,  sir,  the  official 

opposition  and  ourselves  had  agreed  to  divide 
the  criticism  of  this  bill.  They  were  leaving 
the  substantive  matters  to  us  and  we  left  the 
nit  picking  to  them. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Right. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  was  discussing— 

Mr.  L.  Maeck  ( Parry  Sound ) :  Order. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): The  steel  workers  are  having  trouble 

up  there.  Stephen.  Can  the  leader  of  the 
NDP  help  them?  They  got  mixed  in  with  the 
IODE. 

Tuesday,  June  13,  1972 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt:  (Huron-Bruce):  They  are 
going  to  jump  over  the  gallery. 

An  hon.  member:  Leaving  the  member  for 
Downsview  out,  eh? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Here  he  is.  He's  here.  I  hate 
to  go  ahead  without  him. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  Are  they 
speaking  for  the  party? 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Oh,  you 

certainly  have.  I— 

Mr.    Shulman:    Before   I  proceed   on  to   a 
different  subject,  over  the  dinner  hour,  Mr. 

Speaker- Mr.  R,  F.  Nixon:   Was  the  member  on  a 

subject  to  begin  with? 

Mr.  Shulman:  —I  was  chided  by  one  of 
my  colleagues  for  my  remarks  as  to  the  im- 

provement in  having  doctors  rather  than 
lawyers  as  coroners.  His  argument  was  that 
doctors  were  no  broader  than  lawyers.  I  want 

to  assure  him  I  didn't  have  any  such  thought. 
It  is  merely  that  I  feel  that  lawyers  are  so 
much  narrower  than  doctors.  That  is  why,  for 

the  member  for  Lakeshore's  benefit. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  We  are  inclined 

to  agree  but  don't  lose  the  point.  Don't  over- do it. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Okay.  Mr.  Speaker,  before 
leaving  this  most  important  point  which  I 
wish  to  make,  I  would  say  that  it  is  essential 
that  this  bill  be  amended  to  bring  in  some 
criteria  for  the  holding  of  inquests.  I  would 
just  like  to  give  two  examples  to  the  minister 
of  what  can  happen  when  you  do  not  have 
criteria,  both  in  the  way  of  holding  not 
enough  inquests,  and  holding  too  many.  And 
we  do  not  have  to  go  back  too  far  when  we 
find  a  coroner  who  deliberately  did  not  hold 
an  inquest  into  a  surgical  death  because  he 
felt  it  would  be  embarrassing  to  the  hospital 

on  which  he  was  on  staff.  That's  at  the  one 
extreme. 

At  the  other  extreme  we  have  had  coroners 
in  very  recent  months  holding  inquests  into 
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cases  where  quite  clearly  no  inquest  should 
have  been  held.  Perhaps  charges  of  homicide 
or  manslaughter  should  have  been  laid,  but 
there  was  certainly  no  call  for  an  inquest. 

This  is  why  it  is  quite  essential  that  criteria 
be  laid  down,  and  that  a  clause  be  put  into 
this  bill  somewhere  before  you  bring  it 
through  to  third  reading  so  as  to  avoid  hav- 

ing us  all  being  laughing  stock  in  other  areas 
where  there  are  coroners. 

Now  the  second  point  this  brings  me  to— 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Solicitor  General):  Will 
the  hon.  member  permit  a  question? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Certainly. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Will  the  hon.  member 

advise  me  what  other  province  has  an  Act 
that  has  criteria  in  it? 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  don't  have  the  Acts  from 
the  other  provinces  here,  but  1  have  the 
British  one.  And  the  British  one  on  which  we 

are  modelled  has  criteria— very  similar  to  the 
criteria  that  are  in  the  criteria  for  holding  of 
an  investigation— with  a  blanket  clause  at  the 
end  saying:  that  after  consultation  with  the 
supervising  or  chief  coroner,  inquests  may  be 
held  in  any  other  case. 

I  want  to  go  on. 

Mr.  Singer:  Certainly  a  well  rehearsed 
statement. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  can't  tell  what  the  criteria 
are  in  the  other  provinces.  But  we  can  easily 
get  them. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  What  about  Manitoba? 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  don't  have  any  of  the 
other  provinces  here.  However,  an  official 

in  the  Attorney  General's  office  in  Manitoba 
recently  wrote  to  my  office  asking  for  sug- 

gestions for  improving  the  Act,  so  I  am  quite 
sure  you  will  see  the  criteria  in  that  province 
very  quickly. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Members  always  expect 

Manitoba  to  take  the  lead,  don't  they? 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  other  point  I  wanted 
to  turn  to  is  the  great  abuse  that  we  have 
seen  in  the  Coroners  Act  in  the  last  year 
or  two.  This  is  something  that  has  been 
relatively  new  to  Ontario.  We  have  seen 
it  in  Quebec,  only  too  much  unfortunately, 
and  this  is  the  use  of  the  inquest  as  a  form 
of   examination    for   discovery. 

In  other  words,  when  a  death  has  oc- 
curred  and  there  is   suspicion  or  some  evi- 

dence that  a  person  has  been  involved  in 
that  death,  but  not  enough  evidence  to  lay 
a  charge,  an  inquest  is  held.  The  person 
who  is  suspected  is  put  on  the  stand,  and 
is  forced  to  give  evidence.  At  least  one 
man  is  dead  as  a  result  of  that.  Another 

man  is  in  jail— I  think  quite  improperly, 
because  of  being  forced  to  give  evidence 

against    himself. 

Now,  it  was  with  great  fanfare  the  min- 
ister announced  that  this  would  no  longer 

occur  with  the  new  Act.  But  we  searched 

the  new  Act  very  carefully,  and  there  is 
absolutely  nothing  here  to  prevent  exactly 
the   same   thing   occurring. 

I  refer  you  to  the  section  of  the  Act  which 
covers  this  particular  matter,  which  is  sec- 

tion 22  and  which  has  two  parts,  Mr. 
Speaker.    And    in    those   two    parts    it    says: 

Where  a  criminal  offence  has  been 

charged,  no  inquest  shall  be  held  except 
by  order  of  the  minister.  And  if  during 
an  inquest  this  person  is  charged  with  a 
criminal   offence,   the  inquest  must  stop. 

But  nowhere,  nowhere  in  the  Act,  is  the 
problem  covered,  which  is  that  when  the 

police  have  certain  suspicions  they  may  be- 
gin an  inquest;  they  may  have  the  man 

testify  against  himself.  And  after  the  in- 
quest is  over,  or  at  some  point  in  the 

inquest,  stopping  it,  they  may  then  go  and 
charge  the  man. 

There  is  no  section  anywhere  through 
the  Act  which  covers  this  problem.  And 
this  is  one  of  the  very  problems  that  the 

minister  promised  us  he  was  going  to  con- 
trol and  that  he  was  going  to  see  took 

place   no  more. 

Well,  good  intentions  are  all  very  well, 
but  where  is  it  in  the  Act  that  the  minister 

is  going  to  do  that?  He  can't  do  that  in 
the  regulations  either— and  this  is  one  of 
the  things  which  I  find  very  upsetting  be- 

cause this  has  now  happened  three  times 
in  the  last  two  years  in  Ontario. 

It  is  a  new  thing.  The  coroners  never  did 

this  in  Ontario  before  the  last  —  well,  it 
started  three  or  four  years  ago  with  the 
chap  with  the  wife  in  the  bathtub.  That 
was  the  first  one.  And,  as  a  result  of  that 
particular  case,  there  have  been  several 
and  it  appears  to  be  an  increasingly  popular 
way  of  getting  evidence  against  someone 
you  are  suspicious  of. 

Now  there  should  be  a  section  in  this  Act, 

and  perhaps  it  should  be  in  a  section  I  re- 
ferred to  before,  that  you  have  proper  cri- 

teria   for    an    inquest.     Then    that    wouldn't 
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happen.  But  nowhere  in  here  do  you  forbid 
it   happening.   Nowhere. 

Now  the  third  matter  I  want  to  turn  to, 
and  this  is  perhaps  the  least  important  from 

a  human  point  of  view,  but  it  is  quite  im- 
portant from  a  budget  point  of  view,  and 

that's  the  fantastic  waste  that  this  bill  em- 
bodies. 

The  person  who  made  up  the  criteria  for 

the  holding  of  investigations  —  that  comes 
under  section  9— obviously  was  not  a  coro- 

ner, or  certainly  hadn't  been  acting  as  a 
coroner,  or  working  as  a  coroner,  or  he 

wouldn't  have  made  the  very  obvious  errors 
that  were  made  in  here.  This  particular 
section  is  going  to  waste  millions  and  mil- 

lions of  dollars  on  unnecessary  investiga- 
tions into  cases  of  little  old  ladies  who  have 

been  in  nursing  homes  for  10  years  and  fi- 
nally died  of  senility,  or  died  of  heart  dis- 

ease. 

It  used  to  be,  when  there  were  no  real 
rules,  when  we  had  the  old  Coroners  Act, 
and  the  chief  coroner  pretty  well  set  down 

what  was  going  to  happen,  the  chief  coro- 
ner of  this  city  and  the  supervising  coroner 

of  the  province  were  one  and  the  same 
man,  Smirle  Lawson.  He  set  down  a  funny 

rule,  which  was  called  the  24-hour  rule. 
That  rule  said  when  anyone  died  in  any 
hospital  and  they  had  been  there  for  less 
than  24  hours,  a  coroner  had  to  come  and 
investigate.  That  included  people  who  had 
been  dying  of  cancer  for  10  years  at  home 

and,  in  extremis,  were  rushed  to  the  hos- 
pital, and  breathed  their  last  in  the  hospi- 

tal. You'd  have  to  call  a  coroner.  You'd  have 
to  pay  him  a  fee. 

Now,  there  was  nothing  in  the  Act,  or  the 
regulations,  that  made  this  legal,  or  made 
this  proper.  Yet,  because  there  was  such  wide 
latitude  in  the  Coroners  Act— and  there  still 

is  in  certain  directions— he  put  in  this  rule 
in  Toronto,  and  the  rest  of  Ontario.  In  1963 
the  rule  was  rescinded  in  Toronto,  but  I  am 
told  by  one  of  my  colleagues  to  my  right 
that  that  rule  is  still  in  effect  in  certain  parts 
of  Ontario. 

Here  is  a  tremendous  waste  of  money,  for 
no  reason  whatsoever  under  the  Coroners 

Act,  but  which  is  peanuts  compared  to  what 

they  have  put  in  here  in  section  9(2),  sub- 
sections (d),  (h)  and  (j)  which  sets  up  a  num- 

ber of  areas  where  investigations  must  be 
held  by  a  coroner,  which  are  absolutely  and 

completely  unnecessary— a  complete  waste. 

An  interesting  thing  has  happened  to  in- 
vestigations by  a  coroner.  It  used  to  be  that 

the   majority    of   cases    in    which    a    coroner 

went  out  to  investigate  were  cases  where  the 
persons  had  died  of  violence,  where  there 
had  been  a  murder,  suicide,  or  an  accident, 
and  where  obviously  a  coroner  was  needed 
to  look  into  what  had  happened,  to  try  and 
determine  whether  further  investigation  or 
whether  further  inquests  should  be  held.  His 
work  was,  in  the  majority  of  cases,  of  great 
value. 

Then,  about  five  years  ago,  the  Act  was 
changed.  An  amendment  was  brought  in 
which  now  says  anybody  who  dies  in  a 
nursing  home,  anybody  who  dies  in  a  home 
for  the  aged,  anybody  who  dies  in  a  public 

or  private  hospital— who  is  transferred  from 
a  nursing  home— has  to  have  a  coroner  in- 
vestigate. 

So  suddenly,  now,  the  majority— and  I  say 
this  advisedly,  having  gone  over  the  statistics 

—the  majority  of  the  coroner's  calls  are  now 
made,  not  to  death  by  violence,  not  to 
mysterious  deaths,  not  to  deaths  that  require 

investigation;  the  majority  of  the  investiga- 
tions are  made  of  people  who  have  died  in 

nursing  homes. 

I  can  understand  the  thinking  that  brought 

in  this  mistake,  and  it  is  a  mistake.  Finan- 

cially, it's  a  great  bonanza  for  the  coroners, 
they  love  it.  They  go  out  to  the  nursing 
home,  and  there  is  this  little  old  lady  who 
was  92  years  old,  and  she  has  been  slowly 
dying,  and  all  the  coroner  has  to  do  is  sign 
his  name  on  the  bottom  of  the  certificate, 

and  there's  $25  plus  mileage.  It's  all  very 
well.  With  luck,  some  of  those  homes  have 
two  or  three  deaths  at  one  time.  Then  you 

go  out  and  get  $75  for  your  20  minutes' 
work.  Well  it's  a  very  nice  bonanza  for  the 
coroners,  and  if  you  are  in  it  to  make  a  few 

bucks  that's  all  very  well.  But  it's  a  com- 
plete waste  as  far  as  the  public  treasury  is 

concerned. 

The  interesting  thing  is,  the  reason  this 

was  brought  in  years  ago— and  I  mean  years 
ago,  if  we  go  back  to  the  turn  of  the  century 
—there  was  no  proper  supervision  of  nursing 
homes.  These  were  private  homes.  People 
went  in  there— there  were  no  inspectors 
coming  around— and  bad  things  happened  in 
some  of  them.  People  were  mistreated,  and 
people  were  starved,  and  people  had  violence 
done  to  them— and  that  was  the  reason  that 
this  type  of  thinking  evolved.  They  thought 
maybe  we  should  have  a  coroner  going  in 

there  making  sure  people  aren't  being  killed 
in  the  nursing  homes  through  negligence. 

But  that  is  changed  now,  changed  com- 
pletely. We  now  have  inspectors  right,  left 

and  centre  in  the  nursing  homes.  We  have 
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a  vast  number  of  inspectors  going  into  the 
homes  for  the  aged.  We  certainly  have  in- 

spectors up  to  our  ears  in  the  public  and 
private  hospitals,  and  these  investigations  are 
sheer  waste. 

I  personally  went  on  some  hundreds  of 
such  investigations.  Of  those  hundreds,  never 
once  did  I  ever  find  one  that  required  any 
further  investigation.  If  a  death  occurred 
in  a  nursing  home  that  did  require  an 
inevstigation,  it  would  be  covered  anyway 
by  the  earlier  section  of  the  Act  —  9  (1). 
This  says  that  every  person  who  has  reason 
to  believe  that  a  deceased  person  died  as  a 
result  of  violence,  misadventure,  negligence, 
misconduct  or  malpractice,  by  unfair  means, 
etc.,  etc.,  etc.,  must  call  a  coroner. 

So,  the  few  cases  in  the  nursing  homes 
and  the  old  age  homes  are  covered  anyway, 
but  this  extra  section  produces  thousands  of 

unnecessary  investigations.  It  doesn't  do  any 
harm— it  just  wastes  a  hell  of  a  lot  of  money. 

If  we  don't  care  about  money,  fine;  go  on 
pouring  it  out.  But  if  you're  really  interested 
in  getting  a  proper  Coroners  Act  and  not 
wasting  a  great  deal  of  funds,  then  section 

9  (2)  subsection  (h)— that's  the  important  one 
—should  be  taken  out.  I  think  also,  subsec- 

tion (d)  and  subsection  (j)  should  be  changed, 
because  this  produces  unnecessary  calls,  un- 

necessary investigations,  unnecessary  waste 
of  money. 

Mr.  Speaker,  those  are  the  basic  objec- 
tions I  have  to  the  new  Act.  Let  me  say  to 

conclude,  I  approve  the  Act— this  party  is 
going  to  support  it.  It  is  a  tremendous  im- 

provement from  a  civil  liberties  point  of  view. 
Many  of  the  things  which  we  have  been  cry- 

ing for  for  many  years  are  now  going  to  be 
done.  Many  of  the  abuses  that  took  place  in 
past  years  will  no  longer  occur,  and  people 
will  not  have  their  reputations  damaged  un- 
necessarily. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Act  is  not  a  model 
Act.  There  have  been  some  serious  errors.  A 
number  of  them  are  not  suitable  for  discus- 

sion under  the  principle  of  the  bill— I'll  bring 
those  up  in  the  committee,  clause  by  clause. 
But  I  would  like  to  suggest  one  thing  to  the 

minister;  he  shouldn't  say  to  me,  "What  other 
province  has  brought  in  criteria?"  When  he 
brought  this  Act  in,  he  said  it  was  a  model 
Act.  If  necessary,  he  should  have  looked  all 
over  western  Europe  and  all  over  North 
America- 

Mr.  Singer:  At  least  he  should  have  done 
that. 

Mr.   Shulman:    —to  get  the  best  Act.   He 

shouldn't  be  able  to  say  Manitoba  doesn't 
have  the  criteria  yet.  That's  a  poor  answer. 
It  wouldn't  matter  if  no  province  had  criteria 
—and  I  don't  know  whether  they  do  or  they 
don't-^but  I  tell  you  this:  we  should.  We  are 
trying  to  lead  here. 

We're  not  proud  of  the  minister  for  bring- 
ing in  a  flawed  Act.  There  were  too  many 

years  spent  on  this;  too  many  Attorneys  Gen- 
eral have  come  and  gone  saying  they  were 

working  on  it.  Now  we  have  a  Solicitor  Gen- 
eral who  finally  brings  it  in,  and  it  is  a  flawed 

Act.  It  contains  a  waste  of  money;  it  contains 

unnecessary  calls;  it  doesn't  tell  a  coroner 
when  to  hold  an  inquest  and  we're  not  going 
to  be  proud. 

If,  through  stubbornness  or  bad  advice,  it 
is  forced  through— and  the  government  has 

the  numbers  to  do  it,  there's  no  question 
about  it— I'll  make  a  prophecy  now:  the 
minister  will  be  back  here— pardon  me,  his 
successor  will  be  back  here  before  this  Legis- 

lature rises  for  the  next  election  to  appeal  it 

and  make  amendments.  Then  it'll  be  to  your 
embarrassment  and  mine.  So  I  ask  you  now, 

don't  be  stubborn.  I'm  not  offering  these 

criticisms— 

An  hon.  member:  It  can't  be  otherwise. 

Mr.  Shulman:  —in  any  mean  way.  The 

Solicitor  General  wasn't  responsible  for  draw- 
ing the  Act  up  anyway,  I'm  aware  of  that. 

It  was  my  good  friend  Arthur  Wishart,  who 

preceded  him.  I'm  sure  that  even  Arthur 
would  like  to  see  this  improved  and  made 

perfect  so  that  we  won't  have  to  come  back 
here  again  and  we  won't  have  the  public 
screaming  the  next  time  you  have  a  case  of  a 

man  being  pilloried  because  he's  suspected  of 
being  involved  in  a  crime. 

Mr.  R.  Gisborn  (Hamilton  East):  I  think 
he  should  resign. 

Mr.  Shulman:  No,  let  him  stay  there  long 

enough  to  make  the  changes  that  are  neces- 

sary, so  we  won't  have  to  criticize  him  and 
we  won't  have  to  fight  with  him. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Anyway,  I  thank  you,  Mr. 
Speaker.  Those  are  my  suggestions. 

Mr.  Singer:  How  can  the  member  vote  for 

an  Act  he  called  "Yaremko's  folly"? 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 

East. 

Mr.  Shulman:  It  is  better  than  "Wishart 's 

folly." 
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Mr.  Singer:  Ob,  I  see. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  just  have  very  few  comments  to  make  about 
the  Act. 

The  member  for  Downsview  and  the  hon. 
member  for  High  Park  have  mentioned  that 
the  Act  is  certainly  a  step  forward.  But  I  find 
it  typical  of  the  minister,  and  very  often  of 
this  government,  that  when  we  are  making 
suggestions,  or  when  we  are  criticizing  certain 
bills— for  instance  the  other  day  we  were 
criticizing  the  liquor  laws  of  this  province. 
You  went  to  the  people  on  Oct.  21  with  lead- 

ership—that's what  you're  supposed  to  give- 
leadership.  Yet  you  keep  asking  us  all  the 
time  for  suggestions  how  to  improve  your— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  And  the  member's 
leader  wrote  me  one  of  the  finest  letters  on 

liquor  laws  I've  ever  received. 

Mr.  Singer:  He's  a  very  fine  letter  writer. 

Mr.    Roy:    But    you    see,    the    government 

can't  expect  to  win  the  election  and  have  us 
do   all  the  work  for  them,   you  see.   That's 
hardly  fair- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Roy:  This  Act  is  typical.  You  really 

haven't  taken  leadership  there,  because  I  sug- 
gest to  you  that  many  of  the  sections  of  this 

Act  incorporate,  in  fact,  what  is  the  practice. 
Fortunately,  enlightened  coroners,  and  even 
lawyers  sometimes,  have  taken  the  forefront 
in  this  and  many  of  these  implementations  of 
the  legislation  are,  in  fact,  legislating  what  is 

presently  the  practice  in  the  coroner's  court. 
For  instance,  the  right  for  counsel  to  cross- 
examine— many  enlightened  coroners  across 
the  province  have  allowed  counsel  to  do  that. 

Fortunately,  the  system,  you  see,  has  sur- 
passed you;  it  has  advanced  before  you.  And 

what  you  are  presently  doing  now  is  codify- 
ing or  legislating  what  is,  in  fact,  the  practice 

in  many  areas. 
I  quite  appreciate  that  this  is  certainly  a 

step  forward.  But  we  would  have  been  far 
more  objective  to  say  it  was  a  step  forward 
had  you  done  this  about  six  years  ago—be- 

cause God  knows  how  many  comments,  how 
many  criticisms  have  been  made  of  this  Act. 

And  I  think  I  know,  as  one  who  has  prac- 
tised in  the  coroner's  court  both  as  a  Crown 

counsel,  and  then  later  on  as  a  defence  coun- 
sel, that  we  have  seen  many  abuses  under 

the  old  Act.  We  kept  wondering  what  the 
delay  was  in  bringing  this  forward.  Surely, 
as  you  have  seen  here  today,  you  have  the 

approval  of  all  sides  for  this  type  of  legisla- tion? 

I  will  say  this  much  about  the  practice 
of  the  coroners  in  this  province;  at  least— 
and  the  member  for  Downsview  mentioned 
some  of  the  abuses  under  the  old  Act  — 
fortunately,  in  this  province,  we  have  not 
abused  our  coroner  system  as  they  have, 
for  instance,  in  the  Province  of  Quebec.  I 
can  think  back  to  after  the  crisis  in  Octo- 

ber—in 1970,  was  it?— where  the  people  ar- 

rested were  brought  before  a  coroner's court.  The  statements  of  these  individuals 

were,  in  fact,  read  right  in  the  coroner's 
court  and  publicized  all  over  the  news- 

papers and  they  expected  these  individuals, 
who  subsequently  were  charged,  to  get  a 
fair  trial  when,  in  fact,  their  statements  had 
gone  over  the  front  pages.  I  suppose  every 
juror  in  the  province  had  read  their  state- 

ments before  the  individuals  even  had  their 
trial. 

So  fortunately  the  system  has  not  been 
abused  in  this  province.  And  I  think  this 
Act  here  will  certainly  emphasize  that  point. 

Now,  I  have  taken  a  cursory  look  at  the 
Act  and  I  notice,  first  of  all,  the  drafting. 

I  hope  it'll  be  gone  over  again,  because  the 
drafting  of  it  leaves  a  lot  to  be  desired  in 
some  areas.  I  just  look  at  section  3  and  I 
read  subsection  (1)  where  it  says  that  the 

coroner,  or  the  qualified  medical  practi- 

tioner who  is  appointed  a  coroner,  "shall 
hold  office  during  the  pleasure."  And  it 
stops  there.  Obviously  there  is  something 
missing  in  that  section.   I  notice  that— 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  sort  of  debate  would 
more  properly  take  place  during  committee 
deliberation. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  all  I  am  pointing 
out  is  I  am  hoping  that  it  will  be  redrafted 
before  we  get  to  that  stage.  I  am  just  mak- 

ing what  I  think  to  be  constructive  sugges- 
tions  to  the  minister. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  am  sure  the  hon.  member 
is.  However,  he  will  save  those  remarks  for 
committee  proceedings. 

Mr.  Roy:  Well,  respectfully,  Mr.  Speaker, 
surely  if  the  minister  has  a  chance  to  review 
this  legislation,  I  just  want  to  make  one  or 
two  comments  about  the  draftsmanship  of 
the  Act.  Maybe  he  can  correct  this  before 
we  get  into  section  by  section  comments  on 

the  bill.   I   don't  intend— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Well,  the  hon.  member  can- 
not take  the  bill  and  debate  it  as  to  the 

mechanics  of  each  section  of  the  Act. 
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Mr.  Roy:  I  don't  plan  to,  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  just  want  to  give  some  examples  where  I 
feel  the  draftsmanship  leaves  a  bit  to  be 

desired  in  this  bill.  That's  all  I  intended  to do. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I'll  listen  to  what  the  hon. 
member  has  to   say. 

Mr.  Roy:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  The 
only  other  example  I  want  to  give  you  is 
in  section  8.  What  you  have  got  there  is 

"provincial  judge."  It  obviously  should  be 
"provincial  court  judge."  You  take  section 
10  and  you  talk  about  section  8  in  that. 

You  are  supposed  to  be  talking  about  sec- 
tion 9.  These  are  just  areas  where  errors 

apparently  have  been  made,  and  I  think 
somebody  should  review  the  Act  and  cor- 

rect these  mistakes. 

The  member  for  Downsview  mentioned 
the  question  of  publicity,  and  the  member 
for  High  Park  mentioned  the  other  end  of 

it.  I  suggest  to  the  minister  that  really  he 
has  to  agree  with  the  member  for  High 
Park  that,  obviously,  the  purpose  of  in- 

quests, 90  per  cent  of  the  time,  or  99  per 
cent  of  the  time,  should  be  publicized. 

After  all,  this  is  the  very  purpose  of  the 
whole  exercise.  But  I  think  the  member  for 

Downsview  certainly  made  a  good  point- 
when  you  look  at  section  26  of  the  Act,  and 
see  that  there  is  only  one  area  where  you 
can  possibly  have  it  in  camera.  That  is 
when  the  security  of  the  state  is  involved. 
I  suggest  to  you  that  there  should  be  some- 

thing more  in  there;  maybe  there  should 
be  a  bit  more  discretion  in  there. 

I  can  visualize  situations  where,  in  fact, 
publicity  in  relation  to  certain  individuals— 
for  instance,  if  in  the  middle  of  an  inquest 
somebody  is  charged  and  certain  evidence 
has  been  publicized  which  is  prejudicial  to 
this  individual,  his  trial  might  well  be  preju- 

diced. I  think  this  is  one  area  that  should 
be  considered  and  it  might  be  too  narrow. 

Mr.  Shulman:  That  type  of  inquest  should 
not  be  held  at  all. 

Mr.  Roy:  It  is  allowed  to  be  held  under 
section  22.  I  intend  to  discuss  this  section. 

I  can  visualize  situations  where  I  suggest 
that  if,  under  section  22,  you  are  allowing 
an  inquest  in  those  circumstances,  there 
should  be  more  protection  given  than  just 
in  the  area  of  national  security. 

Dealing  with  section  22,  (1)  when  a  per- 
son is  charged  with  a  criminal  offence  I 

suggest  to  you  it  has  always  been  the  prac- 

tice in  this  province,  when  a  person  is 
charged  with  a  criminal  offence,  not  to  hold 

an  inquest.  I  don't  see  why  you  should  hold 
one  at  the  direction  of  the  minister.  Or,  in 
subsection  (2)  when  an  individual  ends  up 
being  charged  in  the  middle  of  an  inquest, 
the  minister  Can  come  round  and  order  the 

inquest   to    continue. 
First  of  all  dealing  with  section  22  (1) 

I  suggest— you  should  not  have  an  inquest 
if  an  individual  is  charged  with  a  criminal 
offence  in  relation  to  the  death  for  which 

we  are  having  the  inquest.  I  suggest  there 

shouldn't  be  an  inquest  at  all  in  those  cir- 
cumstances. I  don't  see  why  there  should 

be  this  caveat  about  the  minister  being  able 
to   hold    an    inquest. 

You  go  on  to  say  that  this  individual  will 
not  be  a  compellable  witness.  Again  you  are 
codifying  or  legislating  what  presently  is 
jurisprudence.  There  is  a  Supreme  Court  of 
Canada  law  on  this  that  you  cannot  compel 
an  individual  who  is  charged  with  a  criminal 
offence  to  testify  at  an  inquest.  I  think  there 
is  law  on  this. 

I  would  like  you  to  consider  as  well  that 
you  not  restrict  it  only  to  criminal  offences. 
What  about  an  individual  who  is  charged 

with  an  offence,  for  instance,  under  the  High- 
way Traffic  Act— of  careless  driving?  I  sug- 
gest to  you  that  there  is  jurisprudence  on 

that  point  as  well. 

Now,  if  an  individual  is  charged  with  what 
is  called  a  quasi-criminal  offence,  this  in- 

dividual is  not  a  compellable  witness.  I  can 
recall  an  inquest  I  was  involved  in  in 
Hawkesbury  where  this  point  was  argued 
and  the  coroner  ruled  in  our  favour.  The 

individual  was  charged  with  careless  driving 
in  relation  to  a  death  and  the  coroner  ruled 

that  he  was  not  a  compellable  witness.  I 
would  like  you  to  look  at  whether  you  should 
restrict  it  only  to  criminal  offences. 

In  section  25  (2)  you  talk  about  the  find- 
ings of  legal  responsibility.  I  think  this  was 

especially  the  area  that  concerned  many 

people.  You  had  a  five-man  jury  which  some- 
times was  making  findings  of  legal  respon- 

sibility which  just  make  your  hair  stand  on 
end— and  sometimes  unrelated  to  the  evi- 

dence. I  think,  of  all  the  sections  in  the  Act, 

one  has  to  take  some  comfort  from  this  par- 
ticular section. 

But  then  I  go  on  to  read  your  section 
25  (5)  where  you  talk  about  when  the  jury 
fails  to  deliver  a  proper  finding  it  shall  be 
discharged.  Who  is  going  to  decide  under 
your  Act  that  the  jury  has  not  made  a  proper 
finding?    Who    decides    that?    You    seem    to 
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leave  open,  under  that  section,  who  decides 
whether  it  is  a  proper  finding. 

As  you  know  a  finding  of  a  jury  at  a 

coroner's  inquest  can  be  a  pretty  relative 
thing.  To  some  people  it  might  be  a  great 
finding.  To  some  other  people  it  might  not 
be  as  good.  I  am  wondering,  under  the  Act, 
who  decides  this? 

Obviously  I  support  the  bill  along  with 
my  confreres.  I  suggest  to  you,  as  I  men- 

tioned at  the  opening,  that  it  is  high  time 
we  had  this.  Hopefully  you  will  give  some 
consideration  to  what  I  feel  are  the  very 
constructive  comments  that  have  been  made 
on  the  bill  so  far.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  It 
is  my  anticipation  that  the  hon.  minister 
would  think  that  I  will  launch  into  a  learned 
historical  resume  of  the  backgrounds  and 
whatnot.  That  I  do  not  intend  to  do. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  One  knows  about  the  other; 
our  finer  moment  is  coming.  The  powers  of 

treasure  trove,  the  King's  fish  or  the  Queen's 
fish,  the  action  of  affray,  all  these  ancient 
matters  of  which  the  coroner  was  in  pos- 

session and  of  which  he  is  belatedly  and 
beweepedly  being  stripped  tonight.  These 

things  leave  wounds,  gaping  wounds,  in  one's side,  but  I  think  we  should  concentrate  more 
on  the  present-day  stance.  There  is  enough 

there  of  coroners  and  coroners'  inquests  to 
give  us  pause. 

As  to  the  number  of  coroners  in  the  prov- 
ince, there  have  been  as  many,  Mr.  Speaker— 

and  I  am  sure  this  will  rouse  your  adrenalin 
to  your  top— as  660  of  them  on  one  occasion, 
most  of  whom  were  unemployed,  gathering 
fees.  It  is  a  special  form  of  unemployment 

insurance  for  which  you  don't  pay  into  the fund  and  the  coroners  of  Ontario  in  the 

past  have  been  somewhat  remiss— or  perhaps 
have  taken  advantage  in  this  particular 
regard. 

The  report  of  the  law  commission  states 
that  as  few  as  80  coroners— at  the  present 
time  there  are  about  375— as  few  as  80  pos- 

sibly—that is  on  a  projection  from  the  base 
of  the  coroners  as  the  work  they  do  in  the 
Toronto  area— would  be  able  to  supervise  On- 

tario; but,  taking  the  geographical  locations 
and  the  extension  of  territory  into  considera- 

tion, a  somewhat  greater  number  perhaps 
than   that   would  be   in   order. 

The  government  has  shuffled  off,  partially 

appointing  the  coroners'  council  to  relieve 
it  of  the  responsibility  of  weeding  out  all 
the  inactive  coroners  about  whom  both  Mc- 
Ruer  speaks  at  some  length  and  again  it  is 
mentioned  around  page  57  of  the  Law  Re- 

form Commission  report.  The  commission  is 

being  given  the  job— in  contradistinction  to 
that  of  the  judicial  commission  which  has  re- 

view over  the  judges,  complaints  against 
judges  and  that  sort  of  thing— to  review  in 
this  province  and  to  get  rid  of  those  coroners 
who  are  taking  the  prestige  of  the  office 
without  being  able  to  bear  the  burdens  of 

the  day.  The  government  doesn't  intend  to do  that.  It  apparently  is  relying  upon  the 
council  to  perform  that  task  of  excision. 

Mr.  Singer:  There  is  no  power  of  excision, 
is  there? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  It  is  given  in  subsection  1  of 
that  section  as  I  recall. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Maybe  the  prestige  goes 
with  the  office. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  It  gives  me  some  trepidation, 
if  not  pleasure,  to  take  a  moment  off  and 
to  rally  my  colleague,  the  member  for  High 
Park  in  regard  to  the  office. 

The  finest  piece  of  legal  intelligence  that 
has  come  down  upon  us  for  many  ages  is  a 

book  called,  'The  Uncommon  Law"  by  Sir 
A.  P.  Herbert,  whom  you  may  know  as  a 
humourist  in  the  British  House  of  Commons, 
and  whom  I  know  as  a  most  sagacious  man 
with  respect  to  coroners. 

He  has  a  section  on  the  case  of  "Tristram 
versus  the  Moon  Life  Assurance  Co."  The 
question  in  the  case  is  why  is  the  coroner. 
His  Lordship  states  in  that: 

Lord  Mildew  remarked  in  a  famous 

case,  the  name  of  which  I  forget,  "It  is 
the  duty  of  coroners  to  investigate  the 
death  of  the  deceased  and  not,  as  some 
of  them  seem  to  think,  the  lives  of  the 

living." 
In  going  on,  he  says  that  in  Scotland,  where 
good  common  horsesense  reigns,  there  are 
no  coroners,  that  they  have  been  able  for 
centuries,  unlike  the  British,  to  get  along 
without  them. 

Mr.  Shulman:  In  Ireland  there  are  many. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  What  they  do  is  they  use 
the  local  police  forces  to  investigate  deaths 
in  private  together  with  what  is  called  the 

procurator  fiscal,  for  heaven's  sake!  He  is the  local  Crown  attorney,  or  our  equivalent, 
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in  the  Scottish  law.  Then,  if  they  need  help 
from  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown  they  apply 
for  it,  but  it  is  done  in  absentia  of  the 
medical  profession. 

A.  P.  Herbert,  that  sagacious  rascal,  says: 

The  doctor  is  accustomed  by  training 
and  habit  to  found  strong  theories  upon 
circumstantial  evidence  and  is  often  com- 

pelled by  the  necessity  for  immediate  ac- 
tion to  frame  a  firm  diagnosis  at  a  stage 

where  the  evidence  is  necessarily  incom- 
plete, and  once  he  has  adopted  a  certain 

hypothesis  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  per- 
suade him  to  abandon  it.  Once  my  dear 

doctor  has  pronounced  that  I  have  mumps 
or  whooping  cough,  I  have  mumps  or 
whooping  cough. 

The  second  opinion  may  ultimately  show 
that  in  fact  I  have  some  glandular  affection 
or  tropical  disease,  but  the  taking  of  the 

second  opinion,  as  you  know,  is  a  rare  pro- 
ceeding only  consented  to  in  cases  of  ex- 

ceptional doubt  or  difficulty.  This  apparent 
self-confidence  is  without  doubt  a  valuable 
part  of  the  technique  of  the  medical  world, 

where  the  patient's  belief  in  the  infallibility 
of  his  adviser  is  often  the  essential  contri- 

bution to  his  recovery. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  Are  the  words 
of  that  sagacious  rascal  actually  relevant  to 
this  bill? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Very  much  so. 

Mr.  Singer:  They  are  a  bit  sacrilegious  to 

the  predominantly  mild  remarks  of  the  mem- 
ber for  High  Park. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  seeking  to 
determine  who  ought  to  run  the  show. 
Lengthy  reading  is  not  permitted,  but  there  is 
only  one  further  sentence  I  want  to  read.  It 

says— the  following  sentence. 
But  in  the  legal  profession  we  do  not 

pretend  to  be  quite  so  clever.  We  set  up  a 

whole  host  of  courts  of  appeal,  our  judge- 
ments are  always  second  guessed;  we 

haven't  got  the  fine  precision  or  the  hypo- 
thetical certainties  that  are  possessed  by 

that  other  profession. 

Mr.  Singer:  Quite  particularly  the  member 
for  High  Park. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Then  he  goes  on  to  indicate— 
and  this,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  a  typical  resume  of 

what  goes  on  in  a  coroner's  court.  Hold  on  to 
your  hat. 

This  is  a  question  in  the  Tristram  case  as 

to   whether   a   poor   fellow   who   was   sleep- 

walking committed  suicide  or  simply  fell  out 
the  window.  That  is  what  they  were  trying  to 
determine. 

Coroner:  What  time  was  it  when  you  say 

you  found  the  body  of  your  father? 

George  Tristram  (22  years  of  age):  As 

I  approached  the  house  I  heard  the  clock 
strike  2. 

Coroner:  Why  were  you  returning  home 

at  2  o'clock  in  the  morning? 
Witness:  What  has  that  got  to  do  with it? 

Coroner  (sternly):  Answer  the  question, 
sir!  It  is  my  duty  to  elicit  the  truth. 

Witness:  About  my  father's  death,  yes 
sir,  but  not  about  my  evening  out. 

Coroner:  So  you  had  an  evening  out. 

Were  you  sober? 

Witness:  Yes,  I'd  been  out  to  supper, 

dancing.  You  can't  dance  drunk. 

Coroner:  You'd  been  out  to  supper  with 
a  woman? 

Witness:  Of  course.  Do  you  suppose  I 

was  dancing  with  a  leopard? 

Coroner:  No  impertinence,  sir.  What  is 

the  woman's  name. 
Witness:  Mind  your  own  business. 

Coroner:  At  the  moment,  sir,  it  is  my 

duty  to  mind  yours.  I  must  ask  you  for  the 

woman's  name. 
Witness:  Pratt. 

Coroner:  Miss  or  Mrs? 

Witness:  Mrs. 

The  coroner  here  orders  Mrs.  Pratt  to  be 

brought  in  by  subpoena. 

Coroner:  So  you  were  having  an  evening 

out  with  a  married  woman.  Was  her  hus- 
band aware  of  this? 

Witness:  Really,  sir,  what  has  all  this  got 
to  do  with  the  inquest? 

Coroner:  Answer  the  question! 

Witness:  Probably  not. 

Coroner:  You  mean  that  you  and  this 
woman  were  deceiving  the  husband? 

Witness:  No,  I  don't.  I  mean  we  don't 
live  together  any  more. 

Coroner:  Divorced? 

Witness:  Practically. 

Coroner:  Practically  divorced?  Then  the 
husband  has  obtained  a  decree  nisi. 

Witness:  No,  you  fool.  She  has. 

Coroner:  Oh,  you  were  returning  home 
at  2  a.m.  after  dancing  with  the  successful 
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petitioner  for  divorce  whose  decree  has  not 
been  made  absolute? 

The  coroner  here  ordered  his   office   to 

communicate  with  the  king's  proctor. 
Coroner:  Is  this  the  Mr.  Pratt  who  went 

bankrupt  not  so  long  ago? 

Now  this  is  coroner's  inquests  for  you.  This 
is  the  problem  we  face  tonight  in  passing 
this  Act.  The  questioning  goes  on.  He  says: 

The  simple  question  was  did  the  de- 
ceased fall  out  of  the  window  by  accident 

or  on  purpose?  But  in  his  blundering  search 
for  an  answer,  Dr.  Busy,  the  coroner,  suc- 

ceeded in  blackening  the  character  of  every 
member  of  the  bereaved  family  and  four  of 
the  friends.  He  probed  the  secrets  of  their 
private  lives  as  if  he  were  searching  their 
intestines  for  a  needle.  The  resentment  of 
this  impertinence  inflamed  his  suspicions; 
he  formed  the  fantastic  theory  that  they 
were  a  family  of  rakes  who,  by  their  loose 
behaviour,  had  driven  the  deceased  to 
self-destruction  and  this  theory  he  im- 

pressed upon  the  jury. 

Such  is  the  coroner's  inquest  as  we  know  it 
in  the  province  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  mem- 
ber  allow  a  question? 

An  hon.  member:  I  always  knew  the  mem- 
ber for  Lakeshore  was  an  actor. 

Mr.  Shulman:  My  question  is,  how  many 
years  ago— was  it  in  eighteen  hundred  and 
something  that  that  particular  inquest  took 
place? 

Mr.  P.  J.  Yakabuski  (Renfrew  South):  Seven 
or  eight  years  ago.  When  the  member  was 
chief  coroner  for  Metro. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  That  inquest  was  1973,  I 
believe— or   even   later. 

Mr.  Singer:  Or  even  1974. 

An  hon.  member:  You  and  Richard  Burton, 

that's  all  I've  got  to  say. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Well,  we  are  all  aware  of 
the  problems  of  the  coroners  in  Ontario.  The 
certificates  of  interest— trying  to  untangle 
the  maze.  How  does  McRuer  put  it  in  his 
report?  As  you  know,  the  Conservative  Party, 
by  lapidary  excretions  over  the  centuries— 
they  have  been  in  office  so  long— have  been 

able  to  foul  up  the  coroner's  situation  so badly. 

They  appointed  the  chief  coroner  for  On- 

tario but  then  subsequent  to  that,  about 
1948,  they  appointed  one  for  the  city  of 
Toronto.  It  seemed  that  the  power  of  the 
city  of  Toronto  superseded  that  of  Ontario, 
except  when  the  fellow  at  the  Ontario  level 

said  it  didn't,  but  no  one  has  ever  been 
able  to  figure  out  the  thing;  and  McRuer  says 
we  are  lost  in  a  maze. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 

That's  lawyers  for  you. 

Mr.  Roy:  Don't  talk  about— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Up  to  a  point,  but  not  as 
resplendently,  you  seek  to  cancel  out  the 
labyrinthine  thing  that  you  presently  have 
within  the  confines  of  this  legislation,  by 
appointing  a  chief  coroner  of  Ontario  and 
reposing  in  him  considerable  powers. 

One  of  your  fallacies— and  I  could  be 
wrong  about  this— in  all  reports  that  have 
come  down,  they  say  that  any  coroner  ap- 

pointed ought  to  be  a  coroner  for  the  prov- 
ince of  Ontario,  and  not  for  any  particular 

district.  That  has  caused  enormous  difficulties 

in  the  past.  Nor,  as  I  say— I  could  be  wrong- 
do  you  rectify  that  bad  condition  in  the 
terms  of  your  legislation  as  it  presently 
stands. 

As  a  matter  of  fact  you  opt  for  the  re- 

gional or  geographical  location.  It's  not  just a  question  of  residence.  It  is  agreed  by 
McRuer  and  by  Leal  that  residence,  and 
the  area  in  which  the  coroner  must  move, 
is  a  prerequisite,  and  that  if  he  changes 
his  residence,  he  ceases  to  be  the  coroner 

for  that  particular  area.  But  he's  supposed to  have  universal  power. 

If  you  look  at  your  section  3,  you  say 

you  are  going  to  appoint  these  legally  quali- 
fied medical  practitioners— and  may  I  make 

a  bracket  right  there?  In  terms  of  the  law 
commission  report,  this  terminology  is  dis- 

cussed at  some  length,  and  it  certainly 

doesn't  mean  medical  practitioners  who  are 

legally  qualified.  On  the  contrary  —  that's 
abundantly  clear  from  the  report— it  means 
that  the  law,  in  its  wisdom,  has  recognized 
that  they  are  qualified  medical  practitioners 
—the  other  way  around. 

But  it's  for  any  part  of  Ontario.  It  doesn't 
say  for  the  whole  of  Ontario.  This  is  borne 
out  and  solidified  in  terms  of  section  3,  sub- 

section (5),  where  you  set  up  established 
areas  of  Ontario,  and  the  appointment  and 

continuation  of  the  coroner's   office. 
Now,  that  has  caused,  as  I  say,  some  of 

the  major  difficulties.  A  good  deal  of  these 
reports    is    taken    up    with    the    business    of 
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jurisdiction,  as  to  whether  one  coroner  may 

step  on  another  coroner's  toes.  It's  the  way 
a  coroner  may  allow  a  man  to  die,  beoause 
he  lies  10  ft  outside  his  territory.  These 
things  have  been  acting  as  a  bugbear  in  the 
law  and  with  respect  to  the  office  of  the 

coroner  and  the  whole  purpose  of  this  legis- 
lation was  to  rectify  that. 

The  question  is,  does  it?  There  is  a  se- 

vere doubt  in  my  mind  as  to  why  you  can't 
say,  forthrightly,  openly,  what  the  role  of 

the  judges  is,  for  instance— what  used  to  be 
called  magistrates.  Provincial  judges  are 
judges  for  the  whole  of  the  province.  We 
used  to  have  them  narrowed  and  slotted  in 

a   particular   locale.    That    is    no    longer    so. 

For  reasons  of  proper  administration,  so 
that  a  man  might  feel  elbow  room,  and  clear 
to  move  wherever  the  necessity  arises,  and 

the  exigency  calls  —  somebody  is  dead  or 
somebody  is  severely  hurt— he  ought  to  be 
able  to  move  in  on  that  situation. 

Well,  those  are  some  of  the  considera- 
tions. It  will  develop  from  your  vestigial 

basis  to  be  commended  in  bringing  forward 

the  coroners'  council,  analogous  to  that  of 
the  judges'.  I  mentioned  it  a  few  moments 
ago.  It  is  finally  structured  into  the  legisla- 

tion. As  a  result  of  the  Leal  committee  re- 

port—it wasn't  in  McRuer— you  have  seen 
fit  now  to  set  up  a  supervisory  body  over 
the  whole  coroner  situation.  If  you  can  set 

up  full-time  regional  coroners,  as  your  in- 
tention apparently  is  to  do,  then  the  num- 

ber of  coroners  you  will  need  and  the  cost 
to  the  public  purse  will  be  considerably  cut 

back.  The  role  of  the  coroners'  council  will 
be  permitted  to  streamline  this  whole  opera- 

tion—this real  hangover  from  an  earlier  age 
that  we  are  afflicted  with  at  the  present 
time  in  the  whole  coroner  situation. 

The  second  thing  that  has  been  official 
is  the  business  of  the  commissioners.  Now, 
true,  as  the  member  for  Downsview  has 

pointed  out,  there  are  no  criteria  as  to  in- 

dicate when  and  when  not  you  appoint  com- 
missioners. 

At  the  same  time,  it  was  based  on  the 

recommendation  of  McRuer  at  490.  He  says, 
on   the   one   side: 

"The  Ontario  Medical  Association,  having 
a  proper  estimate  of  its  own  modesty"— 
not  too  often  is  the  public  realm  all  that 
safeguarded  by  a  medical  association;  but 
in  this  particular  case  they  felt  a  certain 

reticence.  They  trod  on  tiptoe  and  they 
turned,    of    course,    to    the    legal    profession, 

saying  that  they  didn't  feel  quite  competent 
to  handle  the  whole  thing. 

The  Ontario  Medical  Council  made  strong 

representations  that  the  statutes  should  pro- 
vide that  any  person  claiming  to  be  affected 

by  an  inquest  should  have  the  right  to  apply 
to  the  coroner  before  or  during  the  inquest 
for  an  order  that  the  inquest  be  conducted 

by  a  county  court  judge;  and  if  the  applica- 
tion is  refused,  there  would  be  right  of 

appeal. In  return,  in  contradistinction  to  that,  the 
members  of  the  legal  profession  submitted 
that  all  inquests  should  be  conducted  by 

legally-qualified  magistrates  or  commissioners. 
They  made  two  contentions: 

And  the  coroner  who  is  called  to  the 

scene  of  a  violent  death  is  an  important 

witness  at  the  inquest  and  should  be  avail- 
able as  a  witness  and  subject  to  examina- 
tion and  cross-examination.  Secondly,  the 

good  name  of  persons  may  be  irreparably 
damaged  by  wide  publicity  of  evidence 

given  at  inquests,  which  has  no  real  evi- 
dential value.  It  is  contended  that  it  is, 

therefore,  important  that  inquests  should 
be  conducted  only  by  those  qualified  to 
hold  judicial  office. 

And  in  between  the  two,  McRuer  said,  "I 
cannot  accept  either  one  of  these  two  posi- 

tions." So  he  lighted  upon  the  concept  of 
the  commission  that  in  certain  circumstances, 
not  described,  but  left  to  the  prudential 

judgement  of  the  minister,  and  certain  cir- 
cumstances where  the  inquest  was  of  suffi- 

cient import,  it  would  be  taken  out  of  the 
hand  of  the  coroner  and  placed  in  the  hands 
of  a  commissioner.  And  I  would  think, 

usually,  a  member  of  the  legal  profession,  in 
order  to  safeguard  the  rights  and  interests 
of  the  individuals  involved  in  this  particularly 
perplexing  form  of  procedure.  And  therefore, 
at  490,  he  says: 

The  proper  solution  of  the  difficulty  is 
to  follow  the  present  pattern  of  authority, 
but  making  provision  for  the  conduct  of 

inquests  by  legally-trained  people  who 
may  be  appointed  commissioners  in  proper 
cases.  The  Crown  attorney,  or  anyone 
who  claims  to  be  affected  by  an  inquest, 

should  have  the  right  to  apply  to  the  At- 
torney General  for  an  order,  appointing  a 

magistrate  or  a  commissioner  or  commis- 
sioners to  conduct  an  inquest  in  place  of 

the  coroner. 

And  that  is  the  basic  recommendation  in  this 

regard.  This  has  been  embodied  in  the  legis- 
lation; and  so  far,  so  good. 
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That  is  the  basic  structure  of  this  legisla- 
tion before  us.  Some  of  the  points  that  have 

been  raised,  particularly  by  the  member  for 
High  Park,  are  well  taken.  The  business  that 
we  all  fear  of  conducting  either  preliminary 
inquiries  in  criminal  matters  or  examinations 
for  discovery  leading  to  civil  litigation,  or 
within  the  terms  of  civil  litigation,  by  way 
of  an  inquest,  is  altogether  too  much 
ventured-upon  in  this  province.  This  is  the 
chief  fault.  Nor  is  there— and  I  don't  think 
the  minister  can  claim  so  to  us  tonight- 
sufficient  safeguard  written  into  this  legisla- 

tion against  the  ongoing  abuse  that  that  im- 
ports, with  respect  to  procedures  of  it. 

It  has  been  done,  but  fundamentally,  so 
far  as  the  criminal  side  has  been  concerned; 
you  simply  re-embodied  in  section  22  your 
previous  section,  section  19,  to  safeguard  in 

that  regard.  And  it  doesn't  reach  into  the heart  of  the  matter. 

If  there  is  a  real  possibility,  and  the  police 
have  good  grounds  to  believe  that  a  criminal 
charge  ought  to  be  laid,  then  lay  it.  In  this 
particular  regard,  I  sum  up  that  particular 
argument  by  referring  to  A.  P.  Herbert  again. 

In  Scotland,  the  preliminary  inquiries 
into  the  cause  of  a  violent  or  suspicious 
death  are  conducted  in  private  by  the 
police  and  the  prosecutor.  If  they  decide 
that  there  ought  to  be  a  public  trial,  there 
is  one  public  trial,  not  two.  And  a  man 
suspected  of  murder  will  not  come  to  that 
trial  in  the  cloud  of  prejudice  which  the 
crude  procedure  and  publicity  of  our  in- 

quest system  surrounds  them. 

If  the  coroner's  office  must  be  retained, 
it  should  be  entrusted  only  to  trained  law- 

yers observing  a  strict  and  uniform  code 
of  procedure.  We  will  now  consider  the 
case  before  us. 

The  other  thing  I  wanted  to  mention  before 
winding  up  the  argument— and  I  trust  that 
the  minister  does  intend  to  send  this  bill,  it 
simply  has  to  be  sent,  into  one  of  the  other 
committees— is  the  Christian  Science  appeal 
to  all  of  us,  which  the  minister  has  perused 
no  doubt. 

I  would  think  that  we  are  sufficiently 
tolerant  and  broadminded  people  in  this 
province,  and  the  minister  is  a  man  of  enough 
tolerance  and  faith,  that  somehow  or  other, 
their  wishes  in  this  matter  can  be  embodied. 

If  it  is  a  strong  religious  conviction  on  the 
part  of  a  group  of  people  that  no  doctor  is 

necessary  in  attendance  at  the  time  of  one's 
death,  then  to  require  that  a  coroner  super- 

vene or  intervene  subsequent  thereto,  simply 

because  of  that  reason,  doesn't  seem  to  be 
very  sensible.  In  one  way  or  another,  whether 
with  respect  to  the  amendment  they  have 
offered  to  us,  with  respect  to  section  9—1 
think  it  is  section  9;  I  am  sure  it  is— or  by 
some  other  form,  by  a  special  section  or 
something,  I  think  that  we  should  endeavour, 
if  we  possibly  can,  to  respect  the  convic- 

tions and  faith  of  this  particular  group  in  our 
community.  I  can  see  good  reason  for  them 
being  offended  by  the  necessities  and  the 
ignorance  displayed  by  the  legislation  as  it 
presently  stands  and  so  far  as  it  affects  them. 

I  would  be  most  interested  in  hearing 
what  the  reaction  of  the  minister  is  to  that 

particular  plea. 
In  winding  up,  I  simply  want  to  say  that 

the  legislation  is  far  from  model  legislation 
of  this  particular  kind.  If  that  was  the  intent 
as  has  been  trumpeted  about,  then  it  falls 
short  of  that  in  considerable  measure. 

The  only  way  in  which  we  will  expose  to 
the  full  surface  the  inadequacies  and  defi- 

ciencies of  the  legislation  is  by  way  of 
scaffolding  it,  clause  by  clause.  A  great  deal 
is  involved  in  each  one  of  these  clauses  in 
this  particular  bill. 

The  bill  has,  section  by  section,  enormous 
weight.  The  content  of  it  is  centuries  old; 
and,  in  the  writing  out  of  that,  the  extrapo- 

lation of  what  is  contained  in  those  sec- 
tions, I  think  that  we  may  be  able  to  come 

up  at  the  end  of  the  day  with  a  very  much 
finer  piece  of  legislation.  Thank  you,  Mr. 

Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Mr. 

Speaker,  I  would  like  to  address  a  few  re- 
marks to  some  of  the  less  glamorous  aspects 

of  the  bill.  And  by  that  I  don't  mean  the  in- 
quest procedures.  This  has  been  dealt  with 

quite  adequately  by  most  other  speakers. 

There  are  a  few  other  principles  in  the  bill 
about  which  I  would  like  to  make  a  few  re- 

marks. The  first  is  in  relation  to  the  principle 

of  a  coroner's  certificate  being  required  be- 
fore a  body  may  be  transported  out  of  the 

province. 
This  is  covered  in  section  10  of  the  new 

Act,  and  certain  difficulties  have  arisen  be- 
cause of  this  principle.  This  is  not  because 

the  principle  is  wrong,  but  because  in  most 
instances  coroners  will  give  only  one  copy  of 
the  certificate  to  the  person.  The  Act  requires 
that  the  carrier  transporting  the  body  from 
the  province  must  have  permission  and  also 
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the  person  who  has  got  the  certificate  from 
the  coroner  should  retain  a  copy  for  himself 
so  that  at  a  later  date  he  can  prove  that  the 
proper  authority  was  given. 

This  has  been  a  contentious  issue  over  the 

years  since  this  section  was  brought  into  the 
Act  some  few  years  ago,  and  has  not  been 
satisfactorily  resolved.  I  feel  the  principle 
here  is  good  because  once  the  body  has 
passed  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Ontario 
Coroners  Act  then  it  could  not  be  reclaimed 

if  any  further  examination  or  investigation 

was  required.  For  the  protection  of,  for  in- 
stance, the  funeral  director  making  the  ship- 

ment from  the  province,  he  should  retain  a 
copy  of  the  certificate.  On  the  other  hand 

the  carrier,  according  to  the  Act,  is  not  al- 
lowed to  accept  the  body  without  that  cer- 

tificate. 

In  section  (b),  which  involves  the  prin- 
ciple that  the  coroner  shall  receive  a  pre- 

scribed fee  I  note  that  the  principle  has  been 
changed.  Formerly,  the  Act  read  that  it 
should  be  a  fee  prescribed  by  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  in  Council  by  regulation.  I  would 
object  very  strenuously  if  the  interpretation  of 
subsection  2  under  section  12  would  involve 

the  principle  that  the  fee  may  be  prescribed 
by  the  coroner  himself.  I  think  there  must  be 
uniformity  of  fees.  I  would  hope  that  it 
would  be  implied  that  this  fee  would  be  in 

the  regulations— although  that  has  been 

amended  and  the  words  'in  the  regulation" have  been  taken  out  in  the  new  Act. 

In  the  matter  of  fees  I  am  glad  to  see  that 
the  whole  fee  structure  has  been  taken  from 

the  legislation  and  I  presume  will  be  put  in 
regulations.  This  has  been  detrimental  in  the 

past,  I  think,  in  getting  the  necessary  ser- 
vices done  by  support  personnel  for  coroners 

in  their  investigations.  The  fee  structures  are 

quite  outdated  in  some  instances.  Conse- 
quently in  some  places  it  was  very  difficult  to 

get  the  necessary  transportation  of  bodies 
done  and  removals  that  had  to  be  done  under 

existing  fee  schedules. 

The  principle  here,  whereby  the  coroner 

may  if  necessary  order  a  post-mortem  exami- 
nation, is  understandable.  But  I  would  like 

the  minister  to  address  himself  to  the  prob- 
lem that  the  coroner  is  completely  at  the 

mercy  of  whatever  pathologist  he  can  find  to 

conduct  his  post-mortem.  I  don't  think  this  is 
right.  I  think  pathologists  working  in  hospi- 

tals which  are  supported  by  provincial  funds 
should  be  obliged  to  conduct  post-mortems  at 

the  coroner's  request. 
As  it  is  now,  it  should  not  be  necessary  in 

my    view    that    bodies    should    have    to    be 

moved  from  one  hospital  to  another,  from  one 
municipality  to  another,  simply  because  there 
is  a  difference  of  personality  between  the 
coroner  and  the  pathologist,  or  because  the 

pathologists  in  certain  hospitals  are  so  inde- 
pendent that  they  say  they  will  do  no  coro- 

ner's autopsies.  I  think  this  is  not  a  desirable 
situation.  It  has  been  a  situation  that  has 

been  going  on  for  many  years,  and  one  that  I 
think  should  be  stopped.  This  is  especially  so 
when  we  recognize  the  fact  that  pathologists 
are  supported  by  public  funds  through  the 
hospitals  in  which  they  are  employed. 

The  matter  of  section  9,  the  request  of  the 
Christian  Science  people,  I  think  is  one  which 
must  be  considered  in  great  detail,  when  one 
considers  what  the  actual  practice  has  been 
over  the  years.  As  members  are  no  doubt 
aware,  Christian  Science  people  rely  on  faith 
and  the  employment  of  a  Christian  Science 
practitioner  during  illnesses.  Nine  times  out 
of  10,  knowing  that  if  a  person  dies  without 
medical  attendance  and  the  coroner  will  be 

called,  people  will,  against  their  religious 
convictions,  see  that  it  might  be  expedient  to 

have  a  medical  doctor  attend  during  the  last 
few  days  before  death.  This  is  not  because 

they  feel  they  really  want  the  doctor,  but  be- 
cause they  feel  it  would  do  away  with  a  lot 

of  red  tape  which  could  develop  after  a 
death  occurred. 

I  think  we  must  realize  that  there  is  no 

obligation  for  anyone  to  receive  medical 

attention.  If  a  person  wants  to  "die  in 
peace,"  so-called,  without  medical  atten- 

tion, for  an  adult  of  sound  mind  and  body 
that    is    his    own    business. 

With  a  child,  of  course,  it  is  a  different 
matter.  If  a  parent  or  guardian  fails  to  get 
medical  attention  for  a  sick  child  they,  of 

course,  can  be  charged  with  failing  to  pro- 
vide the  necessities  of  life.  The  child  can 

be  made  a  ward  of  the  Crown,  and  med- 
ical attention  ordered.  But  where  an  adult 

wishes  to  end  his  days  on  earth  without  a 
medical  practitioner,  I  think  this  should  be 
his    prerogative. 

What  the  Christian  Science  people  are 

asking  for  here  is  that  if  this  does  occur- 
when  we  look  at  the  principle  of  clause  (e) 
in  section  9  we  see  that  every  person  who 

has  reason  to  believe  that  a  deceased  per- 
son died  from  a  disease  or  sickness  for 

which  he  was  not  treated  by  a  legally  qua- 

lified medical  practitioner— that  under  such 
circumstances  as  may  require  investigation, 
they  shall  immediately  notify  a  coroner  of 
the  fact  and  the  circumstances  relating  to 
the    death. 
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Personally,  I  feel  that  this  part  of  the 
investigation  is  necessary.  Someone  is  going 
to  have  to  certify  that  the  death  was  due 
to  natural  causes.  There  has  been  no  doctor 

in  attendance  and,  naturally,  the  only  per- 
son who  can  do  that  is  a  coroner.  I  think 

that  part  of  it  is  quite  in  order— that  the 
coroner  should  proceed  with  the  investiga- 
tion. 

The  chief  coroner's  office,  as  well  as  the 
department  of  vital  statistics  and  the  Regis- 

trar General,  will  accept,  on  a  death  certi- 
ficate, natural  causes,  if  certified  by  the 

coroner.  The  cause  of  death  is  not  necessary, 
according  to  the  Registrar  General,  but  it 
must  be  certified  as  natural  causes.  So,  I 
think  the  problem  here  is  that  those  in  the 
Christian  Science  faith  feel  that  they  do 
not  want  to  become  involved  where  death 
occurs  without  a  medical  practitioner  in 

the  second  and  third  stages  of  a  coroner's 
investigation. 

As  far  as  the  investigation  goes,  as  the 
member  for  High  Park  pointed  out,  90  per 

cent  of  the  coroner's  investigations  are 
simply  the  coroner  signing  his  name,  certi- 

fying that  death  was  due  to  natural  causes, 
the  name  and  address  and  age  and  sex  of 
the  deceased.  This  is  the  first  part  of  a  cor- 

oner's inYestigation.  The  Christian  Science people  do  not  want  to  become  involved, 
unless  there  are  circumstances  to  warrant 
it,  in  the  autopsy  and  the  inquest  part  of  it. 

In  most  instances,  they  are  not.  But  there 

are— and  it's  regrettably  so,  I  suppose— a 
certain  number  of  over-zealous  coroners, 
probably  some  of  them  in  the  more  remote 
sections  of  the  province,  who  feel  that  it  is 
a  great  tragedy  if  someone  has  died  without 
medical  attention.  Right  away,  they  want  to 
put  all  the  wheels  of  the  Act  into  motion 

to  get  everything  brought  to  light.  I  don't 
think  that  this  is  necessary  nor  advisable. 

I  have  spoken  to  Mr.  Fulton  of  the  Chris- 
tian Science  publications  branch  committee 

and  the  committee  are  of  the  opinion  that 
they  are  certainly  willing  to  accept  the  first 
part  of  the  investigation.  If  that  investiga- 

tion warrants,  or  if  a  coroner  feels  there  are 
circumstances  that  would  warrant  further 

investigation— that  is,  an  autopsy  or  an  in- 
quest —  they  realize  that  this  has  to  take 

place.  But  they  do  not  want  to  feel  them- 
selves being  drawn  into  the  second  and  third 

stage  of  a  coroner's  investigation  solely  be- cause of  the  fact  that  the  deceased  was 
under  treatment  by  prayer  or  spiritual 
means  alone,  in  accordance  with  the  tenets 
and   practices    of   a  well   recognized   church 

or  religious  denomination.  In  other  words, 
simply  because  of  that,  they  feel  they  should 
not  be  required  to  get  involved  in  the  au- 

topsy and  inquest  part  of  a  coroner's  inves- 
tigation. 

Really,  what  I  think  they  are  asking  for 
here  is  something  in  writing  which,  in  the 
majority  of  instances,  has  been  in  practice 
for  a  good  many  years.  I  think  exceptions 

to  this  practice  are  probably  few  and  far- 
between.  But  I  think  they  have  a  very  valid 
point,  and  their  feelings  on  this  particular 
matter  should  be  given  serious  consideration. 
If  the  minister  does  not  feel  that  he  can 

incorporate  this  into  the  legislation,  per- 
haps he  can  in  the   regulations. 

I  also  note  that  a  code  of  ethics  is  going 
to  be  drawn  up  for  coroners.  I  think  Dr. 
Cotnam  has  instructed  his  coroners  along 
this  line  to  some  extent.  I  realize  that  in 
many  areas  there  is  a  problem  in  getting 

coroners.  It's  a  job  that  doctors  are  now 
reluctant  to  take.  We  have  had  problems 
in  my  own  area  over  the  years  in  getting  a 
sufficient  number  of  coroners.  We  find  that 
some  doctors  take  it  on  reluctantly,  because 
they  are  so  busy  in  their  regular  practice. 
It  is  a  very  necessary  part  of  our  whole 
medical-legal  setup  and  one  to  which  I 
think   we    must   give   attention. 

I  would  ask  the  minister  to  give  thought 
to  the  matters  which  I  have  brought  up. 
Probably  he  can  reply  to  them  in  his  re- 
marks. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  other  hon.  member 
wish  to  participate?  If  not,  the  hon.  minis- ter. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think, 
this  has  been  a  most  useful  debate.  I  want 
to  establish  something  at  the  outset. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  Pretty  dead 
subject. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Although  I  did  use, 
and  will  continue  to  use,  the  expression  that 
this  Act  is  a  model  Act,  I  do  not  take  the 
position  that  it  is  the  perfect  Act.  Often 
things  can  be  models  without  having  reached 
a  state  of  perfection. 

It  is  my  intent,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  suggest 
that  this  bill  do  go  to  the  administration 
of  justice  committee.  There  each  section 
and  each  group  of  relevant  sections  can  be 
dealt  with  and  explained  and  perhaps  a 
more    detailed    discussion    had. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wonder  if  the 
minister    would   permit   a    question? 
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Hon.   Mr.    Yaremko:   Yes. 

Mr.  Singer:  When  it  goes  to  the  com- 
mittee, would  the  minister  undertake  to  in- 

vite a  group  of  coroners,  Crown  attorneys, 

and  that  sort  of  thing,  in  addition  to  a  gen- 
eral  invitation   to  the   public? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  don't  know  whether 
it  should  be  by  way  of  request.  I  think  that 
the  clerk  can  make  it  known  that  it  is  going 
to  the  committee.  I  think  the  news  that  it 

is  going  to  the  committee  will  travel  very 

quickly.  I  say  this,  that  insofar  as  I  am  con- 
cerned, the  coroners  have  had  their  input 

into  the  development  of  the  bill.  I  think 
that  it  meets  their  concordance. 

As  there  will  be  in  many  instances,  a  dif- 
ference of  opinion  will  exist  here.  I  may 

say  to  the  hon.  member  for  High  Park  who 
has  put  forward  at  least  two  substantial 
points  of  view,  that  I  will  demonstrate  in  a 
moment  that  quite  the  opposite  point  of 
view  is  held  by  others,  who  feel  just  as 

strongly  that  their  point  of  view  is  the  cor- 
rect   one    to    be    adopted. 

I  have  a  distinct  feeling  that,  in  gen- 
eral, the  Act  does  meet  the  points  of  view 

of  everybody  who  is  concerned,  without 
necessarily  having  100  per  cent  approval  in 

all  instances,  because  as  one  tries  to  put  to- 
gether points  of  view  and  interests,  there  is 

bound  to  be  a  difference  of  interest,  and 
that  difference  will  reflect  in  the  attitudes 

towards  the  legislation. 

I  think  one  of  the  most  fundamental  dif- 

ferences in  points  of  view  is  over  the  mat- 
ter of  publicity— the  publicity  given  to  a 

coroner's  inquest,  and  also  as  to  the  admis- 
sibility of  the  evidence  which,  in  turn,  be- 

comes part  of  the  total  publicity.  You  can 
have  one  extreme,  which  is  the  position 
taken  in  respect  of  preliminary  hearings.  I 
think  20  years  ago  if  one  had  suggested 

that   that    situation   be    changed— 

Mr.  Singer:  The  minister  would  have  got 
the  same  cry  as  we  got  from  over  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  It  would  not  have 

been  acceptable  I  don't  think.  Yet  somehow 
all  of  the  media  seem  to  have  accepted  it 

and  lived  with  it.  It  doesn't  seem  to  have 
affected- 

Mr.  Singer:  Right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —seem  to  have  af- 
fected them. 

Mr.   Singer:  And  endorsed  it  too. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  And  it  doesn't  seem 
to  have  affected  in  a  negative  way  the  ad- 

ministration of  justice  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario.  And  the  public  interest  does  not 
seem  to  have  suffered. 

I  noticed  a  letter  to  the  editor  in  which 

a  citizen  takes  exactly  that  point  of  view  in 
writing  to  one  of  the  newspapers.  He  said 
that  the  only  fair  way  to  do  it  is  to  have 

the  hearing  open  to  the  public,  with  no  pub- 

licity except  when  the  jury's  finding  is  made 
when  the  recommendations  and  the  jury's 
verdict  then  become  public.  That  is  one 
extreme. 

Now  the  other  extreme,  and  very  inter- 
estingly it  is  an  extreme  put  forward  by  the 

committee  which  basically  was  devoted  to 
guarding  and  protecting  the  interest  of  the 
individuals.  In  the  realm  of  publicity,  they 
even  made  the  point  that  the  total  results 

of  the  investigation— not  the  inquest,  but  of 
the  investigation— become  a  matter  of  public 

record,  including  a  pathologist's  report  and 
any  other  report.  As  the  medical  members 

will  know,  the  pathologist's  report,  if  it's 
a  complete  and  valid  autopsy,  will  contain 
much  which  is  completely  irrelevant  to  the 
incident. 

For  example,  and  this  was  very  forcibly 

brought  to  me— and  I  use  this  as  an*  example 
in  the  case  of  a  female  who  may  be  involved 
in  a  motor  vehicle  accident.  There  is  an  in- 

vestigation and  the  autopsy  discloses  that  the 
woman  was  pregnant;  she  is  unmarried.  This 
is  completely  irrelevant  to  the  accident.  Yet 
this  would  become  a  matter  of  public  record. 
There  is  no  public  interest  really  served  in 
having  that  receive  publicity. 

So  that  is  why  we  have  not  gone  as  far  in 

that  regard  as  the  report  suggested.  We've  re- 
strained that  type  of  information  to  the  im- 
mediate family,  who  will  be  entided  to  all  of 

the  information  available.  Knowing  our  citi- 
zens as  they  are,  if  they  feel  that  something 

further  should  be  done,  they  will  be  vocal  in 
this  regard. 

With  regard  to  the  publicity  attendant 

upon  an  inquest,  here  it  is  a  matter  of  judge- 

ment. It's  the  public  interest  that  is  involved— 
the  public  who  are  interested  in  the  deaths 
of  their  fellow  citizens.  Not  from  a  gossip 

point  of  view,  of  finding  out  relevant  details 

in  the  way  that  the  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore  has  pointed  out  and  that  A.  P.  Her- 

bert- Mr.  Singer:  But  it  happened  in  the 
Heighes  case. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —demonstrated.  It's  a 
matter  of  whether  the  public  interest,  which 
of  course  is  the  sum  total  of  private  interests, 
is  better  served  by  putting  a  blanket  on 
publicity,  on  complete  publicity.  Or  whether 
one  of  the  aches  and  pains  of  the  system  that 
we  have  is  that  some  individuals  must  suffer. 

And  that  happens  not  only  in  the  field  of  in- 
quests. It  happens  in  many  public  areas 

where  individuals  suffer  perhaps  quite  inno- 
cently because  the  public  good  is  served  be- 

cause of  the  necessity  for  publicity. 

Mr.  Singer:  Could  I  ask  the  minister  an- 
other question? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes. 

Mr.  Singer:  Is  the  minister  familiar  with 
the  Heighes  case? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes. 

Mr.  Singer:  Does  he  think,  in  the  Heighes 
inquest,  it  was  in  the  public  interest? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes,  I  believe  it  was 
in  the  public  interest. 

Unfortunately,  even  inquests  do  not  dis- 
close all  of  the  relevant  facts  because  one 

would  literally  have  to  take  all  of  the  people 
who  were  involved  in  that  inquest  and 

shadow  them  24  hours  a  day  in  order  to  de- 
termine just  what  were  the  influences  that 

made,  in  that  one  instance,  the  husband  take 
his  own  life.  Certainly  from  reading  the 
media,  on  getting  that  impression,  one  would 
get  the  impression  that  things  were  done 
there  that  should  never  have  been  done.  And 
yet  when  you  look  closely  to  exactly  what 

happened,  perhaps  it  wasn't  as  bad.  I  am  not 
condoning  it.  In  fact  the  Heighes  case  and 
the  Murphy  case,  which  have  now  become 
household  words,  are  an  example  of— 

Mr.  Singer:  How  bad  the  system  is. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —how  bad  the  system 
may  have  been  in  the  past  and  hopefully  will 
not  be  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  minister  didn't  do  any- 
thing to  eradicate  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  only  way  to  eradi- 
cate it  would  be  to  put  a  blanket  over  the 

publicity. 

Mr.  Shulman:  No,  no! 

Mr.  Singer:  No. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  hon.  member  was 

concerned    about    the    admissibility    of    evi- 

dence. Now  we  must  remember  that  the  re- 
port was  undertaken  not  by  a  group  of  men 

coming  into  the  picture  without  any  broad 
background  to  operate  in.  One  has  to  accept 
that  the  writers  of  the  report  were  writing 
their  report  in  the  background  that  has  de- 

veloped in  the  last  few  years  of  civil  liberties 
and  the  rights  of  individuals  as  opposed  to 
the  public  interest.  And  here  again,  as  to  the 

admissibility  of  evidence,  they  made  a  judge- 
ment and  here  is  an  instance  in  which  the  de- 

partment has  gone  a  step  further  in  trying  to 
protect  the  parties,  because  without  putting 
a  total  restriction  on  the  admissibility  of  evi- 

dence, we  have  inserted  the  caution  that  the 
coroner  may  pass  judgement  on  the  weight  of 
the  evidence  that  has  been  given. 

I  notice,  for  example,  the  Globe  and  Mail— 
which  I  think  is  probably  all  for  publicity- 
passed  judgement  against  the  admissibility  of 
hearsay  evidence,  even  what  they  call  high- 
class  hearsay  evidence,  and  yet  in  order  to 

satisfy  the  public  interest  that  the  "who," 
"where",  "how"  and  "when"  come  out,  it  is 
necessary  sometimes  to  permit  evidence 
which  would  not  be  admissible  if  a  person  is 
on  trial.  I  recognize  the  fact  that  very  often 
the  damage  which  may  happen  in  an  inquest 
may  be  just  as  severe  as  a  penalty  of  some 
kind  in  a  court  of  law,  either  civil  or  crimi- 
nal. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  built  into  the  past 
and  still  continued  are  the  procedures  which 
the  hon.  member  for  High  Park  for  one  did 
not  touch  upon  or  takes  no  notice  of,  and 
that  is  the  relevancy  of  section  34,  in  which 

the  heading  is  "Protection  for  the  witnesses," which  demonstrates  that  those  things  which 

the  witnesses  utter  in  a  coroner's  inquest  can- 
not be  used  against  them  in  the  proceedings. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Not  directly,  but  the  infor- 
mation leading  from  it  could. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Not  directly,  well,  I 

recognize  completely  that  that  is  not  a  per- 
fect protection.  I  took  notice  myself  of  re- 
cent judgements  in  the  United  States  which, 

although  they  do  not  have  a  system  that 

is  at  all  comparable  to  the  coroner's  system, 
they  do  have  built  into  their  general  proce- 

dures that  which  is  uttered  in  relationship 

to  the  plea  of  the  fifth  amendment,  or  what- 
ever their  procedure  is.  That  is,  that  which 

is  given  in  evidence  by  the  witness  seeking 
protection  cannot  be  used  against  him  in  a 
court,  nor  can  it  be  used  as  the  basis  for 
an  investigation  by  other  authorities  which 
would  ultimately  lead  to  a  prosecution  or 
some    action. 
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Mr.  Singer:  He  avoids  giving  testimony 

just  by  saying,  "I  refuse—" 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No,  but  then  he  is 

in  contempt.  But  if  he  does  give  evidence— 
and  I  think  this  may  be  the  direction  in 
which  the  hon.  member  for  High  Park  is 
thinking,  without  being  aware  of  the  fact 
that  this  has  been  taken  in  this  jurisdiction. 
Of  course,  critics  of  even  that  further  step 
have  asked  how  one  determines  whether  the 

evidence  that  is  ultimately  produced  was 
evidence  that  was  obtained  starting  from 
scratch  in  an  investigation,  or  whether  there 
was   the  link. 

There  again  the  answer  is  that  you  have 

to  depend  upon  the  integrity  of  those  in- 
volved in  justice.  If  the  prosecuting  attorney 

says  that  evidence  was  obtained  inde- 
pendently, then  it  is  his  integrity  that  is 

at  stake.  But  even  there,  they  have  not  yet 
reached   any  perfect   system. 

We  shall  be  watching  as  these  things  de- 
velop. I  myself  have  taken  the  position  that 

it  is  better  we  move  in  an  open  direction 
and  then  close  it  if  necessary,  than  close  it 
needlessly  at  the  beginning  without  really 
being  sure  that  complete  closure  is  a 
necessity.  This  is  where  the  hon.  member 
and  I  part  company.  It  is  just  a  difference 
in  a  point  of  view  with  respect  to  whether 
those  who  are  involved  are  protected  or  not. 

Incidentally,  I  should  touch  upon  the 
matter  of  who  should  be  a  coroner;  it  is 
very  interesting.  I  was  very  interested  in 
reading  in  the  original  McRuer  report  about 
the  position  of  the  medical  profession  in  the 
background.  Some  four  or  five  years  earlier 

than  that,  one  of  the  leading  counsel  asso- 
ciated with  the  government,  Mr.  Silk,  QC, 

who  was  then  within  the  Department  of  the 

Attorney  General,  made  a  study  —  he's  a 
lawyer  by  profession— and  I  quote  from  his 
study: 

That  leads  rather  naturally,  it  would 

seem,  to  a  brief  discussion  of  the  prac- 
tice of  appointing  medical  doctors  as  cor- 

oners. One  is  inclined  too  often,  perhaps, 

to  view  a  coroner  only  in  his  quasi-judi- 
cial capacity  when  he  sits  upon  the  bench 

at  an  inquest.  That  tends  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  it  would  be  better  to  have  law- 
yers appointed  to  the  office  of  coroner. 

This  view  is  likely  to  change  when  one 

considers  the  other  aspects  of  the  coro- 

ner's   responsibilities—" 

And   these  were  very  well   summed  up  by 
the  hon.  member  for  High  Park,  where  the 

public  is  interested  in  the  death  of  the  in- 
dividual: The  who,  the  why,  the  where  and 

by  what  means.  Especially  in  the  investiga- 
tion portion,  where  I  think  of  60,000  deaths, 

some  20,000  are  investigated,  leading  to 
several  hundred  inquests,  the  bulk  of  the 
work  devolves  upon  the  expertise  that  a 
medical  man  can  bring. 

But  being  a  lawyer,  I  readily  acceded  to 

the  suggestion  of  the  appointment,  if  neces- 
sary, of  a  commissioner  in  special  circum- 

stances. The  criteria  were  laid  down  in  the 

report  for  special  circumstances  such  as  a 
bridge  falling  down,  the  Malton  air  crash 

or  the  Malton  explosion,  although,  interest- 

ingly enough,  all  three  very  special  situa- 
tions which  might  have  called  for  a  com- 

missioner were  handled,  not  only  adequate- 
ly, I  might  say,  but  superbly  by  a  medical 

man  in  the  person  of  the  supervising  cor- 
oner. 

We  do  have  the  flexibility,  and  the  Act 

really  is  a  very  flexible  Act  giving  discre- 
tion to  begin  with  and  then  giving  a  situa- 
tion where  the  supervising  coroner  can  step 

in;  and  then,  if  necessary,  where  the  minis- 
ter can  step  in.  So  that  there  is  this  flexi- bility. 

We  have  tried  to  get  the  best  of  all  worlds, 
not  determining  that  the  coroner  should  be 
medical  men.  We  have  now  provided  that 

the  practice— and  I  say  this  to  the  hon. 
member  for  Ottawa  East— that  whereas  in 

the  past  Crown  attorneys  might  have  at- 

tended—the word  was  "may"— if  the  legisla- 
tion goes  through  on  this  one,  in  all  in- 

stances the  Crown  attorney  or  his  repre- 

sentative "shall"  attend. 
So  that  the  coroner,  a  medical  man  with 

medical  expertise,  will  have  at  his  hand,  at 
his  side  at  all  times,  legal  advice,  which  will 
be  necessary  when  one  considers  the  many 
legal  judgments  that  will  have  to  be  decided. 
Judgments  such  as  who  is  a  person  with 
standing,  What  rights  witnesses  and  counsel 
may  have,  whether  a  piece  of  evidence  is 
admissible,  the  weight  that  is  to  be  given 
to  this— and  in  all  these  aspects  it  is  necessary 
that  the  medical  man  obtain  legal  advice. 
And  we  have  ensured  that  that  legal  advice 
will  be  available  to  him.  So  there  again  we 
have  the  best  of  both  worlds. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wonder  if  I 
could  ask  the  minister  a  question  at  this 
point.  Does  he  recall  that  McRuer  in  his 

report,  under  the  heading  "Who  should  pre- 
side," said  that  the  Ontario  Medical  Associa- 

tion has  made  strong  representation  so  that 
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the  statute  should  provide  that  any  person 
claiming  to  be  affected  by  an  inquest  should 
have  the  right  to  apply  to  the  coroner,  be- 

fore and  during  an  inquest,  for  an  order 
that  the  inquest  be  conducted  by  a  county 
court  judge,  and  so  on. 

Mr.  Shulman:  They  don't  believe  that  now. 
Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes,  I  was  aware  of 

that. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  don't  really  accept  what 
you  say. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  was  aware  of  that, 
but  built  into  the  Act  are  the  discretions. 
And  the  mobility  of  people  and  the  speed  of 
communications  enables  any  specific  situa- 

tion to  be  dealt  with  very  quickly.  If  a  com- 
missioner is  to  be  appointed,  it  could  be  a 

judge,  it  could  be  a  lawyer,  it  could  be  an 
engineer,  it  could  be  anybody.  So  the  flexi- 

bility is  there,  but  the  general  principle,  I 
think,  is  the  one  to  be  accepted. 

The  hon.  member  for  High  Park  placed 
much  stress  on  the  criteria.  Really  I  wish 
I  had  the  time  to  see  how,  having  argued  for 
the  necessity  of  criteria  in  one  instance,  that 
he  ends  up  later  on  by  saying  that  there 
are  too  many  inquests;  or  not  enough;  that 
there  might  be  an  inquest  called  which 
should  not  have  been  called;  or  an  inquest 
not  called  which  should  have  been. 

Mr.  Shulman:  That's  the  whole  purpose  of criteria. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  But  the  purpose  of 
criteria  is  that— if  the  hon.  member  were  a 
lawyer  then  he  would  realize— the  minute 
you  build  in  criteria,  the  criteria  become 
the  important  thing  and  there  is  no  flexibility. 
And  the  moment  anybody  begins  to  stray 
away  from  the  criteria  he  is  in  trouble. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Will  the  minister  allow  a 
question? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes. 

Mr.  Shulman:  If  you  are  able  to  set  up 
criteria  in  section  9  for  investigations,  with 
a  sort  of  a  blanket  clause  at  the  end— (g) 

"under  such  circumstances  as  may  require 
investigations"— Why  can  you  not  similarly 
set  up  criteria  for  inquests  which  will  at 
least  be  a  guide  to  the  coroner  the  same  as 
section  9  is? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Because  the  stance 
that  was  adopted  was  to  give  discretion  to 
the  coroner.  Now  I  think  this  is  important 

enough  that  I  refer  to  the  report  in  this 
instance.  And  I  quote  from  page  28  of  the 

report: 
It  is  difficult  to  determine  in  advance 

of  any  particular  set  of  facts  the  circum- 
stances under  which  an  inquest  should  or 

should  not  be  ordered. 

However,  an  examination  of  the  major 
purposes  which  inquests  can  or  should 
fulfil  will  allow  the  drawing  of  some  con- 

clusions  in   this    regard. 

So  that  they  point  up  the  problem  that  is 
involved  in  this.  They  provide  a  means  for 
the  public  ascertaining  the  facts  relating  to 
the  death,  a  means  of  formally  focusing 

community  attention  on  and  initiating  com- 
munity response  to  preventable  deaths,  and 

a  means  for  satisfying  the  community  that 
the  circumstances  surrounding  the  death 
of  no  one  of  its  members  will  be  overlooked, 
concealed  or  ignored. 

Mr.  Shulman:  There  are  your  criteria. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  There  are  the  criteria. 

It  is  impossible  to  build  those  into  an  Act  un- 
less they  were  built  into  a  preamble.  It  still 

would  be  a  matter  of  judgement  on  the  part 
of  the  coroner  whether  he  has  all  of  the  ne- 

cessary facts  to  satisfy  the  who,  where,  when 
or  how.  But  it  may  be,  as  often  happens,  that 
the  coroner  has  come  to  the  conclusion  he 
has  all  the  information  relating  to  the  death, 
but  that  it  still  is  in  the  interest  of  the  public 
that  an  inquest  be  held  and  the  matter  be 
exposed  to  the  publicity  attendant  upon  it. 
Because  the  section  goes  on  to  say: 

If  Ontario  is  to  continue  to  have  in- 
quests, and  the  commission  is  convinced 

that  it  should,  then  the  solution  of  the 
problem  of  ensuring  that  they  properly 
serve  the  public  interest  lies  more  with  the 
recruitment,  training,  supervisory  and  dis- 

ciplinary aspects  of  the  coroner  system 
than  with  a  reliance  upon  the  development 
of  precise  legislative  formula. 

And  this  is  where  the  hon.  member  and  I 
part  ways.  The  hon.  member  would  have  us 
specify  the  precise  legislative  formula.  We 
believe  that  it  is  better  for  the  coroners— as- 

suming that  they  are  appointed  and  trained 
in  conformity  with  the  standards  set  out  by 
the  report— that  it  is  then  up  to  the  coroner 
to  make  the  decision. 

I,  as  a  member  of  the  public  until  assuming 
this  office,  have  never  really  been  aware  of 
criticism  or  that  an  inquest  had  been  held 
where  it  should  not  have  been  held.  Maybe 



3624 ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 

the  people  in  the  field  may  have  felt  that 
way,  but  certainly  as  a  member  of  the  public 
I  have  never  heard  that  kind  of  criticism. 

Indeed  I  am  surprised  how  seldom  I  have 
heard  of  a  criticism  of  an  inquest  not  having 

been  held— 

Mr.  Shulman:  It's  because  the  public 
doesn't  hear  about  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Knowing  our  citizens, 
and  being  aware  of  the  fact  that  they  are 
cognizant  that  if  they  make  a  noise  they  will 
be  listened  to,  I  have  the  feeling  that  there 
are  few  situations  where  an  inquest  was  not 
held  where  it  clearly  should  have  been  held. 

Mr.  Shulman:  There  were  a  whole  series  in 

Hamilton  six  years  ago. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well,  six  years  ago  is 
not  two  years  ago  or  last  year. 

Mr.  Singer:  How  do  we  get  explanations 
for  some  that  were  held  and  we  wonder  why? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well  the  hon.  member 

touched  upon  the  Martens  case.  I  suggest  to 
the  hon.  member  that  the  finding  of  the  jury 
speaks  for  itself  as  to  the  necessity  of  the 
holding  of  the  inquest. 

Mr.  Singer:  Why  was  it  ordered?  Who  can 
we  ask? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  fact  that  the  ver- 
dict of  the  jury  came  to  a  conclusion  that 

was  different  from  the  results  of  the  original 
investigation  in  itself  speaks  for  the  fact  that 

there  was  a  reason  for  the  holding  of  the  in- 
quest, for  the  exhumation- 

Mr.  Singer:  That  is  ex  post  facto  though. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  It  is  not  ex  post  facto 
at  all.  It  points  up  the  fact  that  there  must 

have  been  some  difference  of  opinion  be- 
tween the  conclusion  of  the  first  inquest  and 

the  conclusion  of  the  second  inquest.  Even  if 
the  inquest  had  come  to  the  same  conclusion, 
who  is  to  say  that  there  should  not  have 
been  an  inquest?  I  myself  have  assumed  the 
responsibility  in  ordering  a  second  inquest  to 
take  place  in  Ottawa  in  the  death  of  the  late 
Frank  Sreter  Jr. 

Mr.  Singer:  Because  you  have  doubts  you 
are  not  prepared  to  talk  about  them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Not  necessarily.  I  have 
made  no  statements  at  all.  I  have  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  there  should  be  a  second 
inquest  and  by  my  having  ordered  the  second 

inquest  no  one  is  to  infer  from  the  order  that 

there  was  anything  wrong  with  the  first  in- 
quest. But  having  examined  details,  I  came 

to  the  conclusion  that  it  was  in  the  public 
interest  that  a  second  inquest  be  held. 

It  may  turn  out  that  somebody  may  point  a 
finger  at  me  two  months  from  now  and  say, 

"He  wasted  the  taxpayers'  money;  he  held  an 
inquest  and  they  found  exactly  the  same 

thing."  On  the  other  hand,  I  can't  foretell 
what  the  jury  may  bring  in,  in  that  instance. 

Mr.  Singer:  Could  I  put  it  this  way  to  the 

minister?  The  Ottawa  one,  I  think,  is  rea- 
sonably obvious.  The  father  of  the  deceased 

child  is  very  unhappy  and  has  given  a  num- 
ber of  statements.  I  think  the  minister  has 

some  logic  in  his  approach  on  that. 

But  on  the  Martens  one  I  asked  the  simple 

question  as  to  what  started  it  again.  The 

police  apparently  didn't.  There  is  nothing that  I  know  of.  There  may  be  all  sorts  of 
reasons  that  started  it  over  again,  but  I 
would  like  to  know  what  they  were  and  who 
those  reasons  appeal  to  and  why  the  Martens 
one  started  over  again. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
not  in  a  position  to  give  to  the  hon.  member 

the  details  of  what  led  up  to  the  second  in- 
quest. But  there  certainly  must  have  been 

some  difference  of  opinion,  because  ultimately 
that  difference  of  opinion  was  found  by  the 
second  jury.  The  fact  that  the  jury  found 

that  second  verdict  doesn't  imply  that  the 
actions  of  anybody  were  not  bona  fide  be- 

cause, again,  there  will  be  a  difference  of 
opinion.  The  hon.  member  knows  full  well 
that  the  lower  judges  are  often  overruled  by 

the- 
Mr.  Singer:  That's  my  point. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —or  there  may  be  a 
trial  de  novo.  But  I  realize  the  hon.  member 
wants  to  know  the  details. 

Mr.  Singer:  Why  it  started.  That's  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  am  not  in  a  position 
to  answer  the  member. 

Mr.  Singer:  Okay,  that's  as  far  as  I  will 
get  with  that  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Now,  I  just  wanted  to 

clarify  one  matter,  and  it's  a  pity  that  the 
hon.  member  for  Lakeshore— oh  he's  still  here 
—What  is  a  legally  qualified  medical  prac- 
titioner? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Doctor  laureate  at  law. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  Interpretation  Act 

—this  is  drawn  by  lawyers  incidentally— 
chapter  225  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  On- 

tario, section  30,  subsection  1: 

A  legally  qualified  medical  practitioner, 
duly  qualified  medical  practitioner,  or  any 
words  importing  legal  recognition  of  a 

person  as  a  medical  practitioner  or  a  mem- 
ber of  the  medical  profession,  means  a 

person  registered  under  the  Medical  Act. 

So  now— 

Mr.  Singer:  That  was  my  question  and  I 

expect  that  to— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Now  we  all  know 

what  a  legally  qualified  medical  practitioner 
is.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  that  is  something  I 

learned  myself  just  recently.  The  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Lakeshore,  of  course,  knew  without 

reading  the  Interpretation  Act. 

The  hon.  member  for  High  Park  touched 
on  the  matter  of  the  requirements  relating 
to  the  investigations  in  a  list  of  facilities 
under  section  9. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Primarily  the  nursing  homes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  may  say  to  the  hon. 

member,  there  was  nothing  that  was  forgot- 
ten in  dealing  with  the  Act.  Every  aspect 

of  the  Act  was  dealt  with  on  a  rational  and 

reasonable  basis,  the  pros  and  cons  weighed, 
and  a  decision  arrived  at. 

Section  9,  of  course,  sets  out  the  reportable 
deaths  and  then  section  17  puts  the  require- 

ments on  the  coroner  where  he  determines 

that  an  inquest  is  necessary.  On  subsection 

2— here  again  is  a  difference  of  opinion.  There 
is  no  doubt  about  it  that  subsection  2  lists 

all  of  the  situations  where  society  has  pro- 
vided facilities  for  certain  kinds  of  its 

citizens— citizens  who  are  entrusted  into  the 
care  of  certain  people. 

Nobody— and  I'm  sure  those  in  charge  of 
those  facilities— would  assume  that  they  are 
infallible.  That  there  are  instances  where 

the  public  has  an  interest  in  knowing  in 
these  situations  that  those  that  have  been 

entrusted  to  care  have  received  the  kind  of 

care   that   they   are   entitled   to. 

Mr.  Shulman:  They  aren't  those  cases 
covered  under  section  1  —  the  necessary 
cases? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Not  necessarily.  I 

mean,   the  hon.   member  is— 

Mr.  Shulman:  Let's  have  an  example. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  hon.  member  is 

assuming  that  only  those  situations  from 

(a)  to  (g)  would  be  less  than  that— 

Mr.    Shulman:   Right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  This  is  to  make  assur- 

ance doubly  sure,  and  that  there  are  report- 

able cases- 

Mr.  Shulman:  But  you  are  making  your 
assurance  doubly  sure  at  the  cost  of  millions 
of  dollars,  and  it  is  not  necessary. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  How  many  dollars 
did  the  hon.  member  say? 

Mr.  Shulman:   I  said  millions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  don't  accept  that 
figure. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well  give  me  a  counter 

figure. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  don't  accept  the  fig- 
ure of  millions.  And  I  do  not  accept  the 

fact  that  the  coroners  treat  this  as  a  bonan- 
za. Because,  contrary  to  what  people  may 

think,  with  the  coming  of  the  medical  serv- 
ices provisions  of  this  province,  which  have 

meant  much  to  the  practices  that  medical 
men  now  have  within  their  own  sphere  of 
activity,  I  am  led  to  believe,  and  I  believe 
it,  that  the  assumption  of  being  a  coroner 
by  many  medical  men  is  their  contribution 
to  the  welfare  of  society.  That  is,  it  costs 
them   dollars    to   serve   the    community. 

Mr.  Shulman:  It's  not  a  contribution  when 

they're  being  paid  $25  for  a  house  call. 
Your   OHSIP  only  pays   $8.10. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  But  there  isn't  the 
volume.  I  accept  that  many  medical  practi- 

tioners accept  the  appointment  of  coroners, 
because  first  of  all  they  like  the  title.  That 

is  one  of  the  things  that  we  like.  We're  all 
subject  to  that  human  characteristic.  Doc- 

tors like  being  called  doctors,  and  certain 
doctors  like  to  be  called  coroners.  We  like 

titles. 

Secondly,  they  want  to  make  a  contribu- 

tion to  their  community.  They're  not  pre- 
pared to  get  involved  in  social  service  work. 

They're  not  prepared  to  take  the  hurly  burly 
of  standing  for  public  office,  and  they  feel 
that,  in  this  sphere  of  public  interest,  they 
have  a  contribution  to  make.  And  I  may 
say  that,  in  the  number  of  coroners  that 
I  have  known  personally,  and  some  that 

I've  met  recently,  I  have  been  very  much 
impressed.  And  I  accept  that  this  is  their 
contribution. 
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Mr.  Shulman:  But  none  of  this  excuses 

all  these  unnecessary  calls. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  But  the  hon.  mem- 
ber would  have  us  believe  that  the  coroners 

are  enamoured  of  these  procedures.  Now 
to  pick  up  $75  on  a  visit  to  a  nursing  home 

by  having  three  deaths  simultaneously— the 

odds  of  that  happening  wouldn't  necessarily mean  that  a  man  would  have  a  bonanza. 

But  I  would  say  this— 

Mr.  Shulman:  It  happened  to  me  dozens 
of  times,   dozens   of  times. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  would  say  this.  If 
ever— and  this  is  where  the  hon.  member 

and  I  part  company— if  ever  some  death 
occurred  in  a  nursing  home  that  should  have 
been  reported  or  investigated,  and  by  some 
circumstances  this  was  not  provided  for,  I 
can  think  of  no  greater  outcry,  probably  led 

by  the  hon.  member- 

Mr.  Good:  Why  won't  the  family  doctor call   the    coroner? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Pardon? 

Mr.  Good:  Why  won't  the  family  doctor call  the   coroner? 

Mr.  Singer:  Maybe  they  don't  need  one. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Can  you  give  us  one  ex- 
ample that  has  ever  occurred  ever,  in  any 

jurisdiction,  that  wouldn't  be  covered  by section  1? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  don't  have  that. 

Mr.  Shulman:  In  committee,  ask  your 

supervising  coroner.  He  won't  be  able  to find   one. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Our  data  bank— and 

that  again  hasn't  been  touched  upon  by  any 
member— is  a  very  important  aspect  of  the 
new  bill.  When  we  are  able  to  get  that  kind 
of  information,  we  may  be  able  to  arrive  at 
judgements  with  respect  to  the  costs  and 

the- 

Mr.  Shulman:  You  don't  need  your  data 
bank.  In  Toronto  they  set  up  an  annual  re- 

port for  years.  It  was  cancelled  in  1967,  I 

believe,  but  until  that  time  there  was  a  com- 

plete breakdown  of  all  the  cases.  You  don't 
need  any  data  bank. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  There  is  a  difference 
in  opinion.  We  subscribe  to  the  belief  that 
for  those  who  are  put  in  facilities  in  the  care 

of  the  state,  special  provision  should  be  made 

for  them.  If  that  protection  costs  the  tax- 
payers a  few  extra  dollars  I,  for  one,  will  still 

believe  that  those  dollars  are  well  spent. 

I  want  to  touch  upon  the  aspect  of  the 

representations  made  by  the  Christian  Scien- 
tists. I  met  with  their  representative  this 

morning  and  I  know  that  they  have  made 
representations  to  all  members  of  this  House 
and  we  are  very  sympathetic  to  their  plea. 
I  was  interested  in  having  a  chat;  the 
hon.  member  for  Waterloo  North  has  quite 

properly  summed  up  the  position  of  the 
Christian  Scientists.  Indeed,  his  summation 
is  almost  a  reiteration  of  the  discussions 
that  I  and  the  officials  held  with  the 

representative.  I  was  interested  in  a  quote 
in  a  letter  by  Mr.  Fulton  in  which  he  was 

quoting  the  supervising  coroner.  This  is  the 

quote  attributed  to  Dr.  Cotnam,  the  super- 
vising coroner: 

I  tell  all  my  medical  men  at  every  coro- 
ners' conference,  "Don't  get  upset  just  be- 
cause there  has  not  been  a  doctor  in  at- 

tendance." Many  people,  through  choice, 
may  decide  that  they  do  not  want  the  pro- 

cedure or  the  operation  that  is  medically 
recommended  and  their  exercise  of  that 
free  choice  is  not  in  itself  a  reason  for  our 
further  investigation. 

Now  that  statement  relates  itself  not  neces- 
sarily just  to  the  Christian  Scientists.  It  could 

relate  to  the  position  of  an  agnostic  or  an 

atheist  or  anybody  who  hasn't  got  the  confi- 
dence in  the  medical  profession  that  someone 

must  really  have;  they  just  decide,  of  their 
own  free  choice,  that  they  should  not  have 
medical  attendance. 

I  have  spoken  to  Dr.  Cotnam.  The  quote  is 
sufficiently  accurate  and  we  see  no  reason 

why  that  or  a  paraphrase  of  it  couldn't  be 
worked  into  the  code  of  ethics.  We  are  con- 

cerned about  this— the  hon.  member  has 

made  that  suggestion— to  put  it  into  the  stat- 
ute, we  feel,  would  create  difficulties.  This 

does  not  detract  from  the  plea  or  position  of 
the  Christian  Scientist.  We  feel  that  there 

would  be  more  problems  created  by  the  in- 
sertion of  that  section,  enshrined  in  a  piece  of 

statute,  than  there  would  be  simply  by  other- 
wise writing  the  physician  of  the  Christian 

Scientist  or  any  other  person  who  finds  him- 
self in  this  category. 

It  is  my  intent  and  hope  that  this  phraseol- 
ogy can  be  worked  into  the  code  of  ethics. 

Certainly  it  can  be  a  practice.  It  can  be  a 
practice  which  can  be  put  forward  to  the 
coroners   during  their  educational  course.   If 
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it  is  felt  feasible  it  can  literally  be  worked 
into  the  code  of  ethics  and  hopefully  that 
concern  will  be  met. 

Mr.  Singer:  But  it  isn't  binding.  It  has  no 
legal  effect. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  It  has  no  legal  effect 
but  often  one  finds  that  when  something  of 

that  kind  is  set  forth,  it  will  be  just  as  bind- 
ing as  anything  in  the  statutes. 

It  is  sufficiently  flexible  that  we  are  not 
bound  by  a  statutory  provision  Which  may 
lead  us  into  difficulties  which  we  cannot  com- 

prehend at  the  present  time. 
I  think  the  goal  is  to  meet  the  need  and 

concern  of  the  Christian  Scientists.  And  if 

that  need  can  be  met  in  some  way,  and  ex- 
perience can  demonstrate  that  that  need  has 

been  met,  whether  it  is  statutory,  whether  it 
is  in  the  code  of  ethics  adopted  by  regula- 

tions or  practice- 

Mr.  Singer:  What  about  the  regulations? 
Why  not  make  it  a  regulation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well  I  think  what  will 
happen  is  that  the  code  of  ethics  will  be 
adopted  by  regulations. 

Mr.  Singer:  That  is  not  the  same  thing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  code  of  ethics  will 
form  a  part  of  a  regulation.  In  speaking  of 
regulations,  I  do  not  subscribe  to  the  hon. 

member's  position  that  again  we  have  come 
into  the  House  with  a  statute,  and  later  on 
we  will  develop  a  bundle  of  regulations 
which  will  somehow  thwart  the  intent  of  the 
legislation. 

I  know  of  no  Act  that  has  so  few  para- 
graphs relating  to  the  passing  of  regulations. 

Certainly  the  powers  and  duties  of  the  chief 
coroner  are  spelled  out  and  any  additional 
powers  that  would  be  needed.  They  will  show 
what  is  necessary  and  the  practices  and  pro- 

cedures which  will  have  to  be  developed. 
Incidentally,  it  is  in  relationship  to  the  prac- 

tices and  procedures  whereby  the  coroner  will 

have  control  over  the  jury's  verdict.  I  think  it 
will  turn  out  that  the  foreman  of  the  jury  will 
have  to  hand  the  verdict  to  the  coroner.  The 
coroner  will  see  that  it  does  not  transgress 
the  provisions  of  the  statute,  that  it  is  a 
proper  finding,  and  then  it  will  become  part 
of  the  record. 

That  is  how  we  will  ensure  that  the  kind 
of  variation  that  happened  in  the  Murphy 
case  will  not  be  possible. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  other  comments 
that  I  could  make,  but  I  think  that  when  the 

bill  is  in  committee  some  of  the  specifics 
dealt  with  by  the  hon.  members,  including 
the  member  for  Ottawa  East  who  pointed 
out  certain  things  that  he  thought  were 
shortcomings,  can  be  dealt  with  adequately 
there,  and  we  can  give  further  explanations. 

I  end  as  I  began  when  I  introduced  the 
bill.  It  is  my  belief  that  the  Coroners  Act  of 
1972  will  be  one  of  those  pieces  of  legisla- 

tion which  will  be  a  very  positive  aspect  of 
this  session  of  this  Parliament. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  could  the  min- 
ister inform  me,  is  the  bill  also  going  to  com- 

mittee of  the  whole? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No,  it  won't  be  neces- 
sary. The  bill  either  goes  to  the  committee  of 

the  whole  or  the  standing  committee. 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  it  can  go  to  both. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well,  I  would  think  it 

can  go  to  both.  But  I  would  think  that— 

Mr.  Speaker:  We'll  clear  that  up  tonight. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  We'll  deal  with  that 
matter  later  on. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  142.  Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  by  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  I  understand  this  bill 
will  be  referred  to  the  appropriate  standing 
committee  in  legal  bills? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  third  order, 
House  in  committee  of  the  whole;  Mr.  R.  D. 
Rowe  in  the  chair. 

INSURANCE  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  96,  An  Act 
to  amend  the  Insurance  Act.  Any  further 
discussion? 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Yes,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Downs- 
view. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  section  19  is 
a  last-minute  move  contemplated  I  would 
say  originally,  or  given  birth  to  originally, 
by  the  insurance  company  lobby,  because 
some  clever  lawyer  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  amendment  of  the  new  section  27 

which  was  being  put  in  by  section  18  didn't 
quite  go  far  enough  and  there  might  be  a 



3628 ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 

gap.  There  was  some  concern  in  the  minds 

of  some  people  that  there  was  a  five-month 
hiatus  period,  and  that  being  brought  force- 

fully to  the  attention  of  the  courts  might 

result  in  upsetting  what  the  minister  is  try- 
ing to  achieve  by  his  amendment  as  con- 

tained in  section  18. 

Now  when  the  debate  was  on  in  connec- 
tion with  section  18,  I  suggested  that  it  was 

the  original  intention  of  the  government  to 

make  the  no-fault  policy  applicable  as  of 

July  28  and  not  Jan.  1.  I've  since  reread 
Hansard  and  looked  at  some  old  newspaper 
clippings  on  that  subject.  I  am  prepared  to 

accept  what  the  minister  said,  that  the  an- 
nounced intention  of  Mr.  Wishart  at  that 

time  was  to  bring  it  in  on  Jan.  1,  but  I  don't 
think  that  changes  what  in  fact  you  did. 

What  in  fact  you  did  was  to  write  it  to  be 

effective  on  July  28— the  day  it  was  given 
royal  assent.  Therefore,  whether  intentionally 
or  not  and  no  matter  whose  fault  it  was,  a 

certain  group  of  rights  were  created  for  a 
certain  group  of  citizens  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario.  Amongst  them  I  number  not  only 
one  case  that  is  presently  in  my  own  office, 
I  number  now  quite  a  substantial  list  of  them, 
because  as  a  result  of  the  debate  in  relation 

to  the  previous  section  I've  had  calls  from 
lawyers  from  all  over  the  province;  lawyers 
who  act  not  only  for  plaintiff  but  lawyers 
who  act  for  insurance  companies;  some  of 
whom  have  been  concerned  enough  to  say: 

"Please  don't  use  my  name  or  even  mention 
my  community  because  if  it  becomes  known 
that  I  have  spoken  to  you  about  this  and 
complained  about  the  inequity,  I  will  lose 
my  client,  the  insurance  company,  and  I  am 
very  dependent  on  that  company  for  my 

livelihood." 
Well  what  has  happened?  There  was  one 

lawyer— and  I  won't  tell  you  where  he  was 
from;  a  very  prominent  lawyer  in  an  Ontario 

community,  not  Toronto— who  stated  his  posi- 

tion exactly.  He  said:  "I've  got  one  man  I'm 
acting  for  now  who  was  a  pedestrian,  who 
was  walking  across  the  road  with  his  head 
down  and  was  struck  by  an  automobile; 

no  fault  on  the  driver.  This  poor  fellow  suf- 
fered a  brain  injury,  a  very  serious  brain 

injury,  he  will  be  a  vegetable  from  here  on 

in"— a  basket  case  was  the  phrase  that  was 
used.  The  accident  happened  between  July 
28  and  Dec.  31,  and  he  said  without  the 

application  of  that  no-fault  provision  of 
July  28  there  was  no  remedy  that  was  avail- 

able to  this  man. 

The  same  lawyer  said:  "I  advised  a  very 
large    insurance    company— I    advised    them 

long  before  I  had  this  case  on  my  desk— that 
notwithstanding  what  was  said  in  the  House 
the  statute  was  written  to  apply  on  July  28, 

the  day  on  which  there  was  royal  assent." 
I  have  had  other  calls  along  exactly  the 

same  line,  and  it's  been  talked  about  fre- 
quently among  lawyers  who  act  on  both 

sides  of  the  fence,  and  they  say:  "You  don't 
interpret  a  statute  by  going  to  Hansard  to  see 

what  the  minister  said— you  find  the  intent  in 

the  Act." 
I  was  sufficiently  worried  about  this  to 

pursue  it  even  further,  and  there  came  to  my 
attention  then,  Mr.  Chairman,  a  letter  dated 
Feb.  24,  1972,  signed  by  Mr.  G.  Grundy,  the 

superintendent  of  insurance,  and  I  think  it's 
important  enough  to  read  into  the  record 

and  then  appeal  to  the  minister's  good conscience  as  really  to  what  has  gone  on  in 
this  thing. 

This  is  a  letter  written  on  Mr.  Grundy's 
letterhead  and  it's  addressed  to:  "Chief  execu- 

tive officer  of  all  insurers  transacting  auto- 

mobile insurance  in  Ontario."  In  other  words, 
it  is  to  all  the  insurers  in  Ontario  who 

engage  in  the  automobile  business  and  it 
comes  from  the  senior  Ontario  insurance 

official.  It's  headed:  Mandatory  Accident 
Benefits.   This  is  what  Mr.  Grundy  says: 

My  attention  has  been  directed  to  an 
alternative  interpretation  of  the  effective 
date  of  the  implementation  of  mandatory 
medical  rehabilitation  and  accident  bene- 

fits in  motor  vehicle  liability  policies  set 
forth  in  the  Insurance  Amendment  Act, 
1971. 

His  choice  of  words,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 

is  very  interesting.  "To  an  alternative  inter- 
pretation"—that  is  the  key  phrase  there.  He 

goes  on  to  say,  "The  intent  of  the  legislation 
was  that  the  effective  date  of  its  implementa- 

tion was  to  be  Jan.  1,  1972." 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  said  at  the  beginning  of 

my  remarks  that  I  revised  what  I  had  said 
in  an  earlier  debate  and  I  accepted  what  the 

minister  said.  I've  looked  at  Hansard  and 
newspaper  reports  and  so  on.  That  undoubt- 

edly was  the  original  intent,  but  that  isn't what  you  did. 

Mr.  Grundy  confirms  that.  He  said,  "The 
intent  of  the  legislation"  or  the  intent  in  the 
minds  of  the  people  who  were  bringing  the 

legislation  in,  "therefore  was  only  to  apply 

to  accidents  occurring  after  Jan.  1,  1972." 
Then  he  says,  and  this  is  where  I  begin  to 

disagree  with  him— my  disagreement  gets  a 

little  more  vocal  as   it  goes  on— "All  parties 
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concerned  proceeded  on  that  basis  until 

recently  .  .  ." 

I  say  that  statement  is  quite  wrong.  I  don't know  who  all  parties  concerned  may  be  in 
his  mind  but  I  know  that  several  lawyers 
advised  several  of  their  insurance  clients  that 
the  way  this  was  written  it  had  to  apply 
from  July  28.  I  think  the  minister  went  along 
with  this  kind  of  knowledge  because  he  made 
it  clear  when  he  talked  to  these  amendments 
himself  that  anything  that  had  been  paid  for 
that  period  between  July  28  and  Dec.  31  was 
not  to  be  recovered. 

Mr.  Chairman,  still  interpolating,  both  the 
minister  and  I  know  that  insurance  companies 
are  not  in  the  charity  business.  The  minister 
knows,  and  I  know,  and  many  of  the  profes- 

sion know,  that  moneys  were  paid.  If  moneys 
were  paid,  they  were  paid  because  the  insur- 

ance companies  believed,  and  they  believed 
in  concert  with  their  legal  advisers,  that  the 

statute  said  they  had  to  pay.  That's  where 
I  quarrel  with  the  statement  that  all  parties 
concerned  proceeded  on  that  basis.  He  goes 

on,  ". . .  until  recently,  when  the  alternative 
interpretation  became  known  with  the  effect 
that  claims  for  these  benefits  were  being 

made  for  accidents  occurring  in  1971." 

Mr.  Chairman,  interpolating  again,  it's  not an  alternative  interpretation.  It  is  the  obvious 
English  interpretation,  notwithstanding  what 
the  intention  might  have  been.  He  over- 

stresses  it  by  saying  "claims  for  these  benefits 
were  being  made  for  accidents  occurring  in 

1971."  He  knows  full  well  it  was  for  acci- 
dents occurring  after  July  28,  1971,  and  up 

to  Dec.  31.  It  really  wasn't  for  the  full  year 
and  no  insurance  company  worth  its  salt— 
and  all  of  them  are  reasonably  astute  busi- 

ness firms— was  going  to  pay  this  type  of 
claim  in  the  period  from  Jan.  1  to  July  28, 
1971.  The  only  period  we  are  talking  about 
is  that  five-month  period  at  the  end  of  the 
year. 

He  goes  on  to  say  this,  and  these  two 
paragraphs  are  worthy  of  substantial  atten- 

tion, Mr.  Chairman: 

I  am  authorized  to  inform  you  that  the 
legislation  is  to  be  interpreted  with  an 
effective  date  as  of  Jan.  1,  1972,  and 
accordingly  should  apply  only  to  accidents 
occurring  after  that  date. 

I  asked  the  question— and  it's  not  a  rhetorical 
question— I  asked  the  question  deliberately 
of  the  minister:  What  right  does  any  civil 
servant  or  does  any  member  of  the  Legisla- 

ture have  to  interpret  a  statute  after  it  has 
been  passed  by  this  House? 

The  statute  is  passed  and  it  says  what  the 
words  in  the  statute  say.  I  say  that  Mr. 
Grundy  oversteped  whatever  duties  and 

responsibilities  he  has  when  he  said,  "I'm 
authorized  to  inform  you  that  the  legislation 
is  to  be  interpreted  with  an  effective  date 

of  Jan.  1." 
I  doubt  very  much  if  there  is  any  other 

senior  civil  servant  who  would  take  it  upon 
himself  to  tell  an  industry  how  to  interpret 
legislation.  It  is  a  well-taken  stock  answer: 
The  legislation  is  there;  I  may  interpret  it  in 
way  A;  you  may  interpret  it  in  way  B;  and  if 
there  is  any  doubt  take  it  to  the  courts  and 

have  it  interpreted.  But  to  say,  "I  am  in- 
structed to  inform  you  that  the  legislation  is 

to  be  interpreted  with  an  effective  date  as  of 

such-and-such,"  I  say  is  a  very  serious  arroga- 
tion  of  responsibility  taken  upon  himself  by 
Mr.  Grundy. 

Then,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  if  that  is  not 
enough,  the  last  paragraph  of  this  letter  goes 
on  to  say  this: 

It  is  of  vital  importance  that  the  imple- 
mentation of  this  programme  proceed  on 

an  orderly  basis  without  the  raising  of 
issues  which  would  confuse  or  detract  from 
its  purpose. 

Would  a  civil  servant  in  seriousness  tell  an 
industry  that  it  is  of  vital  importance  to  the 
implementation  of  the  programme  that  is 
already  in  the  statutes,  that  it  proceed  on  an 
orderly  basis  without  raising  issues  which 
would  confuse  or  detract  from  its  purpose  ? 

Just  who  is  Mr.  Grundy?  I  say  this  without 
any  bitterness  at  all.  But  I  say  that  Mr. 
Grundy  just  took  far  too  much  upon  himself 
to  suggest  that  legislation  should  be  so  in- 

terpreted by  the  industry,  not  the  courts,  and 
in  a  method  differently  from  that  in  which  it 

was  written,  so  that  issues  wouldn't  be  raised which  would  confuse  or  detract  from  its 

purpose. 
Then  he  goes  on  to  say: 

I  am  therefore  authorized  by  the  Hon. 
Eric  A.  Winkler,  Minister  of  Financial  and 
Commercial  Affairs,  to  advise  you  that  if 
doubt  continues  to  exist— 

If  I  could  have  the  minister  with  me  for  a 
minute  I  would  appreciate  it.  He  goes  on  to 
say: 

I  am  therefore  authorized  by  the  Hon. 
Eric  A.  Winkler,  Minister  of  Financial  and 
Commercial  Affairs,  to  advise  you  that  if 
doubt  continues  to  exist  with  respect  to 
interpretation,  the  effective  date  will  be 
clarified  by  amending  legislation. 
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Surely,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  minister  must  see 
what  an  unusual  piece  of  correspondence  that 
is. 

If  the  minister  said,  "Unfortunately  there 
has  been  misinterpretation,  the  courts  have 

said  so,"  or,  "The  Act  reads  differently  than 
what  we  intended,"  and  he  got  up  and  said section  19  should  be  there  and  section  18 

should  be  there,  whether  we  agreed  with  him 
or  not  it  would  be  much  more  logical.  But 
by  sending  out  a  circular  letter  to  all  of  the 
automobile  insurance  companies  in  Ontario 

and  saying,  "I  will  tell  you  how  to  interpret 
it,  don't  worry  about  what  it  says.  Don't 
worry  about  the  fact  that  many  lawyers  have 

advised  you  to  pay.  Don't  worry  about  the 
fact  that  it  has  an  apparent  and  obvious 

English  meaning.  Don't  worry  about  the  fact 
that  nobody  has  the  guts  to  challenge  it  in 
court,  because  we  know  what  it  says,  but  if 

you  don't  do  it  our  way  the  minister  is  going 
to  change  it."  I  say  that  is  wrong. 

Quite  apart  from  the  technique  being 
wrong,  surely  the  government  of  Ontario  does 
not  want  to  take  away  those  rights  that  it 
created,  inadvertently  as  it  might  have,  for 
that  group  of  citizens  in  Ontario  who  were 
entitled  to  those  benefits  had  they  come  into 
existence  on  July  28  rather  than  on  Dec.  31? 

I  don't  know,  and  it  is  an  impossible  task 
for  me  from  the  outside  to  find  out,  how  many 
people  might  be  affected  that  way.  It  may  be 
that  since  this  debate  has  been  pending  for 
a  long  period  of  time  before  this  House,  the 

minister  may  have  those  figures.  I  don't  know if  there  are  dozens  or  hundreds.  I  would 

expect  there  may  be  a  few  hundred,  but  I 
have  no  real  idea. 

It  seems  to  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the 
minister  should  at  this  point,  while  section  19 
is  before  us,  reconsider  whether  or  not  what 
he  is  doing  is  fair.  As  between  two  groups 
who  are  going  to  suffer  as  a  result  of  this 
change  being  made  or  not  being  made,  who 
best  can  afford  it?  The  insurance  companies 
are  concerned  and  the  pressures  were  brought 

to  bear  because  they  said— and  I  know  they 

said,  and  the  minister  knows  they  said— "We 
weren't  ready  for  it  on  July  28;  we  hadn't 
been  able  to  readjust  our  insurance  premiums 
to  pick  up  the  slack;  give  us  until  the  first  of 
January  and  we  will  be  in  a  better  financial 

position."  That's  one  side  of  the  coin.  I  can 
understand  that  position.  However,  if  you  do 

it  that  way  you  benefit  the  insurance  com- 
panies and  you  take  away  the  rights  from 

these  few  hundred  people  who  had  every 
reason  to  expect  from  the  law,  as  we  wrote 

it,  as  we  passed  it,  as  the  Lieutenant  Gov- 

ernor assented  to  it,  that  rights  had  in  fact 
been  created. 

My  appeal  to  the  minister  is,  in  view  of 
all  that  has  happened,  and  in  view  of  the 

fact— not  just  my  argument  about  it— that  this 
is  an  argument  known  to  the  legal  profession, 
to  the  insurance  people,  throughout  the  length 
and  breadth  of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  does 
the  government  really  want  to  take  advantage 
of  those  people  for  whom  it  created  benefits, 
and  take  those  benefits  away  and  force  those 
people  to  suffer  in  a  very  serious  manner? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  you  ready  for  the 

question?  Shall  hon.  Mr.  Winkler's  motion carry? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Con- 

sumer and  Commercial  Relations):  I'll  reply 
to  that,  of  course.  I  want  to  say  to  the  hon. 
member  that  in  fact  I  am  pleased  that  he  went 
back  to  the  reference,  in  Hansard,  of  my 
predecessor.  It  was  obviously  quite  clear  to 
him  what  the  intention  was.  In  reading  the 
terms  of  the  circular  letter  that  went  out,  I 
feel  that  that  is  probably  precisely  what  I  am 

doing,  clarifying  the  entire  matter,  with  the 
intent  that  was  meant  at  the  time  that  the 
bill  was  introduced  last  year. 

I  can  feel  from  my  heart  the  same  kind  of 

sympathies  he  was  putting  across  here  this 
evening  for  those  people  who  are  in  the 
category  that  he  refers  to.  Regrettably  for  me, 

I  didn't  become  the  minister  until  Feb.  1,  I 
think  it  was.  And  since  the  introduction  of 

this  amending  bill  I  did  inquire,  in  detail,  into 

the  situation,  and  I  find  that  ft  wasn't  until 
after  Jan.  1  that  any  discussion,  or  that  any 
matter  in  regard  to  interpretation  arose.  In 

other  words,  there  was  no  inquiry— they  had 

no  inquiry  in  the  department  until  January— 
about  what  was  the  effective  date.  And  this  is 
truth  as  I  stand  here.  This  I  know  to  be  a 

fact,  because  I  can  name  where  the  inquiry 
came  from. 

Then,  as  he  stated,  we  are  in  fact  pro- 
tecting those  people  who  did  receive  benefit 

from  June  until  Jan.  1,  because  any  insurance 
company  that  took  the  responsibility  upon 
themselves  to  make  payments  in  that  regard, 
and  I  think  some  of  them  did  it  with  the 

knowledge  of  what  the  circumstances  were, 
maybe  with  some  uncertainty  that  existed 

in  the  market  place— I  believe  that. 
But  I  can  also,  for  the  hon.  member,  tell 

him  that  I  can  name  people  and  their  com- 
panies who  gave  their  people  in  the  field  a 

very  free  hand  to  pay  for  these  very  types 

of  accidents  he  is  referring  to,  and  this  par- 
ticular   coverage,    from    June    until    Jan.    1, 
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knowing    full    well    what    the    circumstances 
were. 

Now  the  hon.  member  also  knows  that  it 

wasn't  myself  who  introduced  the  bill.  I 
don't  think  that  he,  in  all  justice,  would  sit 
there  this  evening  and  hold  me  accountable 
for  what  happened  from  June  until  Jan.  1. 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh,  no,  it  has  nothing  to  do 
with  you. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Okay.  Let's  leave  it 
it  there  for  the  moment.  Therefore,  because 
of  the  fact  that  I  am  satisfied,  based  on  what 

my  predecessor  has  said,  that  that's  the  way 
it  was  to  have  been,  then  I  think  I  am  very 
justified  in  bringing  forward  the  amendments 
that  are  before  us  this  evening,  and  also  the 
two  amendments  that  I  am  bringing  to  the 

House  now.  I  don't  expect  my  hon.  friend 
to  agree  with  me  because  we  are  on  two 
different  sides  of  this  question,  but  I  believe 

that  the  government's  intention  was  to  bring 
this  in  for  Jan.  1  for  the  benefit  of  the  people 
of  Ontario;  not  the  insurance  company,  nor 
the  lawyers.  No,  for  the  people  of  Ontario; 
that  is  who  it  was  meant  for.  But  where  did 

the  misinterpretation  come  from? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): How  about  the  people  who  were 

injured? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  He  knows  that  answer 

as  well  as  I  do.  It  may  be  that  I  would  be 
more  delighted  to  stand  here  this  evening 
and  do  precisely  what  he  wants  me  to  do.  I 
would  feel  better  myself.  I  want  him  to  know 
full  well,  there  was  no  lobby  to  me  from 
any  insurance  company. 

The  only  insurance  company  I  have  heard 
from  is  an  insurance  company  which  did 
exactly  what  I  have  mentioned  to  him 

tonight— who  sent  their  adjusters  out  in  the 
field  with  the  company  cheque  book.  Yes, 
and  I  have  never  heard  of  that  being  done 

before!  But  they  did  it  and  they  did  it  will- 

ingly, so  the  misinterpretation  wasn't  held 
by  all;  I  can  assure  him  of  that. 

I  feel  as  I  say  to  you,  I  have  that  degree 
of  sympathy  which  he  has  expressed,  but  I 
think  that  I  must  bring  forth  the  clarification 

by  way  of  this  amendment  to  do  precisely 
what  my  predecessor  said.  If  those  words 

weren't  there,  I  must  admit  the  hon.  member 
would  have  me  over  an  awful  barrel.  But 
those  are  the  words  of  the  minister  of  the 

day,  and  that  is  the  intention  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Chairman,  surely  the 

minister,  perhaps  without  intending  to,  is 
breaking  new  ground  in  his  last  few  words 

when  he  puts  before  us  that  the  main  rea- 
son for  this  amendment  is,  in  his  words,  to 

clarify  the  date  on  which  this  legislation 
came  into  effect,  simply  on  the  basis  of  a 
statement  of  his  predecessor. 

He  also  said  that  he  had  had  no  inquiries 
from  any  insurance  company  or  any  person 
until  sometime  after  Jan.  1.  I  would  put  it 
to  him  that  any  person  who  would  read  that 
legislation  would  think  it  was  operative  after 
July  28  and  there  would  be  no  possible  way 

to  misinterpret  it.  Surely  no  person  who,  let's 
say,  was  injured  himself  or  is  representing  an 
injured  party,  would  go  to  Hansard  to  see 
what  the  hon.  Mr.  Wishart  had  to  say  under 
those  circumstances.  He  would  have  before 

him  a  copy  of  the  statute  approved  by  this 
House  and  proclaimed  after  assent  by  His 

Honour.  The  words  are  perfectly  clear— that 
the  bill  came  into  force  on  July  28.  For  the 
minister  to  argue  that  one  of  the  reasons  he 
has  no  qualms  about  bringing  forward  this 
amendment  is  because  nobody  questioned  it, 

is  completely  irrelevant. 

The  next  thing  also  is  that  he  disclaims 
personal  responsibility.  We  are  not  interested 
nor  concerned  with  that  at  all.  We  are  not 

calling  into  question  the  honour  or  the  inten- 
tions of  either  this  minister  or  any  of  his  list 

of  predecessors,  other  than  the  fact  that  the 
law  should  be  held,  and  I  believe  is  held  by 
people  on  all  sides,  as  something  sacred  in 
its  clear  meaning.  For  the  minister  to  amend 
the  law,  retroactively,  simply  to  put  into 
force  what  his  predecessor  may  have  intended 

—and  it  is  agreed  on  both  sides  here  that 

evidently  it  was  what  he  intended— seems  to 
be  an  argument  which  sets  new  standards, 

if  you  can  call  them  that,  in  legislative  juris- 

prudence. 
The  law  says  specifically  that  it  shall  go 

into  effect  on  proclamation,  which  was  July 

28;  it  was  proclaimed  then,  Actually,  I  sup- 

pose we  are  all  culpable  in  that  we  didn't  see it  when  it  was  in  committee  and  bring  it  to 
the  attention  of  the  minister.  Certainly  the 
section  says  specifically  that  it  would  come 
into  effect  on  that  day. 

I  feel  that  the  minister  is  taking  a  great 

deal  upon  himself.  If  it's  not  at  the  urgings 
of  the  insurance  companies,  it  is  from  the 
advisers  in  his  department  or  elsewhere; 

surely  it  can't  be  at  his  own  behest?  He  has 
said  himself  that  he  would  prefer  to  take 
another  course  of  action. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  don't  think  it  would 
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be  proper  for  us  to  say  what  would  it  cost 
the  insurance  companies  if  all  the  cases  which 
occurred  and  would  be  actionable— if  that  is 

the  right  word— during  that  period  of  time 
were  to  be  upheld  by  the  cancellation  of  this 

amendment.  I  doubt  that  has  anything  to  do 
with  it  either.  The  law  was  put  before  the 

Legislature;  it  was  examined— I  guess  not 
carefully  enough— by  the  government,  the 
government  caucus  and  even  the  opposition 
caucuses.  The  law  went  through  making  it 
effective  on  that  date. 

I  can't  help  thinking  that  the  minister  is 
setting  us  a  very  weird,  strange  precedent 
indeed,  when  he  undertakes,  almost  on  a  post- 

mortem basis,  to  bring  into  effect  the  inten- 
tion of  his  predecessor.  While  his  predecessor 

is  still  very  active  in  many  respects,  as  far 
as  this  ministry  is  concerned,  I  presume,  he 
is  gone  forever. 

I  would  certainly  urge  the  minister  to  use 
the  independence  that  is  surely  the  part  of 
any  elected  member  of  this  House,  and  a 
person  who  takes  the  oath  of  office  as  an 

adviser  to  the  Crown.  He  is  forcing  upon 
this  House  a  very  retrograde  step  indeed— I 
would  say  a  dishonourable  step— and  one 
which  he  should  reconsider  before  he  puts 
this  amendment  to  the  House. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Mr. 
Chairman,  would  the  minister  tell  us  just 
why,  or  what  pressure  he  has  received,  or 
specifically  what  embarrassment  it  is  going 
to  cause  any  of  the  insurance  companies  that 
have  been  brought  to  his  attention,  if  it  stays 
as  it  was? 

It  is  set  out  here  in  the  section  that: 

All  contracts  evidenced  by  motor  vehicle 
liability  policies  made  or  renewed  after 
this  Act  receives  royal  assent,  and  before 
the  first  day  of  January,  1972. 

It  is  so  clear,  as  my  leader  and  my  colleague 
from  Downsview  have  said.  That  is  what 

was  in  the  legislation.  If  that  is  what  people 
have  been  acting  on,  who  is  bringing  the 
pressure  to  bear  to  change  the  thing?  Could 
he  tell  us  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  think  I  have  gone 
over  that  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  without  re- 

iteration. The  leader  of  the  Liberal  Party 
was  using  rather  strong  language,  and  I 
regret  that  I  have  to  put  this  on  the  record 
again.  If  he  tells  me  that  the  insurance  com- 

panies and  other  people  outside  this  chamber 

don't  read  Hansard,  I  have  to  advise  him 
that  he  is  wrong— because  they  do. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Well  the  bill  and  Han- 
sard are  in  conflict.  They  are  very  foolish  if 

they  don't  take  the  bill  as  law;  which  is  what it  is. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  The  hon.  Mr.  Wishart 

made  it  very  clear,  as  I  pointed  out  on  June 
24,  1971,  page  3151  of  Hansard,  where  he 
named  Jan.  1,  1972.  And  as  I  said  earlier 
this  evening,  if  it  is  clarification  that  is  re- 

quired, that  is  what  I  am  doing. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Is  the  minister  saying  that 
Hansard  is  now  becoming  the  law  of  this 
province,  not  the  legislation  that  we  pass? 
Is  that  what  the  minister  is  saying? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Certainly  it  is  what  he  is saying. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Ready  for  the  question? 

Mr.  Singer:  Just  one  additional  word  on 
this  thing.  Anyone  who  has  studied  the 
principles  of  statute  interpretation  knows  that 
if  a  statute  is  to  be  interpreted  and  the 
matter  comes  before  the  courts,  the  courts 
are  not  interested  in  what  was  said  in  Han- 

sard debates  here,  or  in  any  other  Legislature 
in  Canada,  or  in  the  United  Kingdom.  There 
is  no  question  that  you  cannot  go  to  Hansard 
for  clarification.  That  is  a  very  simple  thing, 
not  a  complicated  legal  concept.  It  is  an 
obvious  legal  concept. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Ready  for  the  question? 

Shall  Mr.  Winkler's  motion  carry? 

Those  in  favour  of  Mr.  Winkler's  motion 

will  please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion  the  "ayes"  have  it.  Call  in the  members. 

The  committee  divided  on  the  amendment, 

which  was  approved  on  the  following  vote. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 

"ayes"  are  45,  the  "nays"  are  28. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  motion  car- 
ried and  that  section  19  stands  as  part  of  the 

bill. 

Shall  Bill  96  as  amended  be  reported? 

Bill  96  reported. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Sarnia):  Back  to  the 
drawing  board. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  First  time  in  two  weeks. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  move  the  committee  rise 
and  report. 
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Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed;  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  the  whole  House  begs  to  report  one  bill 
with  certain  amendments  and  asks  for  leave 
to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and    Commercial    Relations):    Mr.    Speaker, 

tomorrow,  as  indicated,  we  will  continue  with 
the  consideration  of  estimates  of  the  Minister 
of  Revenue  (Mr.  Grossman)  to  be  followed 
by  those  of  the  Solicitor  General  (Mr. 
Yaremko). 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): The  Minister  of  Revenue  is  having  a 

lot  of  trouble. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor-Walkerville):  Is 
there  a  night  session? 

The  House  adjourned  at  10:47  o'clock,  p.m. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 

The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 

Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  We  will  have  guests  a  little 
later  in  the  day,  at  which  time  I  will  intro- 

duce them. 

Statements  by  the  ministry. 

STUDY  OF  LEGISLATURE  AND 

MEMBER'S  ROLE 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  Following 
the  introduction  of  my  resolution  a  week 
ago,  which  the  House  unanimously  approved 
on  Friday,  I  am  pleased  to  inform  hon.  mem- 

bers that  the  order  in  council  with  respect 
to  the  appointment  of  commission  members 
to  study  the  function  of  this  legislative 
assembly  and  the  role  of  the  private  member 
was  passed  this  morning. 

The  three  commissioners  are:  Dalton  Kings- 
ley  Camp  of  Toronto;  Douglas  Mason  Fisher 
of  Ottawa;  and  Farquhar  Robert  Oliver  of 
Priceville.  None  of  the  members  of  the 
commission  is  unknown,  to  most  of  us  at 
least.  All  of  them  have  shown  a  keen  and 

continuing  interest  in  the  political  and  legis- 
lative process. 

Mr.  Oliver,  of  course,  is  a  distinguished 
alumnus  of  this  House,  having  served  both 
as  a  private  member  and,  while  leader  of  the 
Liberal  Party  of  Ontario,  as  Leader  of  the 
Opposition.  I  am  one  among  many,  Mr. 

Speaker,  who  consider  that  Mr.  Oliver's 
acceptance  of  this  new  responsibility  and  of 
further  public  service  provides  the  assur- 

ance that  the  commission  will  have  the 

direct  benefit  of  the  wisdom  and  experi- 
ence of  one  who  has  been  intimately  involved 

in   our  own   legislative  life   and   processes. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): He  has  also  had  extensive  service  on 

the  Treasury  bench. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Yes,  he  did. 

Mr.  Fisher,  as  we  know,  served  in  the 
Parliament  of  Canada  as  the  New  Democra- 

tic Party  member  for  Port  Arthur.  He  has 
been   one   of  those   in   our  political  life   of 

Wednesday,  June  14,  1972 

whom  it  is  said  that,  regardless  of  whether 
or  not  one  agreed  with  his  opinion  of 
politics,  one  admired  and  respected  the  qual- 

ity of  his  intellect,  his  fairness  and  the 
effectiveness  of  his  contribution. 

Many  hon.  members,  Mr.  Speaker,  are 

familiar  with  Mr.  Camp's  writings.  Indeed, 
I  sometimes  read  in  the  press  that  none 
should  be  more  familiar  than  myself.  In  any 
event,  I  can  say  that  we  are  all  familiar  with 
the  fact  that  Mr.  Camp  has  been  active  and 
prominent  in  national  and  provincial  politics 
for  a  number  of  years.  In  addition  to  his 
association  with  the  Progressive  Conserva- 

tive Party,  he  is  an  author  and  lecturer  on 
the  subject  of  politics  and  held  the  Skelton- 
Clark  fellowship  in  the  department  of  politi- 

cal science  at  Queen's  University  in  1969. 
I  recall  that  the  hon.  member  for  High 

Park  (Mr.  Shulman)  on  one  occasion  sug- 
gested that  Mr.  Camp  would  be  a  suitable 

person  for  the  position  of  ombudsman.  Whe- 
ther he  or  the  government  would  find  that 

suggestion  acceptable  is  another  matter. 
Nevertheless,  I  would  add  that  when  dis- 

cussing the  possible  membership  of  this 
commission  with  the  leaders  of  the  other 
parties,  his  name  was  put  forward  by  more 
than  one  of  us.  Mr.  Camp  has  agreed,  Mr. 

Speaker,  to  serve  as  the  commission's  chair- man. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  only  a  few  brief  and 
general  comments  to  make  at  this  time.  First 
of  all,  this  commission  is  a  creation  of  the 
Legislature  and  all  of  its  members,  and  the 
commissioners  have  been  appointed  only 
after  close  and  cordial  discussion  among  all 
party  leaders.  The  government  in  no  way 
wishes  to  direct,  shape  or  unduly  influence 
its  deliberations.  We  do,  however,  extend  to 
the  commission  our  complete  confidence,  and 
the  assurance  of  our  co-operation  and  good- will. 

The  members  of  the  commission,  as  we 
know  them,  have  one  qualification  in  com- 

mon which  I  am  sure  commends  them  to  us 
and  to  their  task,  and  that  is  the  fact  that 
while  each  of  them  enjoys  a  partisan  asso- 

ciation with  one  or  other  of  the  political  par- 
ties, all  of  them  have  established  reputations 
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as  individuals  of  considerable  independence 
of  mind  and  thought.  If  I  might  add,  Mr. 
Speaker,  one  further  observation,  it  is  to 
point  out  to  hon.  members  that  this  is  a 
three-man  bipartisan  commission  and  un- 

like most,  if  not  all  other  bodies  constituted 
by  this  Legislature,  there  is  no  built-in  gov- 

ernment majority. 

Finally,  sir,  while  I  have  held  no  formal 
discussions  with  the  commission,  I  have  na- 

turally discussed  the  terms  of  reference  with 
the  chairman  and  I  have  indicated  to  him 
my  personal  hope  that  he  and  his  colleagues 
would  complete  their  task  within  a  year.  I 
believe  it  is  the  opinion  of  all  of  us  that  we 
would  want  to  consider  some  of  their  recom- 

mendations as  soon  as  possible  and  cer- 
tainly within  the  life  of  this  Parliament.  I  am 

sure  that  I  speak  for  all  members  of  all 
parties  in  expressing  my  appreciation  of  the 
willingness  of  these  three  gentlemen  to  as- 

sume this  vitally  important  task  and  in  ex- 
tending to  them  our  goodwill  and  co-opera- 

tion in  their  endeavours. 

NEW  TORONTO  AIRPORT 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer,  and 
Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  report  again— I  think 
this  is  the  second  time— and  give  the  hon. 
members  a  brief  progress  report  on  the  gov- 

ernment's North  Pickering  community  devel- 
opment project  and  clarify  and  elaborate  on 

a  few  of  the  details  regarding  our  acquisi- 
tion of  land  for  this  project. 

As  some  hon.  members  will  be  awaTe  from 
some  recent  reports  in  the  press,  we  have 
lately  proceeded  as  announced  with  the  ac- 

quisition of  properties.  As  of  June  8,  we 
had  acquired  six  such  properties,  and  mean- 

while our  land  acquisition  team  is  proceed- 
ing with  the  balance  of  the  property  ap- 

praisals. They  expect  that  50  per  cent  of 
those  will  be  completed  by  the  end  of  this 
month. 

I  will  reiterate  our  government's  earlier statement  that  it  is  our  intention  to  acquire 
all  the  land  by  this  means  of  private  nego- 

tiation. Only  if  we  find  it  impossible  to  ac- 
quire all  the  land  for  the  project  in  this 

manner,  will  we  consider  expropriation.  In 
other  words,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  no  speci- 

fic commitment  to  expropriate  any  land  at 
this  time. 

I  would  like  to  clarify  our  intentions  in 
regard  to  occupancy  of  premises  by  owners 
who  have  sold  to  us  voluntarily.  As  I  had 
been  asked  earlier,  occupant-owners  are  be- 

ing given  the  opportunity  to  stay  on  in  their 
premises  for  a  stipulated  period,  rent  free,  in 
return  for  simply  paying  their  taxes  and 
maintaining  these  properties  in  good  order. 
The  original  announcement  referred  to 

the  rent-free  period  as  two  years.  However, 
in  refining  our  plans  on  this  point  we  have 
stipulated,  instead,  a  termination  date  for 
this  rent-free  arrangement.  The  date  is  Jan. 
1,  1975.  In  other  words,  those  who  sell  their 

properties  at  this  time  will  live  rent-free  for 
considerably  longer  than  two  years,  and  the 
two  years  will  in  all  likelihood  simply  be  the 

minimum  length  of  time- 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  The  Treasurer 
won't  be  here  in  1975. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —of  this  arrangement 
for  the  great  majority  who  sell  voluntarily. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  member  has  got  to 
be  kidding. 

Mr.  Sargent:  If  he  continues  on  this  course 

he  won't  be. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  At  the  end  of  this 
rent-free  period  the  decision  will  be  made 
as  to  which  houses  can  be  offered  to  their 

occupants  for  re-purchase.  For  the  remainder, 
the  government  will  continue  its  policy  of 
encouraging  people  to  continue  living  as  long 
as  possible  in  the  houses  they  have  sold  to 
us,  and  will  do  this  by  negotiating  leases, 
technically  designated  as  licences,  which  will 
enable  these  people  to  pay  a  reasonable  rate 
of  rent  for  as  long  as  their  houses  are  not 
required  for  the  development. 
We  have  not  finalized  the  details  of  this 

rental  arrangement,  but  in  effect  the  present 
occupants,  owners  and  tenants  alike,  will  be 
given  the  right  of  first  refusal  to  rent  follow- 

ing the  rent-free  period. 
Although  the  government  has  no  specific 

commitment  to  expropriate  any  land  in  the 
North  Pickering  area,  some  questions  have 
arisen,  quite  naturally,  about  the  attitude  the 
government  is  likely  to  take  towards  those 

property  owners  who  have  not  sold  volun- 
tarily, and  about  the  procedures  we  would 

follow  in  regard  to  having  owner-occupants 
stay  on  after  expropriation. 

I  want  to  make  it  abundantly  clear,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  government  will  pursue 
policies  almost  identical  to  those  we  are 
pursuing  with  those  who  sell  voluntarily. 

The  underlying  principles  will  be  to  encour- 
age owner-occupants  to  stay  on  the  premises 

as  long  as  possible  after  the  government  has 
acquired  title.    If   a  property  were   actually 
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needed  for  construction  or  other  purposes, 
the  occupant,  of  course,  would  be  required 
to  move.  Otherwise,  he  will  be  encouraged 
to  stay  on  at  a  reasonable  rate  of  rent  until 
the  property  is  needed  for  the  project. 

We  believe  that  such  a  policy  is  not  only 
a  considerate  and  humane  one  but  also 
a  matter  of  sound  business,  for  we  believe 
no  one  is  better  capable  than  the  occupant 
himself  of  maintaining  a  property  in  good 
condition.  This  arrangement  will  relieve  the 
government  of  the  cost  and  burden  of  what 
would  otherwise  become  an  enormous  pro- 

gramme of  property  management. 

Beginning  with  the  announcement  of  this 
project  last  March  2,  I  have  emphasized 

our  government's  concern  about  the  buildings 
of  historic  interest  which  lie  within  the  desig- 

nated areas  of  the  North  Pickering  project 
and  those  which  lie  within  the  boundaries 

of  the  new  airport.  I  am  pleased  to  report 
that  the  government  is  now  in  the  process 
of  establishing  an  independent  body  to  work 
with  us,  with  the  federal  government  and 
with  various  historical  societies  and  other 
interested  organizations  to  deal  with  this 
aspect   of   the   project. 

Historic  buildings  within  the  area  will  be 
identified  by  well  qualified  experts  in  this 
field  and  the  basic  objective  will  be  to  pre- 

serve all  such  buildings  if  that  is  possible.  In 

instances  where  such  buildings  simply  can- 
not remain  on  their  present  sites  the  gov- 

ernment will  consider  moving  them  to  suit- 
able sites,  even  if  they  must  be  placed  out- 
side the  township  or  the  immediate  air- 
port area. 

We  have  had  some  inquiries  about  the 
availability  of  lots  in  the  new  community, 
particularly  lots  which  could  be  made  avail- 

able to  families  displaced  by  the  North 
Pickering  and  airport  projects.  While  we 
estimate  that  in  the  normal  course  of  events 
serviced  lots  will  be  offered  for  sale  about 

five  years  from  now,  the  government  will 
be  making  special  arrangements  to  provide 
lots  on  a  priority  basis  to  people  displaced 
by  the  two  projects  at  the  time  these  people 
will  need  to  begin  building  their  new  homes. 
The  govrnment  will  establish  this  priority 
as  one  of  the  basic  terms  of  reference  for  the 

consultants  who  will  be  drawing  up  the  mas- 
ter plan  of  the  community. 
Some  questions  have  arisen  about  the 

power  of  the  government  to  expropriate  land 
for  the  project.  As  members  are  aware,  such 
power  does  exist  at  this  time  under  four 
Acts  which  are  being  used  in  this  instance: 
the  National  Housing  Act  is  a  federal  Act; 

our  own  Acts  are  the  Housing  Development 
Act,  the  Public  Works  Act  and  the  Ontario 
Housing  Act. 

In  respect  to  the  prices  of  the  newly- 
serviced  lots  that  will  be  offered  for  sale 

in  North  Pickering,  I  have  already  announced 
our  intention  to  control  prices.  This  state- 

ment has  given  rise  to  the  erroneous  notion 
that  the  community  will  therefore  be  some 
kind  of  low-cost  housing  project.  I  wish  to 
emphasize  that  the  community  we  intend  to 
develop  will  include  houses  in  a  wide  variety 
of  sizes  and  style,  and  therefore  the  lots 
on  which  they  are  situated  will  vary  ac- 

cordingly in  size  and  price. 
However,  controls  will  be  imposed  to  keep 

all  property  prices  at  reasonable  levels  in 
relation  to  the  cost  of  their  development. 
The  nature  and  manner  of  these  controls 

have  yet  to  be  worked  out.  I  can  assure  you 
that  this  matter  will  be  subjected  to  the  most 
careful  study  by  people  well  qualified  for 
the  task,  and  they  will  be  instructed  to  tailor 
their  proposals  to  suit  the  character  and 
variety  of  the  housing  envisaged  for  North Pickering. 

We  are  aware  that  some  municipalities  in 
the  North  Pickering  area  are  apprehensive 
about  what  might  happen  to  their  property 
tax  revenues  during  the  period  when  the 
government  has  title  to  the  properties  it  is 
acquiring  for  the  project.  I  can  assure  the 
House  that  one  of  our  fundamental  policies 
is  to  make  certain  that  no  municipality  will 
suffer  financially  from  the  effects  of  our  land 
acquisition  programme.  We  intend  to  enter 
into  negotiations  with  such  municipalities  to 
arrive  at  arrangements  that  will  protect  local 
jurisdictions  in  this  regard.  It  is  not  possible 
at  this  point  to  say  whether  such  protection 
will  be  afforded  by  grants  in  lieu  of  taxes  or 
by  some  other  means. 

Mr.    Sargent:   Where's   the   applause? 
Mr.  Speaker:   Oral  questions. 

NEW  TORONTO  AIRPORT 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  further  to 

the  Treasurer's  statement  today,  can  he  now 
tell  the  House  if  the  government  of  Ontario 

is  prepared  to  authorize  a  hearing  of  neces- 
sity, either  for  the  North  Pickering  plan  or 

for  the  lands  that  the  province  will  be  re- 
sponsible for  in  the  noise  areas  around  the 

airport?  The  question,  I  think,  is  particularly 
pertinent  since  the  government  of  Canada  has 
announced  that  it  will  not  authorize  such  a hearing. 



3640 ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  federal  govern- 
ment has  moved  to  expropriate.  Their  hear- 
ings, obviously,  would  have  to  come  first 

under  that  Act.  My  answer  is  the  same  as  it 
was,  I  think,  last  week,  to  the  Leader  of  the 

Opposition. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  For 

purposes  of  clarification,  I'm  sure  that  the 
Treasurer  is  aware  that  a  hearing  of  neces- 

sity under  either  one  of  the  Expropriation 
Acts  deals  only  with  properties  concerned  for 
a  project,  not  with  the  project  itself. 

Will  the  minister  clarify  the  intent  of  the 
government?  Are  we  to  presume  that  hear- 

ings of  necessity  for  early  properties  needed 
for  North  Pickering,  or  for  the  noise  areas 
under  provincial  jurisdiction  for  the  airport, 
will  in  fact  be  construed  as  hearings  of 
necessity  for  either  or  both  of  the  projects, 
or  just  for  the  properties  concerned? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  that  is  a 
question  which  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
should  address  to  the  government  of  Canada. 
I'm  afraid  I  can't  answer  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  further  supplementary: 
I  would  like  to  make  this  clear,  and  it  would 
be  a  good  occasion  for  the  government  to 
make  its  position  clear.  The  government  of 
Canada  has  said,  categorically,  that  it  will 
not  authorize  a  hearing  of  necessity  of  the 
type  that  I  have  requested  and  which  has 
been  requested  by  others.  It  now  appears 
that  if  the  government  of  Ontario  is  not  pre- 

pared to  authorize  it,  one  will  not  be  held. 
I  think  the  question  is  extremely  important, 
and  if  the  minister  is  not  prepared  to  say 
yes  or  no,  would  he  kindly  do  me  the  favour 
of  taking  it  as  notice  and  giving  us  a  de- 

finitive answer  on  this  matter  at  an  early 
time? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  believe  I  already 
have,  and  the  answer  is  no. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  for  clarifi- 
cation, does  the  minister— 

Hon.  J.  W.  Snow  (Minister  of  Government 
Services):  How  can  the  minister  clarify  no? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Does 
the  minister  feel  that  he  has  given  a  defini- 

tive no  to  that  question  in  the  past?  If  so,  I 
would  like  him  to  turn  it  up  in  Hansard, 
because  I  think  it  is  an  important  answer.  I 
regret  that  he  has  made  that  answer,  but  at 
least  it  is  definite  for  once. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  What  would  be  in- 
teresting  to   try  to   find   in   Hansard   is  just 

where  the  Liberal  Party  stands  on  this  issue 
—as  on  so  many  other  issues,  on  all  sides  of 
the  fence. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Why  does  the  Treasurer 
always  rave  when  his  answers  get  very  fuzzy 
and  he  has  a  little  problem  understanding 
them  himself? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

SCARBOROUGH  EXPRESSWAY 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Premier.  Is  he  prepared  to 
allow  the  recommendations  pertaining  to  the 
Scarborough  Expressway  and  the  further  ex- 

tension through  Scarborough  that  have  been 
recommended  take  their  normal  course,  or  is 

he  going  to  interpose  his  ministry's  judge- ment in  this  regard  as  he  did  a  year  ago  with 

Spadina? 
Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  read 

the  story  in  the  Globe  and  Mail  this  morn- 
ing. I  understand  there  are  recommendations 

from  the  joint  technical  committee  that  I'm sure  will  be  assessed  by  Metro  and  by  the 
government.  Certainly,  at  this  point,  I  would 
have  no  further  comment  until  I  have  an 

opportunity  to  look  at  them  myself. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Since 
the  Premier  is  expert  in  these  matters,  could 
he  explain  to  us  what  the  procedures  would 
be,  either  leading  up  to  the  cancellation  of 
the  plan,  or  actually  the  beginning  of  work; 
which  would  I  presume  take  a  couple  of 
years  before  the  highway  would  be  usable? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
delighted  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
recognizes  some  degree  of  competence  on 
this  side  of  the  House.  This  is  something 

that  obviously  got  through  to  several  hun- 
dred thousand  people  last  October.  While  I 

don't  myself  qualify  myself  as  an  expert- 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Sarnia):  The  Premier 
must  know  the  definition  of  expert. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —as  it  relates  to  the  en- 
gineering or  design  aspect  of  some  of  these 

facilities- 
Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  He  has  lost 

his  experts. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  If  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition   is    anxious   to   know   the   history 



JUNE    14,    1972 3641 

and  the  process  that  we  went  through  with 

respect  to  the  decision- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —to  stop  the  Spadina 
Expressway,  that  might  be  the  start  of  an- 

other question  as  it  relates  to  Scarborough. 
Quite  obviously,  at  this  point,  it  will  be 
going   through   the   normal   procedures. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  are  those? 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  What  are 
those? 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  That 
was  the  question! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
must  confess  that  I  am  really  not  sure  what 
the  total  procedure  is,  but  I  would  assume 
that  a  part  of  the  procedure  would  be  an 

application  by  Metropolitan  Toronto  coun- 

cil- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —to  the  Ontario  Municipal 
Board  as  it  relates  to  the  Scarborough  Ex- 

pressway and  as  it  relates  to  the  financial 
capacity  of  this  municipality  to  fund  the 

project. 

I  am  assuming  that  is  a  part  of  the  step, 

and  I  think  that  assumption  is  perhaps  rea- 
sonably accurate.  Where  it  flows  from  there, 

of  course,  I  can't  say  at  this  moment  to  the 
Leader  of  the  Oppositon. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  From 
our  experience  of  procedures  a  year  ago,  has 
the  Premier  any  personal  prejudice  that 
might  interfere  with  or,  on  the  other  hand, 
expedite    this    particular    expressway? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
only  make  this  observaton:  Any  personal 
point  of  view  I  may  have  is  the  kind  of 
point  of  view  that  at  least  is  categorical  and 

says  yes  or  no- 

Interjections  by  hon.   members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —unlike  the  Leader  of  the 

Opposition  who  was  caught  on  that  parti- 
cular issue  with,  as  I  said  on  one  occasion 

last  fall,  both  feet  planted  firmly  in  the  air. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Has  the  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  further  questions? 

Interjections    by    hon.    members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Not  until  the  enthusiastic 

response  dies  down,  Mr.   Speaker! 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

SHORTAGE  OF  HEAVY  WATER 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 

question  of  the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Re- 
sources Development.  Can  he  comment  on 

the  report  in  the  Star  this  afternoon  that  the 

shortage  of  heavy  water  is  assuming  serious 

proportions  and  may  interfere  with  the  pro- 
gress  of   our   atomic   electric  developments? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Sec- 
retary for  Resources  Development):  Well,  I 

haven't  read  the  article  itself  but,  as  I  think 
most  members  and  the  public  know,  the  ex- 

pected source  of  heavy  water  from  the  Mari- 
times  did  not  produce  as  planned  in  the 

federal  government's  atomic  energy  planning. 

Interjection   by   an   hon.    member. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  My  own  informa- 
tion is  that  things  are  not  quite  as  black  as 

I  would  judge  the  article  suggests.  Hydro, 
in  one  way  or  another,  by  sorting  out  its 

supplies,  by  borrowing  supplies,  by  purchas- 
ing some  in  this  country  and  in  the  United 

States- 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  minister  knows  that's not  true! 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Does  the  member  know? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  —and,  I  under- 
stand, by  way  of  a  purchase  from  Russia 

itself,  I  believe— 

Interjections   by   hon.   members. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  My  latest  report 

is  that  they  think  that,  in  one  way  or  an- 
other, they  will  be  able  to  put  enough  heavy 

water  together  in  this  province  to  keep  the 
plants  in  action. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Will 
the  minister  undertake  to  get  a  report  from 
Hydro  as  to  what  its  needs  will  be  over  the 
next  12  months  and  how  they  will  be  filled? 
Is  the  minister  aware  that  one  of  the  reports 

is  that  we  are  going  to  have  to  borrow 
heavy  water  from  Brazil  or  Argentina,  as 
long  as  we  return  it  by  Oct.  1?  It  looks  as 
if  the  matter  is  assuming  crisis  proportions, 

and  I  would  appreciate— 
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Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  How 
about  Cuba? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —a  fuller  report  if  the 
minister  would  get  one. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  I  will,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  hon.  member 
has  been  singing  that  song  for  four  years 
and  he  is  so  disappointed  the  Pickering  site 
is  working. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Why  doesn't  the  Trea- 
surer go  back  and  talk  to  some  people  who 

are  afraid  of  him,  like  the  people  in 
Timmins? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park  has  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order: 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  Mr.  Speaker, 
is  it  not  correct  that  at  least  one  of  our 
plants  has  already  shut  down  because  of  the 
shortage  of  heavy  water— I  am  referring  to 
the  one  up  at  Douglas  Point— and  if  it  has 
had  to  be  shut  down  for  such  a  lengthy 
time,  how  does  the  minister  expect  to  solve 
the  problem  now? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Well,  I  don't 
recall  that  as  being  a  shutdown  based  on 
heavy  water.  But  with  the  number  of  plants 
and  the  number  of  sources  that  Hydro  is 
trying  to  put  together  to  bridge  them  over 

this  period  of  scarcity,  I  think  I'll  have  to  do 
exactly  what  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
has  requested.  I  have  read  one  report,  but 

that  is  about  three  weeks  old.  I'll  get  it 
updated  and  make  it  available  to  the  House. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Since  the  Douglas  Point 
plant  has  been  shut  down  for  so  long,  if  it 

wasn't  heavy  water,  what  made  it  shut  down? 
What  was  the  shortage? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Well,  there  was 

a  maintenance  problem,  but  I  can't  tell  the 
hon.  member  categorically  today  whether 
that  is  the  reason  for  its  not  operating.  We 
did  have  a  maintenance  problem  there  and 
I  think  we  have  had  a  minor  maintenance 

problem  on  one  of  the  generating  units  at 
Pickering  itself. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Sargent:  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the 

minister  knows  nothing  about  today's  report, 
and  that  we  are  talking  about  converting  one 
of  the  plants  to   coal  power,   and  that  we 

are  embarked  upon  a  $1  billion  programme 

there,  why  doesn't  he  know? 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  further  question:  Does  the 
minister  know  that  in  Douglas  Point  they 
are  building  houses  now  to  protect  the  peo- 

ple from  hydrogen  sulphide  fumes  emanating 
from  Douglas  Point? 

Mr.  Speaker:  It  is  hardly  a  supplementary 

question. 
Mr.  Sargent:  He  should  know  something 

about  what  is  going  on. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  It  is  hardly  supple- mentary. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I'll  give  him  some  more  if 
he  wants.  Can  he  answer  one  of  the  ques- 
tions? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Secre- 
tary for  Justice):  Which  one? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  have  further  questions? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker- 

Mr.    Speaker:    The   hon.   member   did   not 
ask  proper  supplementary  questions. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  will  ask  him  a  question 
then,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  One  more  chance.  A  proper 
supplementary. 

Mr.   Sargent:   It  is  a  shocking  thing,   Mr. 

Speaker- Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  The  hon.  member  will 
be  seated. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Will  the  hon.  minister  tell 

me— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  The  hon.  member 
will  be  seated. 

Mr.  Sargent:  —why,  if  the  United  States 
atomic  energy  plants  cannot  buy  heavy 
water,  why  this  government  can  buy  it? 

An    hon.    member:    It    can't. 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  can't.  And  the  minister  is 
trying  to  con  us  that  something  is  going  to 
happen. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 
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Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  As  I  suggested 

earlier,  when  it  comes  down  to  the  distribu- 
tion of  heavy  water  supplies  among  our  dif- 

ferent resources  here,  whether  or  not  we  will 
have  to  rely  on  fossil  fuels  in  an  interim 
period,  I  will  bring  myself  up  to  date  on  all 
these  things.  The  latest  report  I  had  from 

hydro- 
Mr.  Reid:  What  is  the  minister  up  to  date 

onr 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  —was  that  they 
thought  by  buying,  borrowing  and  generally 
husbanding  their  resources  they  could  get 
over  this  interim  period.  If  that  has  changed 

in  the  last  three  weeks,  I'll  so  report,  as  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  asked. 

Mr.  Reid:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  have  been  sufficient 
supplementaries.  There  has  been  a  reasonable 
number  of  supplementaries.  No  more  supple- 

mentaries on  that  one.  The  hon.  Leader  of 
the  Opposition? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  not 
right  now. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  deputy  leader  of 
the  New  Democratic  Party. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  The  mem- 
ber for  High  Park  is  shut  out  again. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  I'm  up  and 
down  like  a  yo-yo  in  this  place. 

Mr.  Speaker:  If  I  inappropriately  referred 

to  the  hon.  member,  I'll  refer  to  him  as  the hon.  member  for  Wentworth. 

MOUNT  HOPE  AIRPORT 

Mr.  Deans:  I  would  like  to  ask  a  question 
of  the  Premier,  Mr.  Speaker.  What  involve- 

ment does  the  Province  of  Ontario  presently 
have  in  the  planning  of  the  redevelopment 
of  Mount  Hope  Airport? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  say 

at  this  particular  moment  we  have  no  involve- 
ment with  respect  to  the  redevelopment  of 

Mount  Hope  Airport.  I  think  the  hon.  mem- 
ber asked  me  this  question  some  two  or  three 

weeks  ago.  I  indicated  then,  from  our  knowl- 
edge of  it,  that  any  redevelopment  or  alter- 

ation at  Mount  Hope  was  a  programme  of  the 
federal  government  and  that  we  have  cer- 

tainly not  at  this  point  been  involved  in  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Treasurer  hasn't 
given  it  his  full  attention  yet. 

Mr.  Deans:  A  supplementary  question: 
Might  I  ask  the  Premier  how  the  Province  of 
Ontario  would  intend  to  provide  the  services, 
accesses  and  the  like  for  a  major  regional 
airport,  if  it  is  not  involved  in  the  planning 
of  the  airport  or,  for  that  matter,  not  involved 
in  any  of  the  stages  of  the  decision  as  to 
whether  the  airport  should  or  should  not  be 
redeveloped? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 

assume  that  when  the  federal  government's 
own  plans  become  more  precise,  it  will  con- 

sult with  us  and  also  with  the  municipalities 
as  to  what  provincial  services  may  or  may  not 
be  required.  I  would  say,  in  fairness  to  the 
federal  government,  that  in  many  areas  of 
endeavour  it  has  been  reasonably  co-opera- 

tive. I  would  expect  that,  as  far  as  Mount 
Hope  is  concerned,  when  they  are  ready  to 
communicate,  they  will  do  so,  and  we  will 
co-operate  with  them,  as  we  always  do. 

Mr.  Deans:  A  final  supplementary  ques- 
tion: Is  the  Premier  aware  that  the  council 

of  the  city  of  Hamilton  was  informed  last 
evening  that  the  federal  government  is  pre- 

pared to  proceed  immediately  with  the  re- 
development; that,  in  fact,  there  has  been 

no  overall  plan  developed  to  provide  access 
to  and  from  and  to  provide  the  services  that 
will  be  required  by  the  Mount  Hope  Airport, 
once  it  is  redeveloped;  and  that  those  will  be 

the  responsibility  of  the  provincial  govern- ment? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker:  I  am  not 
sure  whether  the  hon.  member  is  making  a 
speech  or  asking  a  question. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  am  asking  a  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  If  he  is  asking  whether 
I  am  aware  that  this  has  been  communicated 
to  the  city  of  Hamilton,  the  fact  is  that  I  am 
not  aware  of  it.  I  guess  it  gets  down  to  a 
definition  of  what  a  major  redevelopment  is 
and  just  what  it  will  constitute  by  way  of 
alteration  and  servicing  if  any. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not  in  a  position  to 
comment.  We  have  had  no  information,  and 
I  would  assume  the  city  of  Hamilton  really 

hasn't  been  specifically  informed  as  to  the 
extent  of  the  redevelopment  either. 
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Mr.   Deans:    It  is   a  pretty  slipshod  oper- 
ation. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Tell  Mr.  Jamieson. 

BURLINGTON  AND  HAMILTON 
LAKEFRONT  SURVEY 

Mr.  Deans:  A  question  of  the  Provincial 
Secretary  for  Resources  Development:  Has 

the  provincial  secretary  received  the  com- 
munication from  the  conservation  authorities 

of  Wentworth  and  Halton  requesting  a  sur- 
vey to  be  conducted  of  the  lakefront  areas  of 

Burlington  and  Hamilton,  stretching  through 
Saltfleet  township?  If  so,  when  can  they 
expect  to  receive  some  answer  in  regard  to 
the  proposal  to  go  ahead  with  it  immediately? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  I  don't  recall 
receiving  such  a  request,  but  I  will  check 
and  report  to  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Deans:  May  I  ask,  for  clarification, 
whether  in  fact  such  a  request  would  come 
to  the  provincial  secretary  or  would  it  go 

directly  to  the  minister?  It's  a  policy  matter. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  People,  the  public 
and  some  members,  are  trying  to  get  used  to 
the  new  system.  I  find  that  the  mail  often 
comes  to  me  as  Minister  of  Natural  Resources 

when  it  would  normally  go  to  Natural 
Resources  or  to  Environment.  Titles  are  a 

bit  of  a  problem.  I  can  quite  understand  why 
the  public  has  some  interim  difficulty  with 

this,  but  I'll  check  with  the  Minister  of  the 
Environment    (Mr.   Auld)    on  this  particular 

Mr.   Roy:    Never   mind  the   public,    those 
fellows  are  pretty  confused  themselves. 

UNEMPLOYMENT  IN  ONTARIO 

Mr.  Deans:  A  question  of  the  provincial 
Treasurer. 

In  view  of  the  statement  of  yesterday, 
I  believe,  that  the  seasonally-adjusted  rate  for 
unemployment  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  has 
gone  up  in  the  last  month  from  4.2  to  4.4 
per  cent,  and  that  there  are  some  24,000 
persons  presently  engaged  in  retraining  or 
LIP  programmes  in  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
what  action  does  the  provincial  government 
intend  to  make  sure  that  there  are  employ- 

ment opportunities,  in  order  that  this  figure 

of  4.4  won't  be  five  per  cent  by  the  end  of 
August? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  these 
reflect  figures  in  May,  although  they  would 
normally  start  to  turn  up  during  May.  I  think 
there  is  some  reason  to  believe  that  the 

figures  by  the  end  of  June,  with  the  summer 
employment  programmes  coming  into  force, 
will  look  somewhat  better.  Naturally,  we 
continue  to  be  disturbed  about  the  levels  of 

unemployment.  We  are  pleased  that  in  On- 
tario the  actual  unemployment  is  continuing 

to  fall,  from  5.8  at  the  beginning  of  the  year 
to  4.5  in  May. 

It  is  true  that  the  seasonally  adjusted  figure 
has  risen  from  4.2  to  4.4,  but  has  fallen  from 
4.8  in  January  to  4.4.  We  tend  to  put  less 
and  less  confidence,  frankly,  in  the  seasonally- 
adjusted  figures  for  a  variety  of  reasons,  not 

that  we're  that  satisfied  with  the  actual 
figures,  but  a  percentage- 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  Is  the 
Treasurer  not  satisfied  because  they  keep 

going  up? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —change  of  0.2, 
because  of  our  unsureness  about  the  figures. 

I  don't  think  is  of  great  significance,  or  can 
be  construed  as  a  trend  either  one  way  or  the 

other,  much  as  it  might  be  to  someone's 
advantage  to  interpret  it  that  way  at  a  partic- 

ular point  in  time. 

Mr.  Deans:  That  is  not  what  I  said. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  I  meant  the  other 

way.  I  wasn't  referring  to  the  member,  of 
course.  What  we  continue  to  be  encouraged 
by  is  that  consistently,  for  a  number  of 
months,  there  has  been  a  growth  in  the 

labour  force,  the  actual  number  of  unem- 
ployed has  been  falling,  and  what  is  par- 

ticularly heartening,  I  think  to  all  of  us,  is 
that  there  are  something  like  175,000  more 
people  working  today  than  there  were  one 

year  ago.  We've  seen  that  pattern  now  for 
several  months.  It  used  to  be  that  the  chal- 

lenge to  create  100,000  new  jobs  was  con- 
sidered an  enormous  challenge— which  this 

government  accepted— but  now  for  the  last 

year  we've  seen  that  something  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood of  175,000  new  jobs  have  been 

created  in  the  last  year- 

Mr.  Reid:  How  about  a  half  billion  housing 

programme? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —and  are  holding  up. 

Mr.  Deans:  Supplementary  question,  Mr. 

Speaker:  Recognizing  the  government's  abil- 
ity to  produce  new  jobs,  what  exactly  do 

they  propose  to  do  between  now  and  the  end 
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of  August  to  provide  employment  for  the 

23,000-plus  people  who  are  presently  in 
retraining  and  LIP  programmes  which  will 
terminate  within  the  next  60  days,  and  who 
will  become  a  part  of  the  unemployment  force 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  retraining  pro- 
grammes, of  course,  continue.  I  would  only 

point  out  that  the  summer  employment  pro- 
gramme of  the  government  was  intended  to 

produce— and  I  think  has— something  in  the 
neighbourhood  of  20,000  jobs.  I  would  only 

add  this,  I  don't  know  that  this  government 
accepts  the  responsibility  to  provide  the  jobs. 

We  certainly  accept  the  responsibility  to  pro- 
vide the  climate  in  which  the  private  sector 

can  offer  meaningful  employment  to  as  many 
people  as  there  are  who  need  employment  in 
the  province.  That  is  our  continuing  concern 
and  our  continuing  job  as  a  government  to 
try  to  create  that  climate.  We  are  somewhat 
encouraged  that  the  government  of  Canada 
is  now  taking  that  view  as  well  after  delaying 
adequate  responses  for  far  too  long  in  our 

Mr.  B.  Newman  ( Windsor- Walkerville):  A 
supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor-Walkerville  has  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  May  I  ask  the  minister 
if  any  of  his  analyses  or  studies  indicate  that 

the  adverse  or  climbing  unemployment  rate 
can  be  associated  with  adverse  effects  of  the 

DISC  legislation? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  No?  Thank  you. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  not  at  this 

moment.  I  think  in  fairness,  as  the  hon.  mem- 
ber is  probably  aware,  the  Premier  met  with 

the  hon.  member's  mayor  and  other  mayors 
and  members  of  the  UAW  yesterday.  Our  re- 

port to  him— and  I  think  it  was  confirmed  by 
the  three  mayors  who  were  there  and  the 
representatives  of  the  United  Auto  Workers 
—was  that,  to  date,  there  is  no  hard  evidence 
that  there  has  been  any  effect  from  DISC 

We're  talking  about  something  which  has been  in  effect  now  for  two  or  three  months 

and  I  suppose,  realistically,  it's  going  to  take 
perhaps  even  two  or  three  years  before  one 
could  with— 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Just  watch  Lanark  and 
Dunnville! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —great  emphasis  say 
that  this  had  been  brought  about  by  DISC. 
There  are  other  factors,  of  course,  which  are 

causing  concern.  There  is  the  continued  un- 
certainty about  the  auto  pact.  Very  definitely 

the- 
Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 

The  existence  of  the  federal  government. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —the  exchange  value 
of  the  Canadian  dollar  vis-a-vis  the  American 

dollar;  the  prices  and  incomes  policy  in  the 

United  States,  All  of  these  things  are  prob- 
ably having  some  effects. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  Liberal  govern- 
ment in  Ottawa. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes!  The  Minister  of 
Revenue  says  the  biggest  and  most  damaging 

problem  we  have  in  the  country  is  that  there's a  Liberal  government  at  Ottawa,  but  I 

wouldn't  say  that. 

Mr.  Reid:  And  there  will  be  for  some  years 
to  come! 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- worth. 

FEDERAL  HOUSING  STATEMENT 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  one  final  ques- 
tion, also  to  the  Treasurer.  Will  the  Treas- 
urer table  any  communications  he  had  with 

Ottawa  in  regard  to  the  recently  announced 

housing  policy,  on  which  he  indicated  yester- 
day there  were  some  discussions  and  with 

which  he  was  dissatisfied  in  certain  aspects? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  There  is  no— I  don't 
think  that  there  is  any  formal  communica- 

tions. There  is  a  letter  from  the  government 

to  Mr.  Basford  suggesting  certain  things— that 
we  had  not  completed  our  analysis  and  sug- 

gesting a  meeting.  We  did  not  comment 
specifically  in  that  letter  what  our  objections 
were  or  what  they  were  not. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  That's  typical. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  propose  to  do  so 

and  presumably  we'll  have  an  opportunity  to 
do  so  now  before  the  bill  proceeds  through 
the  House.  Quite  frankly,  to  say  that  there 
was  consultation  is  incorrect  in  my  view.  To 

report  that  this  province  was  satisfied  with 
the  legislation  is  incorrect. 

Mr.  Deans:  One  supplementary  question: 
In  view  of  the  justifiable  criticism  heaped  on 
the   federal   government  by  the   Minister  of 
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Revenue  and  the  equally  justifiable  criticism 
heaped  on  the  Minister  of  Revenue  by  this 
party  in  regard  to  a  housing  policy,  why  was 
there  no  written  communication  between  this 

government  and  the  federal  government  if 
there  were  areas  of  disagreement? 

Mr.  Good:  They  were  kicking  it  around. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  ( Downsview ) :  His  first— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Because  the  proposed 
amendments,  which  were  not  amendments  at 

all,  were  received  by  this  government,  I 
suppose,  about  five  or  six  weeks  ago.  We  have 
not  had  the  time  to  analyse  them  fully.  It  is 
only  within  the  last  week,  for  example,  that 
we  had  an  opportunity  to  discuss  them  with 
representative  municipalities  at  the  municipal 
liaison  committee. 

We  are  not  yet  ready  to  reach  definitive 

positions  or  make  more  than  normal  sugges- 

tions. We  haven't  qualified  our  thinking  en- 
tirely on  this  matter.  We  have  asked  some 

questions.  We  had  an  opportunity  to  do  that 
at  the  staff  level  two  weeks  ago,  and 
obviously  the  answers  to  those  questions  are 
becoming  part  of  our  thinking  and  part  of  our 

position. 

One  must  remember  we've  been  waiting 
for  all  this  for  something  like  five  years  and 

after  waiting  that  long,  it  seems  it's  a  little bit  of  undue  haste  to  ask  us,  after  five  weeks, 

why  we  haven't  replied  to  some  very  vaguely worded  recommendations. 

Mr.  Basford  indicated  to  us,  and  I  think 
when  you  read  the  Act  you  will  see,  that 
most  of  what  is  being  proposed  will  be  done 
under  regulation  or  by  agreement  with  the 

respective  provinces  and  simply  gives  author- 
ity to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  the 

provinces.  As  we  understand  it,  the  total 

amount  of  money  is  not  going  to  change 
substantially. 

Now  how  do  you  comment  on  those  sort 
of  nebulous   arrangements  or  suggestions? 

Mr.  Deans:  The  Treasurer  is  criticizing 
him. 

Mr. ,  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  member  for 
Wentworth  have  further  questions  on  behalf 
of  his  party? 

The  hon.  member  for  St.  David. 

BAIL    SYSTEM 

Mrs.  M.  Scrivener  (St.  David):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Attorney 
General. 

In  view  of  the  York  county  grand  jury 

report  to  Judge  Walter  Martin,  is  the  At- 
torney General  reconsidering  the  present  bail 

system  now  in  effect  which  permits  an  ac- 
cused person  to  receive  bail  and  abscond 

and  to  be  returned  by  force  to  appear  in 
court  a  second  time  and  be  allowed  bail 

again,  and  consequently  is  then  given  free- 
dom to  return  to  potential  lawlessness? 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh  dear! 

Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  (Attorney  General):  That 
is  a  federal  matter.  I  noticed  a  report  of  a 
serious  nature  in  Windsor,  in  the  paper  of 
yesterday  or  the  day  before,  of  an  offence 
being  committed  by  a  person  who  was  out 
on  bail.  But  I  would  also  say  that  the 
contents  of  that  report  was  communicated  to 
his  Honour  Judge  Hayes,  the  senior  judge 
in  the  criminal  division,  for  his  advice  and 
discussion  with  the  judges. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

ORGANIZED  CRIME  IN  ONTARIO 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of 
the  Minister  of  Justice  on  a  subject  very 
dear  to  his  heart. 

In  view  of  the  fact,  Mr.  Minister— 

An  hon.  member:  Which  one? 

Mr.  Sargent:  That  one. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  superminister? 

Mr.    Sargent:    The   superminister. 

Mr.   Reid:    The   superfluous   minister. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  one  with  the  tan. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Minister,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  organized  crime  has  been  in  on  the 
ground  floor  at  five  racetracks  in  Ontario  and 
that  the  caterers  Dominion  Sportservice,  have 
been  asked  to  vacate;  and  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  Dick  Beddoes  in  the  Globe  and 

Mail  says  that  we  have  a  gambling  operation 
in  our  tracks  in  Ontario;  the  Sun  and  the 
Star  are  calling  for  a  probe;  in  view  of  the 

reams  of  publicity— a  half  page  this  morning 
on  fixing  at  the  tracks— will  the  minister 

advise  why  we  can't  have  a  probe  into  this area? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  A  probe? 

Mr.    Sargent:    An    investigation. 
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Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  government's 
intentions  in  this  matter  are  pretty  well 
known  as  far  as  our  representations  to  the 
federal  government  respecting  the  Criminal 
Code  amendments  are  concerned,  and  I 
would  hope- 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  am  not  talking  about  that. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  would  hope  that, 
with  that  type  of  operation  which  we  hope 
to  get  into,  that  this  would  go  a  step  beyond 
anything  that  we  have  known  in  this  coun- 

try in  the  past  as  far  as  cleaning  up  un- 
desirable operations,  not  only  in  respect  of 

offtrack  betting  but  in  respect  of  ontrack 
betting  as  well.  There  may  well  be  a  govern- 

ment   statement    about    this    very    shortly. 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker,  would  the  minister  advise  why  Mr. 

Mooney  can't  divulge  why  this  affiliate  of 
the  Mafia— why  the  public  can't  know  why 
they  are  dismissed? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  haven't  talked 
to  Mr.  Mooney  about  that  particular  aspect 

of  it;  I  don't  know. 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Nickel 

Belt. 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  further  supplementary— one 
more  on  this.  At  all  the  major  tracks  on  the 
United  States  eastern  seaboard  they  claim 
there  is  fixing  at  every  track.  Why  does  the 

minister  think  we  don't  have  fixing  at  the five  tracks  we  have  in  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  He  hasn't  said  that. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  haven't  said  that 
they  have  no  fixing. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Nickel 
Belt. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Is  the  minister  saying  they 
have? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  not  saying 

they  have  or  they  haven't.  There  certainly 
have  been  cases  in  the  past,  as  my  hon. 
friend  knows,  or  should  know,  where  that 
type  of  crime  has  been  committed  at  the 
Ontario  tracks.  Of  course,  this  was  the  whole 
purpose  why  the  Ontario  Racing  Commission 
was  set  up  originally.  I  think  the  need  for 
more  strict  government  control  now  certainly  • 
goes  far  beyond  the  original  purposes  of  the 
Ontario  Racing  Commission,  and  its  me- 
chanics. 

If  we  are  going  to  do  the  job  though  I 
think  we  have  to  do  it  right  and  I  think  we 

have  to  do  it  in  a  comprehensive  way  and 
I  think  we  have  to  do  it  in  a  way  in  which 
there  is  no  divided  jurisdiction  in  this  par- 

ticular field. 

Mr.  Sargent:  When  will  we  have  the  state- 
ment then,  Mr.  Speaker? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  As  I  say,  certainly 
within  the  week  there  will  be  a  statement 
on  this. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park  on  a  supplementary? 

Mr.  Shulman:  In  the  research  that  is  go- 
ing on  at  the  present  time  is  the  minister 

planning  to  take  any  action  in  connection 
with  the  two  tracks  in  Ontario  that  are  per- 

sisting in  employing  Dominion  Sportservice 
or  Emprise? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  As  my  hon.  friend 
knows— as  far  as  I  know,  anyway— in  this 
country  there  is  no  law  against  associating 
with  criminals.  Certainly  the  congressional 
investigations  in  Washington,  certainly  the 
committee  hearings  in  Washington,  certainly 
the  committee  hearings  in  a  number  of  the 
states  at  the  state  level,  have  indicated  that 
there  is  some  sort  of  nebulous  tie-up  between 
Emprise  Ltd.,  which  is  the  holding  com- 

pany for  Sportservice  Ltd.,  which  is  the 
holding  company  for  Dominion  Sportservice 
Ltd.,  which  has  had  the  catering  facilities 
here  at  these  tracks.  I  assume  that  is  why 
Mr.  Mooney  made  the  announcement  that 
he  did  in  respect  of  the  Ontario  Jockey  Club. 

In  respect  of  the  other  two  tracks  in  this 
province  certainly  we  have  been  aware  of 
this  problem  for  some  time;  we  have  been 
investigating  it  for  some  time.  There  may  be 
governmental  pressure  added  to  the  public 
pressures  on  those  two  remaining  tracks 
which  could  clean  up  this  innuendo,  this 
impression  that  exists.  I  merely  caution  the 
members  of  this  House  that  as  far  as  I  know 
no  law  of  this  province  is  presently  being 
broken. 

If  the  hon.  members  have  any  specific 
evidence  that  can  be  utilized  in  any  type  of 
prosecution  or  can  give  us  any  lever  at  all 
by  which  we  can  force  certain  desirable  ac- 

tions to  be  taken  I  would  be  glad  to  hear 
about  it.  We  are  still  investigating  the  mat- 

ter—not only  that  matter  but  a  few  other  dis- 
turbing matters  in  relation  to  the  Ontario 

tracks  and  Ontario  racing  in  general.  Of 
course,  these  investigations,  if  they  have  any 
public  impact  at  all,  will  have  to  result  in 
prosecutions    but    until    that    time    comes    I 
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am  afraid  I  can  say  nothing  further  about 

it  and  I  don't  think  anyone  else  should either. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Nickel 
Belt. 

Interjection  by   an  hon.   member. 

Mr.  Speaker:   The  hon.  minister  just  said 
he  will  say  nothing  further  about  it. 

The  hon.  member  for  Nickel  Belt. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  There  were  only  two 
who  went  and  Canadian  Press  was  not  in- 

vited, as  it  turned  out. 

Mr.  Singer:  Shame!  Doesn't  the  Treasurer like  the  Canadian  Press? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Because  there  was 
no  more  room. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park. 

ESTABLISHMENT  OF 
NORTHERN  ONTARIO  PLACE 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Industry  and 

Tourism:  Has  the  minister  decided  yet 
whether  or  not  an  Ontario  Place  will  be  es- 

tablished in  northern  Ontario? 

Hon.  J.  White  (Minister  of  Industry  and 
Tourism):  This  has  yet  to  be  determined. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
East. 

INVITATIONS  TO  PRESS 
ON  TIMMINS  VISIT 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Treasurer.  I  understand  that  he  went 
to  Timmins  a  couple  of  days  ago  about  the 
reorganization  of  government  and  invited 
along  about  three  members  of  the  press 
corps,  members  from  the  Globe  and  Mail, 
the  Star  and  the  London  Free  Press.  My 
question  is  simply  this:  Has  he  now  taken 
upon  himself  to  determine  which  members 
of  the  press  should  attend  which  events?  In 
effect  he  is  curtailing  or  restricting  the  free- 

dom of  the  press  of  the  others. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  didn't  look  at  it  in 
that  light.  At  the  last  minute  we  realized 
there  was  room  on  the  plane  and  we  asked 
who  could  go.  Those  happened  to  be  the 
people  we  asked. 

Mr.  Singer:  That  is  why  we  need  a  bigger 
plane. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Maybe  we  need  another 
one. 

Mr.  Roy:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 

Isn't  it  a  fact  that  only  the  three  who  went along  were  the  three  invited?  The  Treasurer 
did  not  invite  any  of  the  others,  including 
Canadian  Press. 

UNION  SAVINGS  AND  LOAN 
ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Consumer  and  Commercial  Relations:  Is  he 

in  a  position  yet  to  report  on  his  investiga- 
tions into  the  Union  Savings  and  Loan  Asso- 

ciation and  the  connection  of  certain  Toron- 
tonians  with  that  collapse? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Would  the 
member  repeat  the  last  part  of  the  question? 
I  didn't  get  it. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Some  weeks  ago  the  minis- 
ter said  he  would  investigate  the  collapse 

of  the  Union  Savings  and  Loan  Association 
and  how  the  money  was  stolen  from  the 
Bahamas  and  brought  up  here  by  certain 
Torontonians.  Is  he  ready  to  report  on  that 

yet? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  The  matter  is  still  under 

investigation,  and  I  will  report  when  I  have the  reply. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor-Walkerville. 

EFFECTS  OF  DISC  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Industry  and 
Tourism:  Has  the  minister  an  up-to-date  list 
of  the  various  Ontario-based  corporations 
which  are  taking  advantage  of  the  DISC 

legislation? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  no 
way  of  determining  exactly  which  companies 
are  utilizing  the  DISC  legislation,  and  this 
is  one  of  the  reasons  for  our  concern.  If 
the  Ford  Motor  Co.,  for  instance,  ships  into 
Ontario  through  a  DISC  corporation,  the 
waybills,  the  invoices  and  other  documents 
do  not  necessarily  show  the  DISC  corpora- tion. 
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According  to  US  law,  the  documents  re- 
lating to  the  shipment  simply  show  the  Ford 

Motor  Co.,  and  in  these  circumstances  it  is 
virtually  impossible  for  us  to  quantify  the 
results  of  this  American  legislation.  Because 
we  are  not  able  to  accurately  assess  the 
consequences,   our  concern  is  heightened. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  A  supplementary:  Would 
the  minister  consider  sending  a  communica- 

tion to  each  of  the  corporations  requesting 
that  they  notify  him  whether  they  are  taking 
advantage  of  the  DISC  legislation? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  This  could  be  done;  I 

don't  know  that  it  would  help  very  much. 
We  now  know  from  the  assertions  of  the 

large  automobile  companies  that  they  are 
in  fact  availing  themselves  of  DISC,  at 
least  to  the  extent  of  having  formed  such 
corporations  in  the  United  States.  To  have 
a  longer  list,  without  knowing  what  kind  of 
imports  were  flowing  through  the  DISC, 
would  not  in  fact  enable  us  to  determine  the 

amount  of  production  being  induced  back 
into  the   United   States   from   Ontario. 

We  certainly  are,  in  part  as  a  result  of 
meetings  yesterday  with  the  mayors  and 
UAW  representatives,  reassessing  our  own 
position  and  no  doubt  that  position  will  be 
made  known  to  the  House  sometime  in  the 
future. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Port 
Arthur. 

CONCURRENT  PROCEEDINGS 
UNDER  TWO  ACTS 

Mr.  Foulds:  A  question  of  the  Attorney 
General,  Mr.  Speaker:  I  wonder  if  the 
minister  can  explain  to  us  why  proceedings 
cannot  take  place  concurrently  under  the 
Beach  Protection  Act  and  the  Proceedings 
Against  the  Crown  Act? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  made  a  statement  about 

that  yesterday  in  the  House. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  It  wasn't 
a  satisfactory  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Maybe  it  wasn't,  but  I think  I  covered  the  matter  and  dealt  with  it 
at  that  time. 

Mr.  Foulds:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 

I  have  read  the  minister's  answer  very  care- 
fully and  he  has  not  explained  why  we  can- 

not proceed  under  both  Acts  at  the  same 

time.  That's  what  I  am  asking  at  this  mo- 
ment. He  did  not  explain  that  in  his  answer. 

Mr.  Speaker:  It  was  my  impression  that  the 
minister  had  explained  that  as  part  of  his 
answer.  Perhaps  he  would  like  to  comment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  think  I  answered  the 

question,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  He 
didn't   answer.    He    won't    answer. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Rainy 
River. 

REPORT  OF  TASK  FORCE 
ON  DENTISTS  AND  DENTURISTS 

Mr.  Reid:  I  have  a  question  for  the 
member  for  Lincoln  if  I  can  get  his  attention. 
I  know  that  he  usually  sort  of  falls  asleep 
during  the  question  period,  but  I  do  have  a 
question  that  I  spent  a  lot  of  time  thinking 

up  for  him  so  he'll  have  something  to  do. 
In  view  of  the  absence  of  the  Minister  of 

Health  (Mr.  Potter),  can  the  minister— or 
super-minister  or  superflous  minister,  or  what- 

ever title  he  goes  by— can  he  indicate  whether 
the  report  of  the  task  force  on  dentists  and 
denturists,  part  of  which  I  understand  will 
be  made  part  of  the  omnibus  medical  bill 
presented  by  the  Minister  of  Health,  will 
be  made  available  in  the  very  near  future 
so  that  members  of  the  House  and  of  the 
professions  involved  will  have  a  chance  to 
study  it  before  the  legislation  is  introduced 
in  the  House? 

Hon.  R.  Welch  (Provincial  Secretary  for 
Social  Development):  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Reid:  By  way  of  supplementary- 

Mr.  Singer:  When? 

Mr.  Reid:  I  had  almost  anticipated  an 
answer  like  that.  Can  the  minister  indicate 
when  this  report  will  be  available? 

An  hon.  member:  Just  say  soon. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  the 
plan  of  the  minister  to  table  the  report  of 
the  task  force  study,  I  think,  some  time  next 
week  when  he  gets  back. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sarnia. 

SALE  OF  INSURANCE  TO  IMMIGRANTS 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 
A  question  of  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and 
Commercial  Relations. 
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Could  the  minister  advise  whether  his 
department  is  aware  of  the  practice  of  certain 
health  and  accident  insurance  companies 
licensed  by  his  department  of  meeting  im- 

migrants at  the  plane  at  Malton  airport  and 
selling  them  superfluous  health  and  accident 
policies? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  am  not  aware  of  the 

practice,  but  I  will  have  it  investigated  im- 
mediately. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view. 

STATEMENTS  BY  POLICE  OFFICIAL 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Attorney  General. 

I  wonder  if  the  Attorney  General  approves 
of  the  recent  statements  by  the  acting  chief 
of  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  Police,  Adolphus 
Payne,  when  he  ventured  the  view  that  legal 

aid  wasn't  sought  by  criminals  before  they committed  crimes  and  he  could  see  no  use 
in  having  it  for  them  after  they  committed 
crimes? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No,  I  don't  agree  with him. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sud- 
bury East. 

SERVICES  IN  ROCKVIEW  ESTATES 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  resi- 

dents of  Rockview  Estates  in  Wahonapitae 

still  don't  have  water  and  the  septic  systems 
haven't  been  repaired  by  Cambrian  Real Estate  and  Traders  Finance  as  had  been 
promised  back  in  January,  would  the  Pre- 

mier intervene  so  that  these  families  who 
bought  homes  in  good  faith  would  have  these 
services  made  available  to  them? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  am  not  familiar  with 

the  particulars  of  this  matter  but  I'll  cer- 
tainly look  into  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Rainy 
River. 

RETAIL  SALES  TAX 

Mr.  Reid:  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minis- 
ter of  Revenue.  Can  the  Minister  of  Revenue 

indicate   to  the   House   whether  he   has   re- 

ceived a  large  number  of  complaints  from 
small  businessmen  in  the  province  in  regard 
to  the  taking  away  by  the  government  of 
the  2Vz  per  cent  rebate  for  their  collection 
of  the  retail  sales  tax;  and  whether  or  not 
the  minister  contemplates  a  change  in  this 
by  reverting  to  the  original  plan  where  they 
were  rebated  for  their  time  and  effort  in  col- 

lecting the  retail  sales  tax  for  the  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  of  course 
the  question  of  the  definition  of  a  large 
number  would  have  to  enter  this  discus- 

sion. What  does  the  hon.  member  consider 
is  a  large  number? 

Mr.  Reid:  Three. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  if  three  is  a 
large  number,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  had  a 
large  number.  Those  three  or  more  who  did 
write  regarding  the  cancellation  of  the  re- 
numeration,  for  which  all  parties  voted  in 
the  select  committee  which  recommended  it, 
they  know  now  that  this  was  the  background 
of  it.  There  is  nothing  we  can  do  about  it 
because  this  House  voted  for  it  and,  by  and 
large,   it  has  been  very   well   accepted. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Hon.  member  for  High  Park 

Mr.  Reid:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker! 
Does  the  minister  not  agree  that  for  the 
amount  of  time  and  effort  spent,  particularly 
by  the  small  businessmen,  that  they  might 
be,  regardless  of  the  report,  entitled  to  some 
small  remuneration,  perhaps  by  way  of  a  tax 
credit  or  some  such  thing,  for  the  time  they 
spend  collecting  the  retail  sales  tax  on  behalf 
of  the  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is 
of  course  a  repetition  of  the  debate  we  went 
into  during  the  passage  of  the  bill.  If  the 
hon.  member  will  recall  I  provided  statistics 
to  point  out  that  indeed  the  remuneration  was 
so  small  for  so  many.  That  is  one  of  the 
reasons  why  there  has  been  very  little  com- 

plaint, because  there  were  so  many- 

Mr.  Lewis:  So  large  for  so  few. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —to  whom  it  meant 
$2,  $3  or  $4.  By  and  large  the  remuneration 
was  taken  away  from  a  very  small  number 

of  very  large— I  shouldn't  say  the  remunera- 
tion was  taken  away— its  effect  was  really 

meaningful,  by  and  large,  to  a  small  number 
of  very  large  operators. 

Mr.   Gaunt:    Supplementary,   Mr.   Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Supplementary. 
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Mr.  Gaunt:  Has  the  minister  investigated 

my  inquiry  with  respect  to  the  tobacco  whole- 
salers and  the  seemingly  unnecessary  require- 
ment for  them  to  file  the  rebate  tax  on  to- 
bacco, particularly  in  view  of  the  computer 

equipment  now  available  within  the  depart- 
ment? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  of  course 
I  promised  the  hon.  member  that  I  would  ask 
my  officials  to  look  into  the  suggestion  which 
he  made  and  which  seemed  to  me  at  that 

time  to  have  a  great  deal  of  merit.  I  haven't 
had  a  report  back  and  certainly  we  are  work- 

ing on  it. 

Indeed  there  are  other  aspects  of  the  whole 
matter  of  collections  which  are  receiving  our 
attention  so  there  would  be  less  red  tape 
involved  in  order  to  reduce  the  amount  of 
work  required  by  the  collectors  of  these  taxes 
generally. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Time  for  oral  questions  has 
now  expired. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Reports. 

Mrs.  M.  Birch  from  the  standing  social 
development  committee  presented  the  com- 

mittee's report  which  was  read  as  follows  and 
adopted: 

Your  committee  begs  to  report  the  follow- 
ing bills  without  amendment: 

Bill  125,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public 
Schools  Act. 

Bill  126,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Secondary 
Schools  and  Boards  of  Education  Act. 

The  committee  begs  to  report  the  following 
bills  with  certain  amendments: 

Bill  124,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ministry  of 
Education  Act. 

Bill  128,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Schools 
Administration  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  these  bills  as  reported 
be  ordered  for  third  reading? 

Agreed. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 

Introduction  of  bills. 

The  hon.  member  for  High  Park. 

CONTROL  OF  PROMOTIONAL  GAMES 

Mr.  Shulman  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  Control  Promotional 
Games. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  purpose  of 
this  bill  is  to  regulate  and  control  promotional 
games  such  as  we  see  run  by  various  corpor- 

ations. It  will  require  that  these  games  be 
registered  with  the  government  and  will 
ensure  that  the  prizes  Which  are  promised 
are  actually  delivered. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Introduction  of  bills. 

Mr.  Deans:  Why  don't  you  move  second 
reading  of  it? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
East. 

GHOST-WRITTEN  TERM  PAPERS 
AND  EXAMINATIONS 

Mr.  Roy  moves  first  reading  of  bill  intituled, 
An  Act  respecting  Ghost- Written  Term  Papers 
and  Examinations,  1972. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  enables 
the  Attorney  General,  on  the  request  of  the 
Minister  of  Colleges  and  Universities  (Mr. 
Kerr),  or  the  Minister  of  Education  (Mr. 
Wells),  to  bring  a  civil  action  in  the  Supreme 
Court  to  stop  the  operations  of  a  corporation, 
or  business,  which  deals  in  ghost-written 
term  papers  or  examinations. 

Mr.     Shulman:     It     should     also 

politicians'  ghost-written  speeches! 

outlaw 

SPEAKER'S  RULING  ON  EXCLUSION 
OF  PUBLIC  AND  PRESS  FROM 

COMMITTEE  MEETINGS 

Mr.  Speaker:  Before  we  enter  upon  the 
orders  of  the  day,  I  should  like  to  deal  with 

a  matter  that  arose  during  yesterday's  pro- 
ceedings. Yesterday,  a  question  was  raised 

regarding  the  exclusion  of  the  press  from 
meetings  of  the  public  accounts  committee 
and  reference  was  made  to  standing  order  7 

which  states  that:  "All  strangers  may  be 
excluded  from  the  House  on  a  motion  prop- 

erly moved  and  adopted  by  the  House." 
Rule  1(a)  states  that  "the  proceedings  in 

the  legislative  assembly  of  Ontario,  and  in 

all    committees    of   the    assembly,"   shall   be 
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conducted  according  to  the  standing  orders  as 
adopted  on  April  22,  1970,  and  it  therefore 
follows  that  standing  order  7  would  apply  to 
proceedings  in  the  public  accounts  committee. 

On  Feb.  15  of  this  year,  an  opinion  was 

provided  to  the  chairman  of  a  select  com- 
mittee of  this  House,  which  opinion  I  had 

not  read  until  late  yesterday  afternoon,  to 

the  effect  that  the  word  "strangers"  as  used 
in  standing  order  7  applied  to  everyone  except 
the  members  and  the  officers  of  the  House 

and  would  therefore  apply  to  members  of 
the  press. 

I  am  sure  that  standing  order  7  was  in- 
cluded in  our  rules  for  a  purpose,  but  I  am 

equally  sure  that  the  provisions  of  that  par- 
ticular rule  have  not  been  applied  in  this 

House  for  a  good  many  years  at  least.  There 
are,  however,  precedents  in  other  jurisdictions 

where  the  rule  has  been  applied  to  proceed- 
ings in  committee,  for  various  reasons,  and 

in  this  Legislature  it  has  been  customary  to 

exclude  the  public  and  the  press  from  com- 
mittee meetings  at  which  their  reports  are 

being  drafted.  This  is  essential,  as  any  pub- 
lication of  the  contents  of  a  committee  report 

prior  to  its  presentation  in  the  House  would 
not  be  proper. 

My  attention  has  been  drawn  to  the  fact 
that  the  public  accounts  committee,  without 
so  much  as  the  adoption  of  a  motion  to  do 
so,  had  barred  the  press  and  public  from 

their  deliberations  at  yesterday's  meeting. 
The  Hansard  reporters  were  also  asked  to, 

and  I  quote,  "remain  in  the  hall  outside." 
In  these  busy  times,  it  does  seem  somewhat 

undesirable  to  arrange  public  meetings  at 
which  Hansard  coverage  has  been  requested, 
and  then,  without  notice,  to  bar  the  public, 
press  and  official  Hansard  staff  for  indefinite 
periods  of  time. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  I  therefore  rule 

that  the  standing  committees  of  this  assembly 

may  properly  continue  the  practice  of  ex- 
cluding the  public  and  the  press  from  their 

meetings  at  which  their  reports  are  being 
drafted,  but  that  exclusion  of  the  public  and 
the  press  at  any  other  times  be  only  on  a 
motion  properly  moved  and  adopted  by  the 
House. 

I  might  say  that  while  the  rulings  of  a 

Speaker  may  not  be  debated,  they  may,  of 
course,  be  challenged.  In  my  opinion,  there 
is  a  lack  of  clarity  in  our  standing  orders  in 
respect  of  the  ruling  I  have  just  made  and  I 

recommend  that  if  the  House  does  not  agree 
with  my  ruling  and  does  not  challenge  the 
same,  the   entire  matter  should  be  referred 

to   the  procedural   affairs   committee   with  a 
view  to  clarifying  the  rules. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of 
order.  I  wonder  if  you  have  yet  had  time  to 
come  to  as  perceptive  a  ruling  in  the  matter 
of  whether  or  not  the  Sandbanks  are  sub 

judice  in  this  Legislature? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Yes.  I  might  say  I  was  pre- 
pared, in  fact,  to  make  a  ruling  yesterday  but 

in  view  of  certain  questions  that  had  been 
directed  to  the  minister  and,  I  believe,  the 
Attorney  General  it  seemed  to  me  at  the 

time  that  the  matter  had  perhaps  been  satis- 
factorily disposed  of. 

However,  based  purely  on  my  memory  at 
the  moment,  without  any  of  my  notes,  I  do 
wish  to  state  that  the  matter  was  under  study 
by  one  Dr.  Tovell,  I  believe.  Now,  yesterday 
the  information  came  out  that  certain  docu- 

ments had  been  filed  in  which  it  appears  to 
be  possible  that  action  will  be  taken  against 
the  government  in  connection  with  certain 
alleged  breaches  of  certain  provisions  of 

certain  Acts— I  forget  the  exact  Acts.  These 
matters  were  commented  upon  yesterday  by 
the  hon.  Attorney  General. 

Now,  as  far  as  the  application  of  the  sub 
judice  rule  is  concerned,  whether  it  would 
pertain  in  this  particular  case,  the  matter  is 
not,  of  course,  yet  before  the  courts.  It  may 

be.  I  don't  believe  that  it  is  up  to  me  at  this 
particular  point  to  rule  whether  or  not  it 
would  fall  within  the  directions  of  our  sub 

judice  rules.  However,  I  should  point  out  to 
the  House  that  the  minister  may  reply  or  not, 
as  he  sees  fit.  It  is  not  up  to  me  to  direct 
him  on  whether  or  not  he  should  reply  to 
the  question  put  forward,  I  believe,  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Scarborough  West. 

Mr.  Stokes:  He  shouldn't  hide  under  the 
sub  judice  rule  then. 

Mr.  Reid:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr.  Speaker, 
if  I  may.  While  I  would  concur  with  a  great 
deal  of  what  you  have  just  said  in  regard  to 

the  sub  judice  rule- 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  is  debating 

the  Speaker's  ruling,  which  is  out  of  order. 

Mr.  Reid:  May  I  make  a  suggestion,  Mr. 

Speaker? 

Mr.  Speaker:  No,  the  hon.  member  may 
challenge  the  ruling  if  he  wishes. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of 
order,  in  connection  with  your  former  ruling 
—for   clarification— when  you   use  the   words 
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"public  and  press,"  did  you  intend  to  include 
members  of  the  Legislature  who  may  not  be 
members  of  that  committee? 

Mr.  Speaker:  No. 

Mr.  Singer:  So  that  members  of  the  Legis- 
lature are  entitled  to  attend  even  at  closed 

sessions? 

Mr.  Speaker:  They  always  have  been. 

Mr.  Singer:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  am  pleased  to  confirm  that 

we're  not  strangers  under  any  interpretation. 
May  I  ask  you  for— 

Mr.  Reid:  Strange,  but  not  strangers. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —clarification  on  your  latter 
ruling,  Mr.  Speaker?  You  are  saying,  if  I 
understand  you,  that  you  will  not  accept  the 

matter  as  sub  judice— you're  not  prepared  to 
pronounce  on  that.  You  simply  leave  it  to  any 
cabinet  ministers  to  reply  as  tliey  see  fit? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Exactly. 

Orders  of  the  day. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  36th  order,  House 
in  committee  of  supply;  Mr.  R.  D.  Rowe  in 
the  chair. 

ESTIMATES,  MINISTRY  OF  REVENUE 

(continued) 

On  vote  804: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  discussions  on 
vote  804? 

The  member  for  Scarborough  West. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downs view):  The  mem- 

ber for  Scarborough  isn't  even  ready  to  pro- ceed. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  May  I, 

Mr.  Chairman,  because  I'm  a  little  pressed  for 
time,  raise  a  few  matters  with  the  minister 
by  way  of  clarification,  and  then  a  number 

of  further  questions?  The  first  matter  I'd 
like  to  pursue— I  suspect  the  member  for 
Downsview  will  wish  to  pursue  it  as  well, 
because  we  had  a  brief  chat  about  it— is  the 

matter  of  the  applicants'  review  board,  which 
has  emerged  to  public  light  for  what  I  believe 
is  the  first  time  in  this  Legislature. 

I  would  very  much  appreciate  knowing 
why  it  was  that  Ontario  Housing  set  up  the 

applicants'  review  board;  what  prompted  it 
to  do  so  now  after  these  years?  Second,  why 

it  was  that  no  one  in  the  province  has 

learned  about  the  applicant's  review  board  by 
way  of  public  announcement  through  the 

Legislature  or  the  press?  I'd  like  to  know  why 
it  is  that  none  of  the  members  of  the  Legis- 

lature were  informed,  as  a  matter  of  course, 

particularly  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  mem- 
bers, of  the  existence  of  the  review  board. 

What  is  the  procedure  for  informing  the 
potential  recipients  of  social  housing  of  their 

rights  to  appear  before  the  applicants'  review board,  should  they  wish  to  do  so? 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
The  reason  I  suppose  that  no  public 
announcement  was  made  of  it  was— and  I 
think  I  pointed  it  out  the  other  day— it  has 
been  in  existence  only  a  matter  of  a  few 
weeks.  I  think  it  was  less  than  three  months 

but  something  over  two  months.  It's  really  an 
experiment  and  we  wanted  to  see  how  this 
thing  is  going  to  work  out. 

I  also  appreciate,  as  has  been  brought  out 
here,  the  principle  that  justice  not  only  needs 
to  be  done  but  it  must  appear  to  be  done. 

It's  very  difficult  in  this  field  to  arrange  the 
kind  of  machinery  which  would  keep  every- 

one satisfied  that  justice  is  being  done.  This 
review  board  was  set  up  in  the  hope  that 
something  would  evolve  from  this  which 
would  be  of  a  nature  which  would,  at  least, 
come  as  close  as  we  could  to  satisfying 
everyone  interested  that,  in  fact,  we  were 
doing  the  right  thing  in  these  instances. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Chairman,  that  hardly  be- 
gins to  touch  on  it.  How  do  you  test  an 

experiment  without  having  a  body  on  whom 
you  experiment?  Who  is  informed  of  this 

applicants'  review  board?  What  secretive  pro- 
cess is  this,  that  we  are  learning  about  it  at 

this  point  in  time,  almost  accidentally? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I'm  told  that  every 
person  who  is  turned  down  is  advised  they 

may  appeal  to  the  applicants'  review  board. 
Mr.  Lewis:  Everyone  who  is  denied? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Lewis:  How  are  they  informed,  in writing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Normally  in  writing. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Normally  in  writing.  Is  there  a 
form  letter  which  goes  out  to  such  people? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I'm  told  that  every 
one  is  written  to  individually. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Everyone  who  is  re- 
fused is  written  to  individually. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right.  Can  I  ask  how  many 

cases  the  applicants'  review  board  has  heard 
in  the  nearly  three  months  it  has  been  estab- 
lished? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Thirty-two. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Thirty-two.  May  I  also  ask 
whether  any  decisions  were  reversed  of  the 
32  hearings  that  were  held? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Four. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Four  of  the  32.  Have  those 

four  families  or  individuals  subsequently  been 
housed,  or  are  they  now  in  process? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I'll  get  that  informa- tion. 

Mr.  Singer:  Better  move  another  chair  up. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right.  Is  there  the  intention 
of  or  would  you  consider  informing  the 
House  the  terms  of  reference,  those  who 
make  up  the  board,  when  they  sit  and  what 

the  sort  of  processes  are?  Is  it  possible  to  in- 
form at  least  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  mem- 

bers—I think  all  the  members  of  the  Legisla- 

ture—about the  existence  of  the  applicants' 
review  board  and  perhaps  a  number  of  the 

social  agencies  involved? 

I  may  be  wrong,  but  I  don't  think  there 
was  a  single  opposition  member  in  the  House 
the  other  night  when  you  mentioned  it,  Mr. 
Minister,  who  had  the  faintest  idea  that  there 

was  such  a  thing.  Since  frequently  members 
have  the  opportunity  to  make  application,  or 
to  intervene  on  behalf  of  individuals  seeking 
housing,  it  would  be  useful  for  us  to  know 
the  process,  and  I  think  probably  legitimate. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  As  I  pointed  out, 
there  was  some  hesitancy  in  giving  everyone 
the  impression  that  we  had  a  well  organized 
review  board  and  were  prepared  to  lay  down 
some  terms  of  reference  which  would  have 

any  degree  of  permanency,  because  we  were 
testing  this  out  to  see  how  it  would  work. 

If,  over  a  matter  of  six  months,  we  had 
refined  a  system  which  appeared  to  be  a 
viable  one,  then  I  rather  imagine  at  that 
time  we  would  have  given  it  some  great 
publicity.  We  would  let  all  the  members 
know  and  set  up  a  system  whereby  the  social 

agencies  would  know— if,  in  fact,  they  don't 
know  about  it,  although  I'd  be  rather  sur- 

prised if  they  didn't.  I'm  told  that,  by  and 
large,  they  do  know  this  because  there's  a 
great  deal  of  conferring  goes  on  constantly. 

There  is  a  great  relationship  between  the 
members  of  our  staff  and  the  social  agencies 
in  Metro,  particularly,  so  that  they  probably 

know  about  thts.  I'm  advised,  generally 
speaking,  they  do. 

We're  still  in  this  testing  stage  and  I 
make  no  apologies  that,  because  of  that,  it 

hasn't  been  advertised. 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  know  what  the  process 
is?  How  do  these  32  individuals  or  families 

present  themselves?  How  long  is  the  hearing? 
Is  it  a  hearing?  Are  they  allowed  to  bring 
representatives  on  their  behalf?  How  does  it 
work,  since  it  seems  fairly  crucial? 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  It's 
so  secret  the  minister  doesn't  know  how  it 

operates. 
An  hon.  member:  Monday. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  original  case  is 
handled  on  the  basis  of  the  paper  work.  The 
application  is  reviewed  because  the  person 
has  come  forward  and  complained  that  he 
or  she  has  not  received  the  housing  to  which 

they  think  they're  entitled  and  they  want  to 
know  why,  and  so  on.  If  they  are  not  satis- 

fied with  that,  then  the  information  is  handed 

over  to  the  board  of  directors  of  the  corpora- 
tion and  the  person  can,  in  that  case,  make 

an  individual  appeal  to  the  corporation's board  of  directors. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I'm  really  becoming  more rather  than  less  confused  about  this.  What 

did  you  mean  by  "paper  work"? 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  person  does  not 

necessarily  appear  before  the  review  board 

personally.  That's  what  I'm  saying.  The  per- 
son who  has  registered  the  complaint. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  see. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It  is  then  taken  up 

internally  with  the  review  board.  There's  the 
committee— I  named  them  the  other  day— 
which  looks  this  over,  consider  the  facts  as 
presented  again  by  the  officials  and  by  the 
applicant,  and  judge  it  on  that  basis.  If 

they're  still  turned  down  and  they  feel  that 
they  still  have  not  been  treated  fairly,  then 

it  goes  to  the  corporation's  board  of  direc- 
tors, who  are  then  asked  to  either  confirm 

the  decision  of  the  board  of  review  or  alter 

it  or  reverse  it.  At  that  stage  the  applicant 
may  appear  before  the  committee  of  the 
board  of  directors. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  want  to  preface  a  number 

of  things  I  want  to  say.  I'll  accede  that  it 
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isn't  my  right,  Mr.  Chairman,  since  a  debate 
is  usually  focused  on  one  thing  at  a  time. 
If  you  will  grant  me  the  right  to  return  to 
my  place,  if  we  want  to  clean  up  matters 

relating  to  the  applicants'  review  board,  I 
have  other  things  I'd  like  to  proceed  on  to, 
but  I- 

Mr.  Singer:  Let's  deal  with  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —would  yield  to  that,  but  per- 
haps I  can  pursue  it  just  for  a  moment.  I 

want  to  preface  it  by  saying  that  I  under- 
stand the  pressures  under  which  the  On- 

tario Housing  Corp.  staff  operates.  I  under- 
stand that  judgements  are  as  judicious  as 

they  can  be  under  those  pressures.  I  appre- 
ciate that  we  have  not  had  a  formal  review 

process  akin  to  that  of  the  review  board, 
which  operates  in  the  Ministry  of  Community 
and  Social  Services,  but  what  you  are  now 
telling  me,  Mr.  Minister  and  the  House,  is 
really  quite  unreal. 

You  have  some  kind  of  ad  hoc  experiment 
about  which  the  minister  himself  is  not  ter- 

ribly well  informed— I'm  being  charitable;  I 
don't  think  he  is  informed  at  all— I  think  he 
learned  about  it  roughly  when  we  learned 
about  it- 

Mr.  Singer:  Monday  night. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —almost  by  accident  here  in 
the  course  of  debate,  when  he  revealed  it 
rather  less  aggressively  than  he  is  inclined 
to  do  from  time  to  time  in  this  House.  He 
sort  of  slipped  it  to  the  member  for 
Riverdale  (Mr.  Renwick)  that  there  was  an 

applicants'  review  board;  double  entendre 
aside- 

Mr.  Singer:  He  even  had  to  send  a  note 
to  get  the  names. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  didn't  know  who  was  sit- 
ting on  the  board;  and  it  is  hardly  a  secret 

who  is  sitting  on  the  board.  They  are  mem- 
bers of  the  Ontario  Housing  Corp. 

Mr.  Singer:  Placement  people. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Now  you  tell  me  that  the 
people  who  make  the  placements  and  have 
turned  down  the  applicants,  are  then  the 
same  people  who  review  the  proceedings  if 
a  complaint  is  made.  Now  that  violates  all 
the  basic  rights  of  review  that  it  is  possible 
to  know. 

I  mean  it  just  doesn't  work  that  way 
in  any  other  government  department,  that  I 
know  of.  The  Community  and  Social  Serv- 

ices review  board  is  independent  of  the 
ministry     and     meets     independently.     The 

Workmen's  Compensation  Board  review  pro- 
cedure—however much  we  may  not  like 

aspects  of  it— goes  from  review  board,  to 
tribunal,  to  board,  with  different  people  ex- 

amining the  information  and  the  claim  at 

each  level.  Because  they  know  how  ab- 
surdly prejudicial  it  would  be  for  the  same 

people  to  be  pronouncing  on  their  own 
judgements  or  misjudgements. 
Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  minister  tells 

us  that  they  don't  even  hold  a  hearing.  If 
the  applicant  is  turned  down  and  is  some- 

how aggrieved  and  complains,  they— the  same 
people— take  a  look  at  what  I  presume  to  be 
is  a  written  note  saying  that  they  think 
they  should  have  been  housed.  Because  most 
people  who  are  hoping  to  get  into  public 
housing,  when  they  are  rejected,  are  pretty 
frantic  and  pretty  easily  intimidated.  The 
appeal  is  probably  fairly  plaintive;  and  they 
don't  even  get  a  hearing. 
The  same  people  on  the  basis  of  the 

same  officers  of  the  corporation  and  their 
same  judgement,  make  another  judgement. 

And  then,  if  it  still  isn't  satisfactory,  it  goes 
to  the  board  of  directors  of  the  corporation. 

I  guess  that  is  what  happened  to  that 
particular  case  in  my  own  riding  that  I  had 
raised  some  weeks  ago  and  was  kind  of  per- 

plexed about  at  the  time.  Now  I'm  beginning to  understand.  There  was  a  special  meeting 
of  the  board  to  review  it  because  clearly 
there  is  no  other  opportunity  for  a  hearing; 
but  there  was  never  any  hearing. 

No  one  interceded  on  behalf  of  the  appli- 
cant in  that  case.  I  gather  no  one  intercedes 

in  this  case.  You  simply  go  over  the  same 
paper  assessments.  Well,  I  just  want  to  say, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  not  a  review  board.  It 
may  be  a  bit  of  chicanery  in  the  department; 
maybe  a  facade  for  the  purpose  of  appearing 
to  have  a  reasonable  review;  maybe  like  a 
self-justifying  prophecy  for  people  who  feel 
uncomfortable  about  the  numbers  who  have 
to  be  turned  down. 

It  may  even  be  a  legitimate  wish  on  the 
part  of  those  involved  in  the  corporation  to 

go  over  certain  cases,  because  of  the  pres- 
sures that  render  initial  judgements.  But  it  is 

so  profoundly  unfair;  it  is  ridiculous  to  think 
that  it  is  in  any  sense  a  review  process. 

If  McRuer  ever  looked  at  something  like 
that,  you  would  have  had  four  or  five 
scorching  pages  in  the  civil  rights  text  that 
he  wrote  because  it  is  a  violation  of  every 
civil  right  that  you  turn  someone  down  and 
then  look  again  at  the  written  evidence  and 
not   even   see    them    or   have   somebody   to 
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represent  them  or  go  through  the  matter 

in  a  formal  kind  of  hearing.  Your  applicants' 
review  board  is  being  used,  I  suggest  to  you, 
as  a  sop  to  attempt  to  dilute  some  of  the 
criticism  which  you  know  has  come,  and 
will  come,  in  the  course  of  these  estimates. 

I  want  to  hear  a  little  more  from  the 

minister  on  how  he  justifies  lawyers  and 

judges  and  officials  and  everybody  else  mak- 
ing their  own  progressive  judgements  on 

their  own  previous  judgements?  Where  does 
that  work  in  a  normal  review  procedure? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I 

don't  intend  to  justify  it.  I  told  the  hon. 
member  that  I  am  not  sure  that  we  need  a 
review  board.  I  am  not  sure  it  can  work. 

We  are  testing  it  here;  we  are  putting  our 
toes  in  the  water  to  see  whether  it  will 

work.  If  it  will  work,  I'm  not— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Give  it  a  fair  test.  This  isn't 
a  review  board.  Maybe  you  can  have  a 
different   kind   of   board. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well  all  right,  then 

maybe  we  will  wind  up  not  having  an  appli- 

cants' review  board  as  such.  We  are  testing; 
maybe  we  will  and  maybe  we  won't. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Ren  wick  (Riverdale):  You  have 
to  have  one!. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  have  to  have  a  review 

procedure  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That's  a  matter  of 
opinion.  We  are  trying  this  out  to  see  how 
it  works,  and  if  the  hon.  member  has  any 

evidence  of  anyone  who  hasn't  been  treated 
correctly  then— well  if  there  are  people- 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  hadn't  even  informed  us 
of  the  board's  existence.  How  can  we  have 
evidence? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  members  of 

this  House  make  recommendations  in  hun- 
dreds of  instances.  The  hon.  member  who  has 

addressed  these  questions  to  me  has  submitted 
many  names  of  people  he  would  like  to  see 
housed,  and  I  am  sure  he  follows  them  up,  he 
brings  out  files  every  now  and  then  and  reads 
the  cases.  Unless  he  is  not  satisfied  in  a 
particular  case  that  someone  has  not  been 
treated  fairly  then  he  must  presume  that 
everyone  is  being  treated  fairly.  Now  if  he 
is  talking- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh  no,  some  presumption! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  All  right.  You  know 
we    are    operating   this    system    with    a   very 

large  subsidy.  I  am  not  anxious  to  increase 
the  cost  by  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars, 
maybe  beyond  that,  if  it  is  unnecessary,  and 
that  is  why  we  are  making  a  test  of  this  thing 
to  see  how  it  will  work  out. 

Incidentally,  they  are  not  being  reviewed 
by  the  same  people;  they  are  being  reviewed 
internally  by  the  same  organization,  OHC,  if 
that  is  what  he  is  talking  about,  but  on  it 
are  two  people  who  are  involved  in  the 
placement  in  the  original  instance  and  two 

operational  people— I  mentioned  the  other 
day— Mr.  Stimpsorr  and  the  district  manager 
of  the  district  involved.  These  people  are 

not  involved  in  placement  in  the  first  in- 
stance. 

I  am  not  telling  the  hon.  member— I  never 
attempted  to  tell  the  hon.  member— that  this 
is  a  well-organized  review  board  which  we 
thought  would  do  the  job  he  thinks  it  should 
do.  That  we  would  be  desirous  if  it  could 

be  done,  if  it  turns  out  to  be  a  practical 
thing.  There  are  other  implications.  The  hon. 
member  is  really  talking  about  expanding 

this  into  a  very  elaborate  system— we  have 
many  hundreds  of  people,  indeed  I  suppose 
we  could  say  many  thousands  of  people,  who 
think  they  should  be  housed  by  Ontario 

Housing  Corp.— an  elaborate  system  which 
would  require  a  machinery  which  is  very 
cumbersome,  very  costly  and  perhaps  even 
beyond  that,  we  have  legal  representation, 
then  we  have  legal  aid  and  all  those  things 

that  are  involved,  I  understand,  in  the  wel- 
fare  review   board. 

Mr.  Renwick:  It  is  their  right. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  legitimate. 

Mr.  Renwick:  It  is  the  right  of  a  person  to 
have  decent  housing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  that's  all  right. 
I  am  one  of  those  who  happens  to  believe  in 
it,  and  if  the  hon.  member  wants  to  go  into 
those  areas  of  civil  rights  I  can  tell  him 

that  I  don't  take  a  back  seat  to  him  or  any- 
one else  in  this  House  in  my  concern  for 

civil  rights;  not  only  concern  for  civil  rights 

and  civil  liberties,  but  my  personal  involve- 
ment in  the  movement  for  civil  rights  and 

civil  liberties. 

I  am  also  one  of  those  who  is  concerned 
that  we  do  so  much  in  an  area  that  we  lose 

our  rights  completely,  which  could  happen 

if  you  don't  do  things  sensibly,  responsibly 
and  in  a  manner  which  is  acceptable  to  the 
public.  You  can  tie  this  machinery  up;  you 
can  set  up  such  an  elaborate  machinery  that 
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you  will  be  doing  everything  except  provid- 

ing housing.  That's  my  view. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  hasn't  done  that  in  other 
government  departments.  You  have  got  a 
nice  secretive  operation  going. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member 

might  find  out  what  the  backlog  is  of  people 
who  are  involved  in  appealing  to  the  welfare 
review    board. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  know  the  numbers  on  the 

waiting  list. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  You  might  check  that 
and  you  will  find  that  there  is  a  big  backlog, 
because  you  have  all  of  the  legal  machinery 
that  has  been  involved  in  it- 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  so  they  have  set  up  of- 
fices  around  the  province. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —and  I  am  not  sug- 
gesting it  is  a  wrong  thing.  I  am  just  telling 

the  hon.  member  I  want  to  make  sure  that 

in  the  provision  of  housing  accommodation 
for  the  people  of  this  province  we  are  not 
going  to  tie  up  ourselves  and  staff  in  the 
expense  involved  in  such  machinery  so  that 

it  doesn't  provide  one  more  house  or  one unit  more. 

Mr.   Lewis:   That  is  a  separate  problem. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  By  and  large,  if  we 
are  doing  a  good  honest  job  for  people, 

everyone  is  being  treated  fairly— and  we  have 
given  every  protection  for  such  fair  treat- 
ment. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That  is  what  we  are  inter- 
ested in. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Before  we  set  up  this 
kind  of  a  review  board  on  a  permanent  basis 
I  want  to  make  sure  that  we  know  where 

we  are  going  and  what  is  involved  by  way 
of  time  and  cost  and  so  on. 

Mr.  Lewis:  All  right.  Now  just  let  me 

make  one  point,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  didn't  know 
about  this  applicants'  review  board  when  you 
turned  down  a  particular  constituent  of  mine. 

And  I  believe  to  this  day— and  if  I  have  time 

I'll  come  back  to  it— that  the  rejection  ulti- 
mately of  that  constituent  was  a  political 

decision,  not  a  social  decision.  As  a  matter 

of  fact,  I'd  like  to  ask  your  whole  blessed 
board  of  directors  to  resign  over  that  one 
case  alone,  because  I  have  done  a  lot  of 
work  in  finding  out  the  facts  about  that  case 
from  agency  to  agency. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  What  does  the  hon. 

member  mean  by   a  political  decision? 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  mean  it  was  a  political  deci- 
sion in  the  sense  that  it  was  a  matter  of  some 

public  discussion  and  so  that  applicant  had 
to  be  turned  down. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Is  he  suggesting  then 
that  the  board  has  a  history  of  turning  down 

people   with— 
Mr.  Lewis:  No,  no!  I  am  saying  I  feel  it 

operated  in  that  case.  I  felt  the  whole  busi- 
ness was  disgraceful.  I  have  worked  hard 

enough  on  ascertaining  the  facts  in  that  in- 
stance to  feel  that  your  corporation  and 

your  board  doesn't  have  a  leg  to  stand  on. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  let's  discuss 

specifics. 
Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  maybe  we  will.  But  I  will 

tell  you  something,  Mr.  Chairman:  I  was  in 
touch  with  the  housing  corporation,  my  office 
was  in  touch  with  the  housing  corporation, 
social  agencies  were  in  touch  and  the  press 
was  in  touch  on  a  daily  basis,  and  no  one 
ever  breathed  a  word  about  something  called 

an  applicants'  review  board. 
If  I  had  known  there  was  something  call- 

ed an  applicants'  review  board  and  that  I could  have  come  before  a  number  of  the 

people  involved  on  behalf  of  the  constituent 
and  made  the  case  and  brought  people  as 
witnesses  from  certain  of  the  government 

agencies— and  I'll  tell  you  from  where:  Work- 
ers from  the  Children's  Aid  Society,  workers 

from  the  Department  of  Community  and 
Social  Services,  and  certain  other  individuals 
from  the  schools  in  the  community.  I  could 
have  made  a  case  that  would  have  forced 
the  board  to  come  to  its  senses.  But  none  of 

that  was  available;  it  is  all  this  internal  re- 
connoitring. 

You  know  what  I  think  is  such  an  odd 

thing,  Mr.  Chairman?  Mrs.  Meredith  was 
out  of  town.  I  think  if  Mrs.  Meredith  had 

been  in  town,  we  would  have  had  the  fam- 

ily housed.  I'll  go  for  the  next  10  years  of 
my  life  with  that  personal  conviction.  Per- 

haps I'm  wrong,  but  I  believe  it  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member 

may  be  wrong. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Maybe  I  am;  some  day  I  will 
find  out.  But  I  really  find  it  a  bit  hard  to 
take  to  know  that  there  might  have  been 

some  facility  available. 

The  minister  is  saying  to  me  to  show  him 
one    instance.    I   feel   that   is   an   instance.    I 
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obviously  can't  prove  it  to  the  minister.  But 
I  want  to  tell  him  that  there  should  have 

been  an  opportunity  to  come  before  that 
review  board  before  it  ever  went  to  the 

board  of  directors  of  the  corporation. 

I  don't  know  why  we  had  to  go  that  route, 
where  you  meet  in  secret  and  you  meet  in 
private,  and  all  I  am  able  to  do  is  to  get  a 
return  pall  from  Bob  Adams  one  morning 
because  Mr.  Johnson  is  busy.  So  I  confide  in 
Bob  Adams,  in  a  few  well-chosen  sentences, 
what  I  think  the  facts  to  be  in  the  case  and 
how  I  hope  the  judgement  will  be  favourable. 

That  is  the  role  one  ends  up  playing  when 
now  I  learn  that  there  is  a  formal,  ad  hoc  or 

whatever  applicants'  review  board  available, 
and  might  have  been  proceeded  with  except 
everybody  managed  quite  comfortably  to  let 
no  one  know  about  it  at  all,  despite  the  fact 
that  you  must  have  had  50  to  100  phone 
calls  on  that  one  case  alone  within  a  week. 

And  that  makes  the  whole  operation  to  me 
pretty  suspect. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If  the  hon.  member 

is  referring  to  the  case  he  mentioned  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  here  a  couple  of  weeks 

ago- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —then  I  should  tell 
him  that  that  case  went  dirqctly  to  the  board 
of  directors  of  the  Ontario  Housing  Corp. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  if  he  says  it  was  a 
political  decision,  it  is  because  he  had  made 
it  political.  We  thought  it  was  important 
enough,  our  staff  thought  it  was  important 
enough  that  it  went  directly  to  the  board  of 

directors  for  a  decision  on  their  part,  so  that 
the  staff  members  of  the  board  would  not  be 

suspect  of  doing  what  the  hon.  member  im- 
plied at  that  time.  And  it  was  the  unanimous 

decision  of  the  board. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Oh,  come,  come.  That  is 
exactly  what  is  wrong. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It  was  the  unanimous 

decision  of  the  board  of  the  Ontario  Housing 
Corp. 

Mr.  Lewis:  On  what  basis? 

Mr.  Renwick:  It  was  a  staff  decision! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If  the  hon.  member 

wants  to  discuss  that  file,  we  will  discuss  it 
here. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  couldn't  appear— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If  he  wants  it  dis- 

cussed on  the  floor  of  this  House  and  he'll 
take  the  responsibility  for  it,  well  discuss  it. 

The  hon.  member  knows  the  make-up  of  the 
board  of  directors  of  the  Ontario  Housing Corp. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  I  do. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  He  knows  there  are 

some  great  humanitarians  on  that  board. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  loaded  with  humanitarians. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  He  doesn't  think  so? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  I  do. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  don't  be  sarcas- 
tic about  it.  The  hon.  member  shouldn't  be 

sarcastic  about  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Because  I  think  the  process  is lousy. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  the  members  of 
the  Ontario  Housing  Corp.  board  of  directors 
include  people  like  Dr.  Albert  Rose. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  He  is  a  great  humani- 
tarian, dean  of  the  School  of  Social  Work  at 

the  University  of  Toronto. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Come  to  the  point,  come  on! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  it  is  the  point. 

The  hon.  member  is  trying  to  make  it  look- 

Mr.   Renwick:    There  are  lots  of  humani- 
tarians around. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member  is 

trying  to  make  it  look  like  an  inhuman  mach- 

ine in  which  they  don't  consider  people.  I  am 
telling  the  hon.  member  that  we  thought 
enough  about  this  case  and  were  so  much 
concerned  about  it,  and  that  the  staff  should 

not  have  any  kind  of  reputation  for  not  han- 
dling the  case  in  a  proper  fashion— because 

he  did  give  it  that  publicity— that  it  went  to 
that   board. 

They  are  experienced  people,  humane 
people,  who  know  what  are  the  problems  of 
the  applicants;  they  know  of  the  problems 
we  have  in  looking  after  such  applicants. 
They  were  unanimous  in  their  approval  of 
the  action  of  the  board  and  confirmed  it. 

It  was  not  only  handled  on  the  basis  of 

going  to  an  ad  hoc  board— if  the  hon.  mem- 
ber wants  to  put  it  that  way— or  a  review 

board  which  had  just  been  organized  a  short 
while   previously   for  the   purpose   of  testing 
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this  out.  It  went  directly  to  the  board  of 
directors  of  the  corporation  who  certainly 
took  valuable  time  out  to  deal  with  a  par- 

ticular case  to  make  sure  the  right  decision 
was  made. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
point  out  to  you,  and  through  you  to  the 
minister,  no  one  appeared  before  the  board 
of  directors  of  the  corporation  on  behalf  of 

the  family  in  question?  The  family  didn't 
appear.  The  Children's  Aid  Sqciety  didn't 
appear.  The  workers  for  the  Ministry  of 

Community  and  Social  Services  didn't  appear. 
The  Metropolitan  Toronto  welfare  commis- 

sioner didn't  appear— who  felt  strongly 
enough  about  it  that  he  had  the  family 

housed  within  a  week  where  OHC  couldn't 
find  its  way  clear  to  do  it,  for  whatever 

reasons.  I  wasn't  able  to  appear  and  would have  liked  to  make  a  case. 

Mr.  Renwick:  You  can't  decide  any  issue 
on  humanitarian  grounds  from  a  dossier  of 
papers. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  exactly  the  point.  You 
have  all  your  internal  operational  procedures 
which  are  reiterated  again  and  again.  There 
is  absolutely  no  input  provided— I  shudder 
to  think. 

I  recall  that  there  was  a  sudden  frantic 
home  visit  on  a  Friday  morning  which  lasted 
a  little  while,  on  the  basis  of  which  apparently 
further  information  was  gathered.  I  presume. 
I  would  like  to  know  how  these  judgements 
are  made  by  this  esteemed  board  of  directors? 
I  concur  with  you  that  they  are  able  men 

and  women.  I  don't  know  if  there  are  any women  on  the  board  but  there  should  be. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It's  perfectly  obvious. 
They  would  have  the  file  placed  before  them. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  file?  Well,  what  use  is  the 
file? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  You  asked  me  a  ques- 
tion and  I  am  trying  to  answer  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  All  right,  the  file. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  He  has  the  application 
of  the  applicant. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  He  has  her  letters. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  He  has  the  comments 
of  the  placement  people  in  our  department. 

He  has  the  comments  of  Mrs.  Meredith  whom 
the  hon.  member  has  praised  to  the  skies  as 
being  a  very  humane  and  warm  person. 

Therefore  she  wouldn't  be  discriminating 
against  a  family  in  great  need. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  have  used  less  gratuitous 
adjectives  than  those. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  All  right- 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  more  meaningful. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  All  right.  The  hon. 
member  has  said  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  All  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  He  has  her  comments. 
He  has  the  comments  of  other  people.  He  has 
the  comments  of  the  social  agencies.  He  has 
all  of  this  before  him. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Is  the  hon.  member 

suggesting  that  we  should  have  a  board  and 
we  should  have  perhaps  2,000  or  3,000  people 

appear  before  it  in  person- 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  are  begging  the  question 
now  and  you  know  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  am  not  begging  the 

question- Mr.  Lewis:  You  know  it! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  am  not  begging  the 

question- Mr.  Lewis:  You  are  begging  it— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  will  come  out  in 
this  debate  too. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  are  trying— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  will  come  out 
in  this  debate  too. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  will  come  out? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  How  many  people  we 

would  have  appearing  before  the  board  be- 
cause they  feel  they  are  entitled  to  accom- 

modation which  they  are  not  getting  and 
someone  else  is. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Then  there  should  be  such  a 

process. 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If  there  was  any  evi- 

dence that  the  people  involved  in  this  work 
of  Ontario  Housing  Corp/s,  in  placing 

tenants— if  I  didn't  have  confidence  in  them 
I  would  ask  for  their  resignation. 
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Mr.  Renwick:  You  have  missed  the  point. 

Hon.   Mr.    Grossman:    I   say   to   the   hon. 
member- 

Mr.  Renwick:  You  have  missed  the  point. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  are  you  begging  the 
question? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  haven't  missed  the 
point  at  all.  I  know  the  point  the  hon.  mem- 

ber is  making- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  can't  you  deal  with  the facts? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  We  are  involved  in 
attempting    to    provide    as    much    good    and 
decent  housing- 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  understand  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —accommodation  for 
as  many  people  as  we  possibly  can.  As  far 
as  I  can  do  to  avoid  it,  I  am  going  to  avoid 
setting  up  a  cumbersome  system  of  legal 
procedures- 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  system  which  will  demon- 
strate the  inadequacy  of  your  house  building. 

Hon.  Mr.   Grossman:  —which  is  going  to 
cost   the    taxpayers    even   more   money    and 
accomplish  nothing- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Nuts!  Nuts! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —except  to  have  a 
place  where  people  like  the  hon.  member 
come  forward  and  make  big  heroes  of  them- 

selves as  defending  the  poor. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  are  you  talking  about? 
Why  are  you  so  perverse? 

Mr.  Renwick:  That  is  not  true. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  do  you  see  the  issue  in 
those  terms? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  tell  you  why,  be- 
cause— 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  is  wrong  with  you? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —when  we  get  to  the 
estimates  of  this  department,  when  I  go 
into  all  of  the  costs  and  I  see  it  is  costing 
over  $50  million  in  subsidies  to  house  these 
people,  I  want  every  buck  we  can  get  from 
our  own  taxpayers,  from  the  federal  tax- 

payers and  from  the  municipal  taxpayers,  to 
look  after  housing,  not  this  charade  of  going 
before  a  board,  and  wondering  why  we're 
not  getting  housing- 

Mr.  Renwick:  It  is  not  a  charade. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Why  then  did  you  set  it 
up  at  all  in  the  first  place? 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  is  this  business  about 
hero  and  antagonist?  Who  cares? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  You  do. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  want  to  get  people  housed. 
We  want  to  get  people  housed  and  clearly 
in  the  process  of  20,000  applicants  seeking 
4,000  places  there  will  be  a  sense  of  griev- 

ance felt.  In  certain  cases  there  will  be  ap- 
parent mistakes  made,  obviously.  Of  the  32 

applications  that  came  before  your  review 
board,  four  of  them  have  been  reversed.  I 
would  like  to  know  about  the  other  28.  Why 
should  those  28  individual  families  suffer  the 
abuse  that  you  are  currently  raving  about 

on  the  cost— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  What  kind  of  abuse- 

Mr.   Lewis:   —to  the  public  if  there  is  a 
review  procedure? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  What  kind  of  abuse? 

Mr.  Lewis:  It's  implicit  in  your  remarks 
that  for  whatever  reason  it  has  to  be  sacri- 

ficed to  the  need  to  save  public  money  or 
to  have  an  efficient  system— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  never  said  that  at 
all. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —or  to  use  the  $50  million— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That's  the  hon.  mem- 
ber's interpretation- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes.  The  interpretation  is  sup- 

ported by  the  words,  "$50  million  to  house 
these  people."  Boy,  that  speaks  volumes! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Which  people  are 
we   talking  about? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right.  I,  too,  will  draw  my 
interpretations  but  I  have  heard  the  minister 
now  for  a  week  and  he  is  still  having  a  great 
deal  of  difficulty  bringing  himself  to  the 
conviction  that  this  social  housing  is  re- 

quired in  this  society— 
Hon.    Mr.   Grossman:    Oh,   nonsense! 

Mr.  Lewis:  —and  that  it  isn't  something 
which  is  used  to  provide  accommodation  for 
a  particular  segment  of  the  society  without 
wider  application. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member  and 

his  followers  just  hate  the  idea  that  there  is 
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a  Conservative  government  providing  this 
social  service  to  the  extent  that  it  is  pro- 

viding it.  You  just  can't  bring  yourselves 
to  accept  it- 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  won't  answer  the  question 
about  why  you  can't  have  a  legitimate  review 
procedure. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —because  the  Con- 

servative government  isn't  supposed  to,  in 
their  view.  We  are  doing  it  and  they  hate 
every  moment  of  it. 

Mr.  Renwick:  We  hate  the  idea  that  there 

are  20,000  applicants  and  only  4,000  places. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Downs- 
view  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  debate  on  this  particular 
subject,  as  it  has  taken  form,  is  a  most 
peculiar  one.  I  have  had  great  difficulty  in 
following  what  the  minister  is  getting  at.  He 
talks  about  the  members  of  the  board  being 
honourable  people,  and  so  are  they  all. 

Didn't  Mark  Antony  say  something  about 
that?  Nobody  is  challenging  the  honour  of 
the  members  of  the  board  of  the  Ontario 

Housing  Corp.  They  are  honourable  people; 

let's  accept  that. 
Mr.  MacDonald:  Humane,  too. 

Mr.  Lewis:  All  humanitarian. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't  think 
there  is  any  member  in  this  House  who  has 
more  day-to-day  dealings  with  the  Ontario 
Housing  Corp.  than  perhaps  myself  and  the 
people  who  work  with  me  in  my  office.  I 
can  say  without  reservation  that  the  co-opera- 

tion I  have  had  from  the  department  has 
been  outstanding.  We  have  a  good  rela- 

tionship. They  have  helped  many  people 
who  have  come  to  me  with  serious  prob- 

lems, and  I  am  very  pleased  that  we  have 
such  a  good  relationship. 

But  that  is  not  the  question  either.  The 
question  is  are  you  giving  the  appearance 
of    handling    these    things    equitably? 

Even  when  the  minister's  staff  or  the 
housing  staff  has  come  to  the  conclusion  that 

X  perhaps  doesn't  rate  as  high  a  priority as  G  thinks  he  should,  and  that  Y  should 
go  in  ahead  of  him,  and  even  when  I  agree, 
G  is  not  convinced.  Surely,  as  we  have 
evolved  the  process  of  government  and  as 
we  have  listened  to  Mr.  McRuer,  and  others 
talk  about  appeal  procedures,  certain  things 
have  begun  to  emerge.  If  there  are  going 
to  be  other  than  dictatorial  decisions, 
whether  they  are  right  or  wrong,  then  surely 

there  has  to  be  an  established  and  logical 
and  stylized  system  of  review? 

I  don't  understand  what  the  minister 
really  is  talking  about.  If  he  means  that,  be- 

cause he  is  in  government  and  he  knows 
better  than  everyone  else  and  that  is  the  be- 
all  and  the  end-all,  that  is  fine.  If  he  means 
that  a  dictatorship  of  Tories  is  the  best 
for  Ontario  forever,  that  is  fine;  but  let 
him  state  that.  Let  him  state  it  clearly, 
because  that  is  what  he  is  stating  in  an 
oblique  way. 

If  he  means  that  there  should  be  some 
system  of  review  to  check  on  judgement 
decisions,  whether  made  by  the  staff  of  OHC, 
or  made  by  me,  or  made  by  others,  then  let 
there  be  that  kind  of  a  system.  Has  the 
minister  watched,  for  instance,  Mr.  Chair- 

man, the  discussions  revolving  around  the 

Workmen's  Compensation  Board?  Did  he 
read  perhaps  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice 
McGillivray  questioning  even  the  formal 

appeal  procedures  set  up  in  the  Workmen's Compensation  Board  and  wondering  about 
the  legality  of  those  procedures  because  they 
were  not  set  out  clearly  in  statutes? 

The  Workmen's  Compensation  Board,  as 
faulty  as  it  might  be  in  certain  of  its  aspects, 
at  least  has  an  appeal  procedure  and  at  least 
allows  people  to  come  before  it.  Not  only 
did  Mr.  Justice  McGillivray  citicize  the  pro- 

cedure as  it  is  formalized  in  statute  law, 
but  Mr.  McRuer  did  it  as  well. 

I  steal  a  phrase  from  the  member  for 
Scarborough  West,  that  if  McRuer  heard 
about  this  accommodation  review  board  we 
would  see  a  whole  new  book  about  civil 
rights.  Surely,  Mr.  Chairman,  one  can  expect 
—and  we  missed  this  point  a  little  earlier, 
first  of  all,  when  we  were  trying  to  get  the 

system  of  assessment;  the  minister  wouldn't 
tell  us  the  point  basis.  He  wouldn't  tell  us how  these  determinations  are  made.  There 

are  no  lists— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  When  wouldn't  I  tell 
the  hon.  member  the  basis  of  the  point 

system? 

Mr.  Singer:  You  wouldn't  give  us  the  detail of  it. 

Hon.    Mr.    Grossman:    When   was   that? 

Mr.  Singer:  When  was  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes,  when  did  I 
refuse  to  do  that? 

Mr.  Singer:  The  other  night  when  this was  up. 

Is  it  available? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Of  course  it  is  avail- 
able. 

Mr.  Singer:  All  right,  could  you  table  it 
and  make  it  available  to  those  people  who 
apply? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Of  course. 

Mr.  Singer:  Would  it  be  a  part  of  your 
application  form? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  They  know  all  about 
the  point  system. 

Mr.  Singer:  They  know  all  about  it?  How 
do  they  know? 

One  would  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the 
rules  would  be  established,  the  rules  would 
be  published,  the  rules  would  be  available 
and  people  could  come  into  the  offices  of 

Ontario  Housing  and  say,  "How  do  I  go 
about  getting  accommodation  and  what  are 

the  criteria?" 
One  would  think  you  could  have  available, 

in  one  of  these  handy  little  pamphlets  the 
government  seems  to  produce  about  the 
length  of  whitefish  and  that  sort  of  im- 

portant stuff,  at  least  one  that  is  of  equal 
importance  about  the  rights  to  get  housing. 
It  would  list  the  points  and  say  these  are 
the  value  judgements  and  this  is  how  it  is 
done. 

One  would  think  it  wouldn't  be  beyond 
the  intelligence  of  this  minister,  together 
with  his  capable  and  honourable  officials, 
to  evolve  a  pamphlet  of  that  kind  to  give 
information  as  to  how  you  go  about  getting 
public  housing,  what  judgements  are  made 
and  so  forth.  That  is  my  first  point. 

The  second  point  is  that  surely  an  appli- 
cant should  be  told,  if  he  is  dissatisfied  with 

a  particular  decison  or  with  the  department's 
assessment  of  his  qualifications,  that  there 
should  be  an  appeal.  What  kind  of  an 
appeal? 

Mr.  Chairman,  Caesar  can't  appeal  to 
Caesar  and  expect  justice.  If  there  is  going 
to  be  an  appeal,  the  people  who  are  making 
the  decisions  have  to  have  someone  separate 
and  apart,  independent  from  them,  who  sits 
in  review. 

Again,  without  reiterating  pages  of  what 
McRuer  has  said,  if  there  is  going  to  be  any 
kind  of  an  appeal  system,  then  surely  it  has 
to  be  on  the  basis  of  allowing  access  to 
the  files  and  representations  on  behalf  of 
the  people  who  are  making  the  appeal. 

Finally,  to  carry  it  on  one  step  further, 
to  say  that  because  the  board  itself  has  re- 

viewed something,  that  is  the  be-all  and  end- 
all— and  the  board  itself  has  apparently  re- 

viewed something  without  fearing  any  repre- 
sentations at  all,  probably  without  even  the 

knowledge  of  the  applicant— that  makes  it  just 
and  fair. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  just  complete  and 

utter  nonsense.  I  don't  know  how  the  minis- 
ter, in  all  equity,  can  say  that. 

It  is  as  bad  as  the  statement  I  was  asking 
the  Attorney  General  about  this  afternoon, 
when  the  acting  chief  of  the  Metropolitan 

Toronto  Police  said,  "What  good  is  legal  aid? 
Criminals  don't  ask  us  for  it  before  they  com- 

mit crimes  and  it  is  just  a  waste  of  money  to 

give  it  to  them  after  they  commit  crimes." 
The  minister  said,  "We're  not  going  to  waste 
public  money  to  provide  complicated  appeal 
procedures  because  our  dollars  are  so  valu- 

able." 

Well  ,  I  think  we  get  back  to  where  we 
started,  Mr.  Chairman.  The  minister  is  con- 

vinced that  he,  in  his  great  wisdom,  knows 
better  than  anyone  else  and  that  he  should 
be  the  dictator  of  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

So  be  it.  Now,  that's  what  appears.  But  don't 
go  through  the  utter  nonsense  and  the  folly 
of  telling  us  there  is  a  review  procedure. 

And  in  so  saying,  Mr.  Chairman,  believe 

me  I  don't  criticize  his  civil  servants,  I  criti- 
cize him,  because  he  isn't  aware  of  what  civil 

rights  mean,  he  isn't  aware  of  what  McRuer 
said,  he  isn't  aware  of  what  this  Legislature 

has  been  doing.  He  doesn't  care  about  it.  He 
doesn't  understand  the  importance  of  the 

right  to  representation.  He  doesn't  under- 
stand the  importance  of  the  right  to  indepen- 

dent advice.  He  doesn't  understand  the  im- 
portance of  having  review  boards  where 

human  rights  are  involved.  And  if  the  min- 

ister is  so  lacking  in  understanding  then  it's time  he  moved  aside  and  let  somebody  else 
take  that  portfolio. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Let's  get  one  thing 
clear,  Mr.  Chairman,  on  the  question  of 

secrecy,  every  applicant  is  given  a  pamphlet 
in  which  he  is  told  about  the  point  rating 

system. 
Mr.  MacDonald:  You  are  defending  the  in- 

defensible. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I'm  not  defending  the 
indefensible  again. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  do  you  mean,  they  were 
told  about  the  point  rating  system? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  You  didn't  even  know 
about  it. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  the  minister  has  the 
floor. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  What  do  you  mean  I 

didn't  know  about  it?  Didn't  know  about 
what?  The  point  rating  system? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  details. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Which  details? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  whole  details  of  the 
review  applications. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  just  told  the  hon. 
member  that  the  review  board  was  one  which 

was  just  set  up  a  few  weeks  ago. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  just  set  up! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Of  course  it  was. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It's  a  fortuitous  thing  which 
happened— 

Hon.    Mr.    Grossman:    Let's    discuss    this 
question  about  whether  the  applicant  really 
knows  on  what  basis- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  In  the  first  place  they 

are  handed  this  pamphlet  and  it  says:  "How 
are  Tenants  Selected?"  We'll  get  copies  for 
every  member  of  the  Legislature  if  they 

haven't  already  got  it.  This  is  what  the  appli- cant gets. 

Applicants  who  live  in  Metropolitan  To- 
rating  system  which  takes  into  considera- 

tion such  factors  as  income,  the  amount  of 
rent  you  pay,  the  size  of  your  family  and 
the  suitability  of  your  present  accommoda- 

tion. If  members  of  your  family  are  forced 
to  live  apart  through  lack  of  proper  hous- 

ing, if  a  health  condition  is  aggravated  by 
your  present  housing,  or  if  you  are  being 
forced  to  vacate  your  home  through  no 
fault  of  your  own,  additional  priority  is 
awarded  the  application. 

Applicants  who  live  in  Metropolitan  To- 
ronto are  interviewed  at  home  by  one  of 

OHC's  home  visitors.  During  the  interview 
the  need  of  the  applicant's  family  is 
assessed  in  greater  detail. 

Ontario  Housing  is  allocated  to  appli- 
cants with  the  greatest  number  of  points 

at  the  time  when  units  that  are  suitable  for 

the  size  of  the  family  become  available. 
Some  applicants  are  prepared  to  accept  a 
suitably  sized  dwelling  anywhere  in  Metro- 

politan Toronto,  while  others  state  a  prefer- 
ence for  the  downtown  core  area,  or  one  of 

the   boroughs.    Still   others   specify   a   par- 

ticular building,  but  this  reduces  their 
chances  of  being  housed  as  they  must 
wait  for  a  vacancy  in  that  particular  loca- tion. 

It  goes  on  further;  there  is  a  schedule  of  the 
rent  scale  as  well.  And  that  is  given  to  the 

applicant. 
Mr.   Lewis:    That's   very   illuminating. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Applicants  are  told 
why  they  get  the  points.  They  are  told  what 
their  points  are.  It  is  explained  to  them,  it  is 

explained  to  tenants'  groups,  it's  explained 
to  various  groups— there's  no  secret.  And  any 
member  here— and  some  have  done  it,  I 
believe;  I  seem  to  recall  some  members  hav- 

ing done  it— asking  for  the  application  form. 
This  tells  them  that.  When  it's  discussed 
with  the  applicants  they  are  advised  what 
points  they  are  getting  for  each  particular 
item,  and  I  make  no  secret  of  it.  The  hon. 

member  says  there's  a  secret  in  this  thing. 
I  don't  know  why  he  suggests  that.  I'll  read 
it  out  here  so  that  there'll  be  no  secret  about 
it  all,  in  any  way,  shape  of  form. 

They  get  five  points  for  overcrowding;  five 
points  if  their  place  is  in  disrepair;  five  points 
for  inadequate  kitchen  facilities;  five  points 
for  inadequate  bathroom  facilities;  four  for 
lack  of  light  and  air;  two  for  lack  of  recrea- 

tion space;  two  for  lack  of  heating  facilities; 
two  for  other  unsatisfactory  conditions;  but 
notice  to  vacate,  other  than  cause,  wipes  out 
these  other  conditions  and  they  receive 
30  points;  residency,  a  point  for  each  of  the 
past  10  years,  10  points;  percentage  of  in- 

come in  rent,  up  to  20  points;  abnormal 
financial  commitments,  15  points;  number  of 
dependents,  up  to  10  points;  separated  fam- 

ilies through  lack  of  accommodation,  up  to 
15  points;  health  factors  aggravated  by  pres- 

ent accommodations,  up  to  15  points;  and 
waiting  period  to  be  used  when  updating 
without  an  offer,  that  is  10  points,  for  a  pos- 

sible total  of  125  points.  Now,  the  complaint 
will  usually  be  as  to  whether  our  judgement 
is  the  same  as  theirs  in  respect  of  a  parti- 

cular item  here.  I'm  advised  that  the  greatest 
complaint  is  really,  some  people  are  in  an 
income  group  where  we  feel  that  they  should 

go  to  the  private  sector,  or  where  they  don't 
want  to  pay  the  amount  of  rent  shown  in 

the  scale  for  their  income.  They  say:  "Well, 
all  right,  I  may  be  making  $10,000  a  year— 

I  may  be  making  $800  a  month— but  I  can't 
afford  to  pay  $200  a  month  rent."  This  would 
be  the  maximum;  it  would  be  25  per  cent.  In 

their  view,  it's  too  much.  They  want  to  bet- 
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ter  themselves;  they  want  to  get  cheaper 
accommodation. 

There  are  others  who  feel  that  what  is 

offered  to  them  is  not  adequate  enough  for 
their  purposes;  in  their  view.  In  our  view 
they  have  the  kind  of  housing  which,  by  and 
large,  is  generally  okay.  Sure,  it  would  be 
nice  to  improve  their  situation  in  respect  of 

the  kind  of  housing  they've  got.  But  in  view 
of  how  people  generally  are  living,  it  isn't 
that  bad  as  to  require  us  to  give  them  prior- 

ity over  others— others  who,  in  our  view,  get 
sufficient  points  to  give  them  a  higher 
priority. 

So  that  much  for  your  secrets;  there  are  no 

secrets  on  this  thing  at  all.  I'm  advised  too 
that  this  pamphlet  has  been  circulated  now 
for  over  two  years. 

Mr.   Singer:  Would  the  minister— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  So  the  hon.  member 

hasn't  got  them— 

Mr.  Singer:  Would  the  minister  tell  us 

why  the  pamphlet— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If  he  has  that  many 

requests,  why  wouldn't  he  have  the  pam- 
phlet? I  don't  know.  Because  certainly  with 

all  the  requests  he  has  had,  the  hon.  mem- 

ber must  have  been  asked:  "What  will  my 
rent  be?"  and  that  sort  of  thing.  Why 
wouldn't  he  have  inquired,  if  he  never  got 
it  in  any  other  way  from  OHC,  and  said: 

"Send  me  1,000  of  your  pamphlets"? 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  minister 

is  so  proud  of  his  pamphlet,  why  wouldn't 
the  pamphlet  have  the  point  rating  system 

that  he  just  read  us  from  the— from  what— 
was  that  from  the  application  form,  the 
point  rating  system  you  just  read?  No,  that 

wasn't  in  the  pamphlet— 

Hon.     Mr.    Grossman:     That's    the    place 
where    they    formally    sit    down    with    the 

applicant- 

Mr.    Singer:    Yes!    Are    those    percentage 
points  set  out  on  the  application  form? 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  Or  the 
pamphlet? 

Mr.   Singer:   Or  the  pamphlet? 

Hon.   Mr.  Grossman:   No. 

Mr.  Singer:  No!  They're  not  set  out  in 
the  pamphlet.  The  percentages  are  set  out. 
The  criteria  are  not  set  out  in  the  pamphlet. 
Does  the  applicant  know  the  weighting  of 
those  percentages? 

Hon.    Mr.    Grossman:    Yes,    when    he    sits 

down  and  fills  out  his  application- 

Mr.  Singer:  Is  it  on  the  application  form? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  No,  it's  not  on  that— 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  it's  not  on  the  application 
form;  it's  not  on  the  pamphlet;  but  it's  a 
private  assessment  that  is  made,  apparently, 

within  the  ministry.  That's  the  point. 

Now,  I  don't  know  if  the  minister  is 
familiar  with  the  point  system  insofar  as 
landed  immigrant  status  is  concerned?  But 
persons  who  apply  for  a  landed  immigrant 
status  know  immediately.  For  knowledge  of 

the  English  there  are  X  points,  and  for  edu- 
cation there  are  Y  points,  and  for  job  training 

there  are  others.  There's  no  secret  about  that; 
that  is  available  and  that  is  set  out  in  pamph- 
lets. 

Now,  for  the  minister  to  get  up  and  tell  us 

it's  no  secret,  and  wave  a  pamphlet  around 

that  doesn't  say  it;  and  then  tell  us  that  it's 
on  an  application  form  and  later  admit  that 

it  isn't— well  then,  it  still  remains  to  be  a 
secret. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  I  think  the  hon. 
member  has  a  point! 

Mr.  Singer:  He  sure  does;  he  sure  does. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  As  a  matter  of  fact, 

politicians  have  got  them;  there  are  members 

of  this  House  who  have  them;  we've  had 
requests  from  city  council  aldermen  for  them. 

They  have  asked  for  the  point  system— they 

have  it.  It's  been  published  in  some  of  the 
local  newspapers,  some  of  the  smaller  news- 

papers. There's  no  reason  why  the  applicant 
shouldn't  get  them  at  all. 

Mr.  Singer:  Why  don't  you  put  it  in  your 

pamphlet? 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes,  I  think  they 

should  put  in— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  or  better  still:  I  want  to 
know  from  you  when  the  applicants  are  told 
how  many  points  they  have?  I  have  dealt 

with  I  don't  know  how  many  applicants  who 
have  had  applications  pending  for  the  Ontario 
Housing  Corp.  for  years. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  think  the  first  thing 

we  should  get  clear  is— 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  haven't  met  one  who  knows 
his  or  her  points. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Let  me  explain  to 
the  hon.  member. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  Yes! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  In  the  first  place,  I 

think  there's  one  thing  that  should  be  made clear. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  This  wasn't,  I  think, 
clear  to  some  of  the  hon.  members  opposite, 
when  they  wanted  to  know  why  some  people 

weren't  Home-visited.  Not  everybody  is  home- visited. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member 
knows  we  have  20,000  names  on  the  list; 

we've  gone  into  that  before.  To  start  visiting 
20,000  people  who,  on  the  basis  of  their  own 

application,  are  never  going  to  qualify.  It's 
quite  obvious  from  their  own  statements  that 

they  don't  have  the  kind  of  need  that  re- 
quires our  attention.  And  how  we've  been 

dealing  with  that  and  how  we  should  deal 
with  it,  is  another  matter.  We  will  deal  with 
that  perhaps  some  time  later,  but  the  fact 

remains  that  we  don't  home-visit  everyone. 
When  they  appear  to  have  on  the  face  of 

it— What  the  lawyer  calls  prima  facie  evidence 
—that  there  might  be  a  need  here  which  re- 

quires our  attention,  they  are  home-visited. 
You  sit  down  with  them;  you  discuss  their 
situation  and  they  know  about  the  points 
and  they  know  exactly  what  our  people  are 

talking  about.  They  explain  how  it's  done 
and  they'll  be  told  then  that  it  looks  like  they 
may  have  to  wait  a  considerable  period  of 

time  or  something  of  that  nature.  That's  how 
it's  done. 

Everyone  in  the  first  instance  doesn't  start 
at  the  head  of  the  points  system.  I  don't  see 
any  objection  to  that.  It  may  very  well  be 
that  right  off  the  bat  some  of  these  people, 
if  they  get  this  on  their  first  application,  will 
see  that  there  is  really  no  point  in  them  con- 

tinuing to  remain  on  the  list  of  Ontario 

Housing  Corp.  because  they  don't  have  the 
kind  of  need  which  requires  our  attention. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  want  to  pursue  this  a 

moment  longer.  I  don't  think  your  applicants 
know  how  many  points  they  have  received. 

We  have  dealt  with  countless  cases.  I've 
never  known— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Who  have  been 
home-visited? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  they  have  been  home- 
visited. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  am  told  here  that 
they  have  been  told.  They  are  told  about  the 
points  at  the  time  of  the  home  visit,  or  at 
the  time  of  updating,  or  any  time  when  they 
ask. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  may  be  that  they  are  told  of 
the  categories  to  which  point  values  are 
assigned.  They  do  not  know  the  number  of 
points  they  have.  I  am  sorry. 

I  tell  the  housing  corporation  then,  if  they 
are  under  the  gallery,  that  I  have  interviewed 

I  don't  know  how  many  people  in  the  last 
several  weeks.  They  have  no  idea.  I  have 
just  been  talking  to  colleagues  beside  me 
who  have  had  God  knows  how  many  housing 
applications.  They  understand  there  is  a 
point  system. 

I  tell  you— I  can  understand  the  difficulties. 
Obviously  if  I  send  in,  as  I  did  last  week  on 
behalf  of  a  particular  applicant  a  notice  to 

vacate  which  has  just  been  received,  effec- 
tive the  end  of  June  that  applicant  automati- 

cally rises  30  points,  I  presume,  almost  over- 
night. It  clearly  changes  his  or  her  position 

on  the  list.  I  understand  the  difficulty  of  that 
and  appreciate  it. 

I  know  that  it  is  therefore  hard  to  say 
where  you  are  exactly  on  the  fist  at  any  given 
time.  To  pretend  that  the  applicants  have  an 
appreciation  of  how  many  points  they  have 
or  how  long  they  have  to  wait  relative  to  the 
number  of  points  they  have  on  the  average- 
it  is  all  set  out  in  your  most  recent  report. 
It  would  be  profoundly  helpful  if  you  could 

say  to  the  applicant:  "You  have  got  25  to  39 
points,  you  are  going  to  have  to  wait  X 
number  of  months;  you  have  40  points  and 
over,  you  are  going  to  have  to  wait  Y  number 

of  months." They  know  none  of  that.  None  of  that  is 
clear  to  them  in  average  terms.  I  am  very 

sorry,  but  whatever  the  communication  break- 

down is,  people  aren't  aware  of  what  it  is the  minister  thinks  they  are  aware  of. 

Let  me  come  back,  Mr.  Chairman,  because 
I  thought  the  analogy  appropriate.  The  forms 
which  are  filled  out  by  the  Department  of 
Immigration,  giving  the  various  categories  to 
people  seeking  landed  immigrant  status,  are 
very  explicit,  and  the  number  of  points  to 
which  they  are  entitled  is  very  explicit. 
Within  a  matter  of  days— I  only  wish  the 
appeal  proceeding  was  as  fast— they  receive 
a  letter  indicating  to  them  the  number  of 
points  they  have  received.  They  know  when 
they  walk  into  the  office  of  an  MPP  or  they 
seek  advice,  as  we  know,  we  go  back  to  the 
Department    of    Immigration    and    we    say, 
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"They  require  50  points  and  they  have  only 
got  35  points.  How  can  we  make  up  the 
other  15  points?  Where  might  you  have 

made  a  misjudgement  on  the  point  system?" 
May  I  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  all  the 

times  we  have  sought  information  from  the 
Ontario  Housing  Corp.  we  received  phrases 

like  "they  are  on  the  top  priority;"  "they  are 
on  the  urgent  waiting  list."  Never  do  we 
receive  the  exact  number  of  points,  or  very 
rarely;  never  in  my  experience.  Sometimes 
we  learn  where  they  stand  in  terms  of  the 

level  of  the  waiting  list-20th,  40th,  60th, 
whatever.  We  appreciate,  as  members,  that 
can  change  rather  abruptly  from  day  to  day 
because  of  the  very  nature  of  the  need 
factor. 

I  think  the  department  would  be  profoundly 

well  served  to  publish  the  whole  list  to  indi- 
cate to  the  applicants  on  a  regular  basis  how 

many  points  they  have  and  what  was  appor- 
tioned to  which  category.  When  you  set  up 

a  review  board,  those  are  some  of  the  things 
a  review  board— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Is  the  member  saying 
publish  the  list  of  the  applicants? 

Mr.  Lewis:  No.  Publish  the  list  of  points  to 
which  they  are  entitled.  Indicate  to  the 
applicant  how  many  they  have  received. 

I  have  seen  X-letters  from  the  Ontario 
Housing  Corp.  to  applicants.  No  applicant  has 
walked  into  me  with  a  letter,  saying  he  has 
80  points  out  of  the  125  and  this  is  the 
approximate  time  that  he  remains  on  the 
waiting  list.  Not  on  your  life. 

I'd  like  to  see  one  of  those  letters  tabled 
in  the  House.  I  would  much  appreciate  it. 

You've  got  your  staff  with  you.  Show  me  a 
letter  which  you  have  sent  to  an  applicant 
where  you  have  indicated  the  number  of 
points  and  the  extent  of  time  which  that 
applicant  on  the  average  might  be  expected 

to  wait.  You  don't  go  through  those  pro- 
cedures, in  fact. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was 
going  to  read  this  statement  at  the  beginning 
of  the  housing  estimates  but  there  were  other 
things  that  were  more  important.  The  hon. 
member  has  raised  the  question  of  this 

registry.  I  must  tell  him  that  that  has  con- 
cerned me,  since  the  day  he  got  up  and  said 

there  were  20,000  active  applicants. 

I  questioned  the  term  "active."  He  then 
said,  according  to  your  own  registry,  they  are 
active.  I  told  him  that  I  was  puzzled  at  that, 

but  if  the  registry  says  "active",  I'm  stuck.  I 
think  I  used  the  word  "touche"  at  the  time. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  you  would  never  have 
conceded  that,  but  I  think  you  subsided. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  think  I  did. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  the  minister  subsides. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  think  I  did.  In 

fact,  I'm  sure  I  did  on  reading  Hansard.  It 
was  in  there,  too.  He  made  the  point,  and 
there  is  no  way  of  backing  off  something 
that  our  own  registry  has  in  there. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Is  the  minister  trying  to  tell 
us  there  is  a  surplus  of  housing  over  those 

applicants  who  have  needs? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I'm  not  going  to  tell 
the  hon.  member  that  at  all.  The  job  is  hard 
enough  without  making  it  any  blacker  than 

it  is.  It's  not  black;  it  is  very  encouraging. 

Mr.  Renwick:  We  wondered  how  long  it 
would  take. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  told  us  the  other  day  the 
demand  is  increasing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  told  the  hon.  mem- 
ber then  that  I  was  surprised  and  that,  in 

my  view,  there  weren't  20,000  active  ones because  I  had  discussed  it  with  staff  in  the 

past.  It  is  apparent  that  a  great  number  of 

those  people  are  not  in  need  of  public  hous- 
ing. That  is  where  he  debated  with  me.  I 

think  that  he  disagreed  with  me  that  there 
were  that  number  of  people  who  really 
needed  the  attention  of  the  Ontario  Housing Corp. 

So,  as  a  result  of  that  debate,  I  went  into 
this  matter  with  my  officials.  If  the  hon. 
Chairman  will  just  give  me  three  minutes  to 

read  this— I  don't  want  to  get  in  an  unneces- 
sary debate— this  will  clarify  the  situation  a 

little  better. 

The  word  "active"  only  applies,  as  I 
thought  it  did  at  that  time,  to  the  fact  that 

someone  has  applied.  So  the  word  "active" should  never  have  appeared  in  the  registry. 
It  should  have  said  that  20,000,  or  so  many 
people,  have  applied.  That  is  really  all  it  is. 
It  is  not  an  indication  at  all  of  housing  needs. 

As  I  have  already  indicated  here  in  the 
past,  the  applications  in  the  registry  reflect 
varying  degrees  of  need  and  not  as  has 
been  implied  dire  need  where  applicants 
are  virtually  on  the  street,  which  is  what 
some  members  here  suggested.  I  think  the 

hon.  member  for  Scarborough  West  sug- 
gested that.  In  bringing  out  some  of  these 

real  emergency  cases,  one  would  get  the  im- 
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pression  that  thousands  are  in  the  same 
position  which,  of  course,   they  are  not. 

I  also  suggested,  at  that  time,  I  would 
discuss  this  whole  list  with  the  Ontario 

Housing  Corp.  in  a  detailed  way  so  that  I 
would  know  more  about  the  nature  of  the 

list  as  it  was  brought  out.  I  was  surprised 
at  what  I  learned  and  it  confirmed  my 

publicly  stated  views  as  to  the  actual  num- 
bers involved. 

To  begin  with,  one-quarter  of  the  20,000 
applications  on  the  waiting  list  are  from 
persons  60  years  of  age  and  over.  Most  of 

these  applicants  are  of  the  age  group  Metro- 
politan Toronto  houses  in  its  senior  citizens 

programme.  A  number  are  also  registered  on 

Metro's  waiting  list  at  city  hall  at  the  same 
time  as  they  are  registered  with  us.  OHC 
keeps  them  on  a  special  list  and  has  been 
able  to  assist  Metro,  even  though  it  is  not 
our  distinct  responsibility,  because  of  an 
agreement  with  Metro.  We  have  been  able 
to  assist  Metro  by  housing  about  7,000  over 
the  last  few  years. 

That  leaves  a  list,  in  accordance  with  the 
last  registry,  of  15,841  families  for  which 
OHC  is  responsible  by  agreement  with 
Metropolitan  Toronto.  Table  8,  in  the  report 

which  the  hon.  member  has  before  him,  in- 
dicates some  50  per  cent  of  this  group 

have  been  home- visited.  As  I  have  already 
outlined  to  the  House,  present  production  of 
units  of  up  to  two  bedrooms  is  in  relative 

balance  with  demand,  but  we  are  experienc- 
ing difficulty  in  obtaining  sufficient  three, 

four  and  five-bedroom  units  to  meet  our 
needs.  The  shortage  of  suitably  serviced  and 

zoned  sites  in  Metro  and  opposition  to  sub- 
sidized housing  in  the  communities  is  partly 

to  blame  for  this  shortage.  Completions 
arising  out  of  our  call  last  year  for  units 
of  larger  bedroom  size  and  the  600  units 
in  Metro  of  rent  supplement  for  this  year 
will  help  us  in  this  regard. 

Returning  to  the  registry,  I  would  point 
out  that  when  an  application  is  received  by 

Ontario  Housing,  the  staff  prepoints  it— I 
have  mentioned  that.  Points  may  be  given 
for  such  factors  as  written  notice  to  vacate, 

health  factors,  rent,  size  and  condition  of 
current  housing.  Those  applicants  who  on  the 

surface  appear  to  be  needy  cases  are  home- 
visited  as  quickly  as  possible.  Others,  where 

the  need  appears  to  be  much  less,  are  ac- 
knowledged and  home-visited  later.  The 

home  visit  provides  a  more  accurate  measure 
of  the  need. 

In  my  discussions  with  the  Ontario  Housing 

Corp.    staff,    I    was    informed— I    stress    this 

and  I  hope  the  hon.  members  listen  to  this— 
I  was  informed  that  between  Jan.  1  and 
April  30  of  this  year,  in  order  to  house  1,435 

applicants  in  the  high-priority  categories, 
OHC  had  to  make  more  than  6,400  offers. 

Now  listen  to  that:  We  had  to  make  over 

6,400  offers  to  house  1,435  applicants  in 

the  high-priority  categories.  Only  22  per 
cent  of  those  families  with  high  priority 

were  willing  to  accept  housing  when  a  dwell- 
ing became  available. 

To  better  understand  this  high  refusal 
rate,  I  arranged  for  a  random  survey  of  the 

1,000  who  rejected  dwellings.  I  did  this  be- 
tween the  day  the  hon.  member  raised  it 

here  and  today.  I  said,  "Let's  find  out  about 
this  list.  What's  behind  all  this?  Why  are 

there  so  many  refusals  and  so  on?" 
We  took  a  random  survey  of  the  5,000 

who  rejected  the  dwellings  and  a  large 

sample  of  1,000  was  reviewed— and  that's  a 
pretty  large  sample.  The  results,  to  my 
mind,  reflect  a  pretty  selective  attitude  on 
the  part  of  most  applicants,  some  of  whom 
are  even  facing  eviction. 

All  were  offered  suitable  accommodation 

in  terms  of  bedroom  size  in  Metropolitan 
Toronto  and,  as  I  outline  the  reason  for 
rejection,  bear  in  mind  that  the  monthly 
average  public  rental  subsidy  that  goes  along 
with  these  offers  is  $100  and  that  many  of 
the   dwellings    offered   were   new  dwellings. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  legitimate. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Some  37  per  cent 
did  not  like  the  location,  with  the  most 
common  reasons  being  that  they  preferred 
a  special  location  or  a  specific  building  only. 

I  think  the  hon.  members  have  had  per- 

sonal experience  with  this  too:  "No,  I  don't 
want  to  go  up  there.  I  want  to  go  down 

there."  This  also  tells  us  something. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  legitimate.  It  is  legiti- mate in  some  cases. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  In  some  cases  it  is. 

The  next  highest  group,  18  per  cent- 

Mr.    I.    Deans    (Wentworth):    It   tells    the 

hon.  member— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —did  not  like  the  unit 
size  or  the  house  type. 

Mr.   Lewis:    Say   that   again.    I   am   sorry. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  next  highest 

group,  18  per  cent,  did  not  like  the  unit 
size  or  the  house  type.  Among  the  reasons 
for    rejection    were    wanting    a    house    only, 



3668 ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 

or  more  bedrooms  than  they  were  entitled 

to  by  reason  of  family  size— more  than  they 
were  entitled  to  in  accordance  with  our 
terms. 

Some  15  per  cent  offered  no  reason  at  all 
for  refusing.  Some  10  per  cent  believed  the 
rent  was  too  high,  despite  the  fact,  as  I  say, 
that  the  average  subsidy  is  $100  a  month  and 
the  rents  range  from  as  low  as  16.7  per  cent 
of  income  to  a  maximum  of  25  per  cent. 

Mr.  Renwick:  But  that's  because  of  the 
debt  burden  these  people  carry,  which  is  not 

permitted  in  the  — 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  But  that  is  taken 
into  consideration,  as  I  mentioned  earlier, 
and  they  are  given  a  higher  point  rating. 

But  that's  another  matter. 
We  could  not  contact  nine  per  cent  or, 

when  we  did,  they  did  not  keep  their  ap- 
pointments to  look  at  the  dwellings.  The 

remainder  refused  for  a  variety  of  reasons, 
ranging  from  being  in  leased  accommodation 
to  being  housed  elsewhere  in  the  meantime. 

Some  of  these  reasons  were  quite  under- 
standable. However,  the  reasons  given  by 

the  others  indicate  they  are  hardly  in  dire 
need.  But,  serious  or  not,  these  applicants, 
as  the  system  is  now,  remain  on  the  waiting 
list. 

The  investigations  confirmed  the  view  I 
expressed  earlier,  that  the  waiting  list  as 
constituted  does  not  represent  an  accurate 
enough  measure  of  need  in  Metropolitan 
Toronto,  and  the  findings  raised  the  follow- 

ing question:  If  government  is  prepared  to 
subsidize  families  to  the  extent  of  about 

$100  a  month,  and  the  applicants  turn  down 
accommodations  suitable  in  size  and  location 

because  they  will  only  accept  a  house,  or 
want  a  specific  building,  should  not  the 
corporation  cancel  these  applications  and 
allow  others  to  move  up  on  the  list?  Per- 

sonally, I  believe  if  an  applicant  is  made  a 
reasonable  offer  and  does  not  accept  it,  the 
application  should  be  cancelled. 

There  could,  as  the  hon.  member  for  River- 

dale  just  mentioned,  be  mitigating  circum- 
stances where  the  corporation  would  not 

cancel  the  application.  Conversely,  in  cases 
where  applicants  believe  the  corporation 
should  not  have  cancelled  their  application, 
an  avenue  of  appeal  is  presently  available. 
We  mentioned  that,  and  the  hon.  members 

weren't  satisfied  with  that,  but  at  the  moment 
I  am  dealing  essentially  with  the  composition 
of  the  list. 

I  do  not  believe  it  is  incumbent  on  govern- 

ment to  produce  a  house  hunter's  paradise 

where  persons  can  opt  for  certain  buildings 
or  demand  more  bedrooms  than  they  require 
for  their  family  size.  I  have  therefore  asked 

OHC's  board  of  directors  to  review  its  cur- 
rent policy  of  keeping  these  applicants  on 

the  so-called  active  list,  and  consider  the 
practice  of  other  jurisdictions  which  take  an 
applicant  off  the  list  if  the  accommodation 
appropriate  to  his  need  is  rejected.  Such  an 
applicant,  if  his  or  her  circumstances  change, 
would  be  able  to  reapply  without  prejudice. 

Such  a  policy,  in  my  view,  would  place 
the  ultimate  responsibility  with  the  applicant. 
It  would  remove  the  shoppers  from  the  list, 
and  there  are  many  of  them.  It  would  allow 
offers  to  be  made  to  those  not  yet  given  the 

opportunity,  and  encourage  others  who  may 
be  very  needy  but  are  discouraged  by  the 

reported  length  of  the  list,  to  come  forward 
and  seek  accommodation.  It  would  also  pre- 

clude the  necessity  to  bring  out  facts,  such 
as  I  have  had  to  do  concerning  selective 
attitudes  of  some  applicants.  These  facts 
could  reinforce  the  negative  attitudes  of  some 

segments  of  the  public  about  social  housinc— 
attitudes  completely  undeserved  in  the 

majority  of  instances. 
I  will  also  be  asking  OHC  to  look  at  those 

applications  that  have  so  little  priority— and 
the  hon.  member  just  mentioned  that— that 

they  will  likely  never  be  offered  accommoda- 
tion. Rather  tnan  cluttering  up  the  list  with 

such  applications,  as  present  policy  is  to 
place  on  the  list  anyone  who  applies,  OHC 
should  be  referring  these  applicants  to  lim- 

ited dividend  housing  or  private  rental. 

This  study  confirms  our  experience  gained 

in  two  previous  surveys  of  the  list— that  is, 
the  effective  demand  would  appear  to  be  at 

most  about  50  per  cent  of  those  on  the  wait- 
ing list.  At  the  present  time  we  have  a  little 

over  7,000  units  under  development  and  con- 
struction. This  won't  meet  our  total  demand, 

but  coupled  with  the  rent  supplement  pro- 
gramme it  should  assist  the  majority  of  the 

needy  cases  government  should  be  helping. 

The  hon.  members  brought  out  the  point 

about  letting  these  people  know  in  the  first 
instance  whether  they  have  a  chance  or  not. 

That's  the  point  that  brought  me  to  reading this  statement. 

Another  thing  that  brought  it  to  my  atten- 
tion was  when  the  hon.  member  for  High 

Park  showed  me  a  letter  in  which  the  person 
had  received  a  letter  saying  that  she  would 
be  home-visited,  and  he  said  that  was  over 

a  year  ago  and  she  hadn't  been  home-visited 
yet.  So  that  caused  me  to  inquire  about  that, 
and  there  was  a  form  letter  that  went  out 
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immediately.  As  soon  as  we  get  an  applica- 
tion we  say,  "You  will  be  home-visited." 

which  in  my  view,  and  I  have  discussed  it 
with  staff  and  we  all  agree,  is  going  to  be 
changed. 

They  will  not  be  told  they  are  going  to  be 
home-visited.  Indeed,  and  this  is  what  I  am 
going  to  ask  the  board  of  directors  to  con- 

sider, anyone  who  has  below  a  certain  num- 
ber of  points  on  the  fact  of  it  will  be  told 

immediately  that  there  is  probably  very  little 
likelihood  of  getting  on  the  list.  If  they 
have,  for  example— I  forget  how  many  there 
are   on  this;   I   don't  have  the  chart  before 

Mr.  Lewis:  Sixty-three  per  cent  of  your 
present  applicants  have  over  25  points. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  All  right.  In  other 
words,  I  would  think  at  the  very  least  any- 

one who  has  less  than  24  points  shouldn't  be 
given  any  encouragement  at  all.  People  are 
sitting  back  there  hoping  to  get  something; 
they  bother  the  members  and  everyone,  and 
obviously  anyone  who  has  fewer  than  24  or 
25  points  is  not  going  to  be  housed  by  us. 

In  fact,  they  shouldn't  be. 
Mr.  Lewis:  I  am  not  so  sure. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  the  hon.  mem- 
ber would  like  us  to  house  everybody.  We 

are  not  going  to  house  everybody.  We  are 
going  to  house  those  people  who  need  public 
housing.  That  would  look  after  about  37  per 
cent  of  the  list  right  off  the  bat. 

The  others  should  be  told  immediately 
there  is  little  likelihood  that  they  can  be 
housed  because  they  do  not  have,  in  our 
view,  the  number  of  points  they  need.  Now, 
if  they  want  to  appeal  in  spite  of  that  and 
bring  forward  other  facts  which  may  not  have 
come  out  in  the  first  instance,  we  would  be 
glad  to  consider  them.  I  am  not  too  sure 
that  we  should  even  consider  those  who  have 

less  than  39  points.  That  would  cover  an- 
other 35  per  cent.  I  am  not  too  sure  about 

that.  This  is  going  to  have  to  be  examined 
and  we  are  going  to  go  further  into  this 
thing. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  may  not  be  necessary  to 
house  anyone  if  you  continue  your  exclusions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  of  course  it  is, 
but  in  view  of  the  fact  that  there  is  a 

possibility  of  getting  125  points,  if  a  person 
only  has  39  points,  there  is  very  little  likeli- 

hood that  a  large  proportion  of  that  group 
which  is  under  39  points  is  badly  in  need 

of  housing.  And  as  I  said  earlier,  in  spite 
of  the  image  that  most  people  have  of 

public  housing— there  are  some  hon.  members 
who  I  have  asked  whether  they  have  ever 
been  in  an  OHC  building,  one  built  in  the 
last  two  or  three  years,  and  I  was  surprised 
to  find— in  spite  of  all  the  criticism;  in  spite 
of  the  stereotype  view  people  have  of  public 

housing— they  had  never  been  in  one.  And  if 

they  have- 
Mr.  Renwick:  Well,  we  have. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  All  right.  If  they 
have,  they  have  been  in  one  of  the  old  ones. 
They  have  been  in  one  of  the  old  ones,  built 
perhaps  under  the  federal-provincial  scheme 
years  and  years  ago— 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  haven't  visited  one  of  the 
old   ones. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  person  who  sets  the 
stereotype  is  the  minister.  He  keeps  harping 
on  some  stereotype. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Just  let  me  make  my 
point.  I  am  telling  him,  and  he  knows  that, 
because  I  have  had  the  same  kind  of  re- 

quest. And  now  that  I  answer  for  OHC, 
obviously  I  have  had  more  requests,  more 
letters,  more  phone  calls  that  he  has. 

When  you  get  into  a  conversation  with 
these  people,  they  are  pleading  with  you; 
and  with  some  of  these  people  you  know 
that  they  are  living  in  fairly  adequate  ac- 

commodation. But  they  have  friends  in  pub- 
lic housing,  and  they  go  and  see  these 

friends;  and  they  see  they  live  in  very,  very 

decent  accommodation.  They  say:  "I'd  like 
to  have  that  myself." 

Because,  obviously  when  the  government 

is  in  public  housing,  it  oan't  go  for  anything 
but  the  highest  standards.  Some  of  them 
are  living  in  private  accommodation  and,  of 
course,  generally  paying  more  than  they 
would  pay  in  public  housing.  In  a  private 
building  they  generally  build  them  to  the 
minimum  standards;  we  have  to  build  them 
to  the  highest  standards.  So  you  see,  they 
want  to   get  into  these  apartments. 

I  know  some  of  them  personally,  and  I 

say:  "Well,  that  is  not  what  OHC  is  for, 

you  know." 
We  are  not  there,  you  know,  to  let  a  man 

improve  himself.  Of  course,  it  would  be  nice 
if  we  could  possibly  improve  his  position, 
both  economically  and  in  terms  of  the  kind 
of   accommodation   he   has. 

But  thousands  of  people  are  on  that  list, 
and  every  member  of  this  House  knows  that. 
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In  some  exceptional  .circumstances,  thousands 
of  people  are  on  the  list  merely  because  they 
want  to  get  into  a  better  kind  of  housing 
than  they  have  now;  even  though  their  exist- 

ing housing  is  satisfactory. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  come  now. 

Hon.    Mr.    Grossman:    And   why   wouldn't 
they   want  to    better   themselves?   So    I    am 
telling  the  hon.  member- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Look  at  the  poverty  levels. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  am  telling  the  hon. 
member  that  the  survey  is  not  indicative  of 
the  actual  need.  There  is  need  enough  and 
we  have  enough  difficulty  finding  accom- 

modation for  those  who  need  it.  As  I  say, 
our  biggest  problem  really  is— and  we  are 
going  to  solve  that  one  in  the  next  year  or 

two;  if  it  is  the  last  thing  we  do— the  problem 
is  to  get  accommodation  for  the  big  family. 

That's  the  big  problem  in  a  place  like  Metro- 
politan Toronto.  If  we  could  get  some  of 

them  to  say  they  are  prepared  to  go  to  some 
other  community- 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes,  but  in  other 
communities  you  can  find  houses;  and  inci- 

dentally we  do  have  houses.  Most  members 
of  this  House  do  not  know  that.  I  think  we 

mentioned  it  the  other  day.  We  have  over 
400  individual  houses  scattered  across  Metro; 

and  people  don't  even  know  there  are  pub- 
lic housing  tenants  in  them.  By  and  large 

these  are  for  large  families.  Because,  as  you 
know,  highrise  buildings  are  not  the  best 
place  for  families.  This  is  our  real  big  prob- 

lem; the  hardcore  problem.  I  think  we  are 
getting  that  fairly  well  licked.  When  you 
get  down  to  this  particular  survey,  we  asked 
questions  and  found  out  about  those  who 

refuse  housing  when  they  were  offered  it. 

Those  in  actual  need  would  say:  "Sure  you 
give  me  good,  decent  housing  some  place 

and  I'll  take  it."  Instead  of  saying:  "No,  I 
don't  like  that  district;  I  want  to  go  in  some 
other  district."  When  you  get  down  to  there, 
you  will  find- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Have  you  looked  at  your  ap- 
pendix 1  in  the  report— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  There  are  a  few 

hundred  families  of  that  type,  and  we  are 
going  to  try  and  as  much  as  we  can  to  con- 

centrate on  getting  those  people  their  hous- 
ing. They  have  a  top  priority;  and  it  is  the 

most  difficult  one  to  handle. 

Again,  I  want  to  point  out  to  the  hon. 
member;  I  hope  the  members  of  the  OHC 
board  of  directors  will  agree  with  me  that 

we  shouldn't  send  out  these  letters  auto- 
matically. We  should  let  them  know  where 

they  stand.  If  there  is  no  chance  of  housing, 

they  won't  be  kept  on  the  list.  They  will 
be  told  that  on  the  face  of  it,  they  don't 
qualify  for  public  housing  and  therefore 

aren't  being  considered;  and  so  on— 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  even  within 

the  limited  perspective  of  the  detailed  state- 
ment the  minister  has  just  made,  there  are 

some  obvious  flaws  that  should  indicate  very 
clearly  to  the  minister  the  need  for  the  kind 
of  public  review  forum  which  has  been  the 
subject  of  the  debate  this  afternoon  and 
which  I  raised  originally  a  day  or  two  ago 
in  the  House. 

Let  me  give  an  example  of  a  person  who 
is,  on  any  assessment,  in  need  of  housing. 
I  spent  something  in  the  neighbourhood  of 
three-quarters  of  an  hour  sitting  talking  pa- 

tiently with  that  person  in  order  to  have 
them   accept  the   accommodation. 

The  husband  in  the  family  was  in  the 

Toronto  Hospital  at  Weston,  with  tuber- 
culosis which  had  suddenly  been  discovered. 

The  family  had  multiple  problems  with 
respect  to  their  income,  and  the  Ministry 
of  Community  and  Social  Services  was  of 
great  assistance  in  solving  that  particular 
part  of  the  problem.  There  was  a  problem 
with    unemployment    insurance. 

There  was  a  host  of  problems.  Included  in 
them  was  the  requirement  that  they  get  out 
of  the  accommodation  in  which  they  were 
presently  located.  There  was  no  question 
whatsoever  that  accommodation  was  offered 

and  that  the  family  was  treated  as  a  family 
with  an  urgent  housing  problem.  Housing 
was   allocated. 

The  woman  in  the  family  telephoned  me 

and  said:  "I've  been  offered  a  very  nice 
place  to  go.  It  would  be  very  nice  to  be  able 

to  go  there,  but  I  just  can't  go  there."  I  said: 
"Well  what  is  the  reason  why  you  couldn't 
go  there?"— I  presumably  had  the  same  re- 

action that  a  member  of  the  staff  of  the 

housing  corporation  would  have  in  the  cir- 

cumstances—and she  said:  "I  have  to  take  one 
of  my  children,  one  day  a  week,  to  the 

Hospital  for  Sick  Children." 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  We  would  take  that 

into  consideration. 

Mr.  Renwick:  AH  right.  All  I'm  simply 

saying  is  that  it  may  not— don't  cut  me  off, 
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Mr.  Chairman;  don't  have  the  minister  inter- 
ject and  cut  the  ground  out  from  under  the 

argument  by  saying  you  take  that  into  con- 
sideration. It  is  ridiculous  to  say  that  the 

housing  corporation  would  consider  one  trip 

a  week  to  the  Toronto  Sick  Children's  Hos- 
pital as  a  reason  for  refusal  of  housing 

accommodation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It's  not  ridiculous, 
because  it's  the  truth. 

Mr.  Renwick:  All  right.  All  I'm  simply  say- 
ing is  you've  destroyed  the  case  I  made. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Good.  That  was  the 

point- 

Mr.  Renwick:  
 
Do  you   want  me   to   give 

another  case? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —that  was  the  point 
of  the  interruption. 

Mr.  Renwick:  You  didn't  destroy  the  case. The  fact  of  the  matter  is  it  took  someone  to 
seek  that  person  out,  to  sit  down  with  that 
person  and  discuss  the  problem,  try  to  work 
out  a  solution,  find  the  body  that  would 
provide  the  transportation  to  the  Sick 

Children's  Hospital,  so  that  the  family  could 
accept  the  accommodation,  feeling  that,  yes, 
they  not  only  wanted  to  accept  it,  but  they 
could  accept  it. 

Don't  tell  me  that  your  system,  which 
deals  on  paper  and  on  files,  is  the  system 
which  will  provide  the  solution  to  that  prob- 

lem. I  am  simply  saying,  Mr.  Chairman, 
when  the  minister  stands  up  and  says  that 
the  housing  corporation  system  of  grading 
applications  in  accordance  with  need  pro- 

duces only— if  my  memory  serves  me  cor- 
rectly—1,400  people  who  will  accept,  out  of 

5,000  to  whom  accommodation  has  been 

offered,  I  wouldn't  for  one  moment  consider 
that  a  justification  of  my  system.  I  would 

say  there's  something  fundamentally  wrong 
with  the  way  in  which  we  are  carrying  out 
our  assessment  of  need. 

The  point  which  originated  this  discussion 
in  the  Legislature  was,  there  is  a  scarce 
economic  resource,  there  is  a  substantial 
number  of  people  wishing  to  have  that  accom- 

modation, and  the  problem  is,  how  do  you 
apportion  it  equitably,  and  how  do  you  do 

it  in  such  a  way  that  it's  not  only  fair  and 
equitable,  but  that  it  has  the  appearance  of 

equity?  I'm  going  to  say  to  the  minister  that 
a  few  minutes  ago  we  thought  we  were  mak- 

ing a  little  bit  of  progress  about  suggesting 
methods  by  which  a  better  system  could  be 

introduced    without    having    to    draw    it    to 
extremes. 

Now  let  me  make  the  next  point.  I  would 
suggest  to  the  minister  first  of  all,  with  respect 

to  the  nine  per  cent  who  you  couldn't  find, 
that  that  is  entitled  to  a  very  special  atten- 

tion. I  know  that  you're  going  to  be  handed 
the  paper  which  indicates  that  there  were 
four  phone  calls,  three  registered  letters  and 

still  the  persons  weren't  found  and  there 
were  nine  per  cent  of  them  still  missing.  I 

say  your  obligation,  from  the  housing  corpor- 
ation's point  of  view,  is  that  if  your  assess- 

ment shows  that  that  family  or  those  families 

had  urgent  need  of  accommodation,  some- 
body in  your  organization  get  up  and  go 

out  and  find  it.  There  are  any  number  of 
people  who  are  moving  around  in  the  lower 
reaches  of  the  city  of  Toronto  in  lousy 

accommodation  because  they  can't  find  other accommodation. 

I  am  saying  to  the  minister,  as  well,  that 
he  has  to  deal  with  this  question  of  people 
who  have  a  debt  burden  and  who  cannot 
accept  accommodation  because  the  rent  is 
still  too  high. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  We  do. 

Mr.  Renwick:  All  right,  I  am  simply  say- 
ing that  the  minister  does  not  necessarily  do 

so  because  we  have  discussed  on  other 
occasions  that  the  rent  figure  is  not  set  on 
the  basis  of  the  net  income,  taking  into 
account  the  substantial  amount  of  consumer 
debt.  It  is  a  small  piece  of  the  point  system. 
All  I  am  simply  saying,  and  the  point  I 
am  making  about  this  part  of  the  argument, 

is  that  if  the  minister's  system  shows  urgent 
need  and  the  person  refuses,  in  my  judgement 
it  requires  a  personal  visit  by  one  of  the 
people  on  the  staff  of  the  corporation  who  is 
a  home  visitor,  who  has  some  capacity  and 
sensitivity  about  the  problem,  to  find  out  the 
specific  reason— not  a  random  sample  con- 

ducted like  a  Gallup  poll.  What  you  are 
talking  about  are  very  important  essential 
individual  needs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  I  am  suggesting  to 
the  minister  is,  if,  before  he  drops  anyone 
from  a  list,  he  advises  that  person,  makes 

sure  he  receives  notice  and  says  to  him,  "You 
have  been  offered  this  accommodation,"  or 
"you  have  this  number  of  points  to  your 
credit,  and  the  next  step  is  that  we  are 
sorry  that  in  the  situation  with  respect  to 
the  housing,  we  do  not  consider  that  you  are 
a  person  who,  in  the  reasonably  foreseeable 
future,  will  become  eligible  for  that  housing. 
Therefore,    we    are   saying   to    you,    if   you 
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object  to  the  decision  which  we  are  about 
to  take,  there  is  a  review  procedure  by  which 

you  can  make  an  appearance  and  say,  'I  am 
entitled  to  remain  on  the  list'." 

I  think  that  is  one  of  the  additional  ad- 

vantages which  would  be  achieved,  with  re- 
spect to  the  appearance  of  equity,  if  the 

minister  would  accept  that  as  an  additional 

reason  why  there  should  be  a  review  pro- 
cedure. 

Let  me  deal  with  the  next  question— and 
these  are  very  difficult  questions.  We  are  not 
talking  about  these  questions  as  if  they  are 
easy  of  solution.  I,  and  I  am  sure  other 
members,  run  into  a  difficult  question  with 
respect  to  transfer.  A  family  is  housed  in 

Ontario  Housing  accommodation.  Some  ques- 
tion comes  up  with  respect  to  transfer  and 

there  is  no  known  effective  procedure  by 
which  a  person  can  make  a  formal  application 

for  transfer,  give  the  reasons  for  the  trans- 
fer—which are  generally  highly  individualized 

and  very  personalized  reasons— and  have  that 
matter  considered  by  the  housing  corporation. 

I  have  had  people— I  think  it  is  fair  to  say 
I  could  put  my  hand  on  a  reasonable  number 

of  cases— where  the  transfer  request  has  been 
outstanding  for  a  long  time  and  there  were, 

in  my  judgement,  subject  to  whatever  inves- 
tigative procedures  you  would  need  to  con- 

firm the  stories,  good  reasons  why  that  fam- 
ily should  be  transferred  or  relocated. 

It  is  also  perfectly  clear  that  there  is  no 
stereotype  generally  about  public  housing. 
But  there  are  certain  attitudes  which  have 

developed  about  certain  particular  housing 
units  of  the  Ontario  Housing  Corp.,  and  the 
minister  knows  of  those  to  which  I  refer, 

where  the  atmosphere  or  the  general  repu- 
tation of  a  particular  area  has  in  some  way 

affected  the  person's  choice  and  he  makes 
the  decision,  "I  don't  want  to  move  to  that 
location  because  .  .  ."  and  he  is  influenced 
by  the  general  reputation  of  that  particular 

part  of  the  housing  corporation's  develop- ment. 

Justified  or  not,  that  is  not  the  point. 
Again,  that  kind  of  highly  personalized 

reason  is  one  which  only  produces  in  the 
minds  of  the  housing  corporation  —  as  it 
might  very  well  do,  dealing  day  in  and  day 
out  with  this— a  sense  of  irritation,  rather 

than  a  sense  of,  "Well,  we  must  now  go  out 
and  find  why  that  particular  family  has  this 
particular  feeling  about  that  particular  loca- 

tion." 
Those  are  a  number  of  the  obvious  points 

which  come  through  to  me  when  the  minis- 
ter stands  up  to  explain  to  us,  as  his  pre- 

decessor tried  to  explain  to  us,  that  the 
application  system  for  Ontario  Housing  is 
not  accurate. 

We  find  a  sense  of  frustration  here  when 

each  time,  at  recurring  intervals,  there  is 
an  indication  that  there  are  so  many  housing 

applications  on  file,  so  many  housing  units 
available  or  projected  to  be  available  and 
there  is  a  great  gap  between  the  two  of 
them.  A  little  while  later,  the  minister  stands 

up  and  says  that  his  application  system  isn't working. 

What  we  are  saying  is  that  the  application 
system,  so  far  as  we  know  about  it,  was 

revised  at  the  first  of  this  year.  That's  why, when  the  announcement  or  the  statement  was 

made  in  May  of  this  year  that  there  were 

20,000  applicants  and  so  many  places  avail- 
able for  those  20,000  applicants,  I  said  to 

myself  it  must  be  a  pretty  accurate  state- 
ment because  the  housing  corporation  at  the 

first  of  the  year  had  reviewed  all  of  their 
applications.  You  had  to  be  reinstated  on 
the  application  list. 

What  I  am  simply  saying  to  the  minister 
is  that  it  seems  to  me,  if  one  stands  back 

and  looks  at  the  question  which  was  origin- 
ally raised  about  the  equitable  and  appear- 
ing equitable  allocation  of  scarce  resources 

of  housing  in  Metropolitan  Toronto,  one  is 
entitled  to  assume  the  minister  will  get  out 
of  his  particular  bandbox  perspective  and 
look  at  it  from  a  different  perspective.  The 
different  perspective  is  that  it  is  very  essntial 
that  the  review  procedure  which  the  minister 

has  introducd  as  an  in  camera  private  oper- 
ation, be  made  now  a  publicly  open  one.  Not 

for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  robed  court 
—which  will  have  a  backlog  of  cases  and 
which  will  occupy  a  lot  of  people  for  a  long 

time— but  for  file  purpose  of  establishing 
within  his  corporation— if  he  wishes  to  do  so 
from  among  die  members  of  his  staff  who 

have  the  capacity— a  series  of  panels  of 
people  to  whom  the  initial  stage  can  be 
taken. 

The  suggestion  is  obviously  an  appropriate 
one.  The  person  is  notified  of  the  number  of 
points  which  he  has  and  the  point  system 

is  again  explained  to  him.  The  applicant 

can  get  near  the  applicant's  review  board, 
make  his  case  on  the  basis  of  the  points 
allocated  to  him,  raise  special  circumstances 
which  should  be  taken  into  consideration  in 

the  exercise  of  any  reasonable  discretion  in 

this  kind  of  situation,  and  have  the  sensa- 
tion that  the  result  is  a  fair  and  proper 

one. 
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I  share,  exactly  as  the  member  for  Scar- 
borough West  has  said,  the  full  knowledge 

that  people  with  whom  I  deal  do  not  know 

what  the  points  are  which  have  been  allo- 
cated to  them.  They  may  very  well  have  re- 

ceived a  pamphlet.  They  have  no  considera- 
tion that  that  is  the  essential  ingredient  in 

the  assessment  of  their  housing  needs.  I  have 
never  had  a  person  who  came  to  me  for 
housing  bring  with  him  the  point  system 

and  say,  "Will  you  help  me  work  out  my 

point  entitlement—" 

Mr.   Lewis:  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Singer:  They  don't  bring  it  because 
they  don't  know  what  it  is. 

Mr.  Renwick:  "—no— so  that  I  can  make 

my  application?"  In  many  other  cases,  on 
filling  out  other  forms,  I  have  many  people 
come  to  me,  to  ask  for  assistance  in  filling 
out  applications  for  various  kinds  of  public 
and  other  assistance. 

I'm  suggesting  to  the  minister  that  the 
time  has  come  when  the  procedural  steps 
are  at  fault.  The  time  has  come  when  we 

must  recognize  that  and  the  time  has  also 
come  when  we  have  got  to  provide  for  that 
kind  of  review.  The  review  does  not  multiply 
if  you  improve  the  system  which  leads  to 
the  review  because  people  generally  get  the 
sensation,  that  by  and  large,  they  are  being 
treated  fairly,  and  by  and  large,  they  know 
what   is    going   on;    they   accept   the    result. 

By  establishing  that  kind  of  review  pro- 
cedure, instead  of  magnifying  it  into  this 

tremendous  bureaucracy  that  the  minister 
speaks  about,  you  in  fact  give  the  appearance 
of  equity.  You  establish  it  in  such  a  way 
that  only  those  cases  which  have  legitimate 

marginal  problems,  which  need  to  be  assess- 
ed on  a  discretionary  basis,  can  be  brought 

into  play  and  brought  into  focus  and  a  re- 
assessment made. 

It  seems  to  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the 
case  has  been  made  completely  and  finally 
to  the  minister.  I  am  simply  saying  to  him 
if  he  will  stand  back  and  get  a  different 
perspective  on  the  problem  as  it  has  been 
outlined,  and  the  suggestions  which  have 
been  made  from  what  appears  to  me  to  have 
been  a  relatively  useful  debate  on  this  kind 
of  a  topic,  it  seems  to  me  that  we  can  say 
that  this  Legislature,  this  afternoon  and 

other  afternoons,  has  made  some  contribu- 
tion to  improving  a  very  real  system. 

I  happen  to  be  one  who  believes  that  this 

kind  of  thing  ultimately— and  by  ultimately 
I  mean  within  the  period  of  this  particular 

Parliament— has  to  be  established  as  a  right 

of  people  to  decent  housing  in  the  province. 

To  establish  it  as  a  right,  you  have  to  estab- 
lish effective  procedural  methods  by  which 

that  right  is  protected. 

Our  complaint  is  that  it  is  not  a  matter 

of  right.  We're  not  even  making  steps  toward 
creating  it  as  a  matter  of  right.  It  is  still  a 
discretionary  matter.  It  is  still  dealt  with  as 
an  administrative  matter  with  all  of  the 

goodwill  in  the  world.  This  is  not  the  first 
time  that,  with  all  the  goodwill  in  the 
world,  the  administrative  treatment  of  a 
severe  social  problem  can  be  solved  only 
by  transferring  it  from  the  administrative 
field  into  the  question  of  establishing  a  right 
of  the  person  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  to 
decent  housing  in  accordance  with  the  rules 
and  procedures  which  are  established  to 
protect  that  right. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  the  way  in  which, 

we  in  this  party,  want  to  see  this  particular 
process  move  so  that  we  can  have  some 
sense  of  accomplishment  that  this  particular 
social  problem  will  be  solved  in  a  way  which 
will  get  away  from  the  individual  sensation 
that  you  have  to  bring  pressure  upon  persons 
in  authority  in  order  to  get  a  result.  Frankly, 
as  I  said  at  the  outset  of  this  debate  a  few 

days  ago,  I  do  not  want  to  be  placed  in 
the  invidious  position  where  people  think 
that,  in  some  way  or  other,  I  can  do  more 
than  the  ordinary  citizen,  the  constituent 

of  mine,  can  do  by  making  his  own  applica- 
tion and  processing  it  in  accordance  with  a 

certain  protected  area  of  reasonable,  rational 
procedures  open  to  him  but  private  to  the 
world,  by  which  this  allocation  of  scarce 
resources  can  be  made  on  a  basis  of  real 
fairness  and  real  need. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Windsor 
West. 

Mr.  E.  J.  Bounsall  (Windsor  West):  Mr. 
Chairman,  before  I  make  some  of  my  other 
points,  I  would  like  to  speak  very  briefly 
on  this  point  system.  Let  me  say  to  the 
minister  that  I  am  one  of  those  members  who 
have  been  in  various  of  the  OHC  units  in 

the  Windsor  area,  both  new  and  old— and 
very  frequently  particularly  since  my  elec- 
tion. 

One  thing  I  have  seen  in  the  Windsor 

housing  association's  office  is  the  point  system 
and  how  they  deal  with  the  point  system. 
Unless  they  are  using  a  system  different  from 
the  rest  of  the  province  or  the  forms  have 
changed  within  the  last  two  months,  there 
is  one  thing  I  should  point  out  to  the 
minister. 
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The  points  given  are  not  the  sum  total  of 
those  he  has  read  out,  because  some  of  the 
categories  are  exclusive  of  others.  That  is, 
if  you  receive  30  points  because  you  have 
an  eviction  notice  served  upon  you,  you  do 
not  get  the  points  in  some  of  the  other 

categories,  such  as  suitability  of  accommoda- 
tion, sharing  of  kitchens,  sharing  of  bath- 

rooms. Points  are  not  allotted  in  these  other 

areas.  If  you  get  points  in  some  areas,  you 
cannot  receive  points  in  some  of  the  other 
areas. 

When  the  minister  says  that  when  you  get 
up  to  39  points  in  a  given  situation  maybe 
these  people  should  be  told  there  is  no  hope, 
because  of  the  sum  total  of  120  or  some 

figure,  it  is  incorrect  because  of  the  fact, 

as  well,  that  the  number  of  points  is  de- 
pendent upon  the  number  of  bedrooms 

required,  which  is  dependent  upon  the  num- 
ber of  children  to  be  housed.  There  are 

points  given  for  each  of  the  dependents  so 
that  the  maximum  points  vary  depending 
upon  the  number  of  children  involved.  For 

applicants  in  one  and,  perhaps,  two-bedroom 
accommodation,  40  to  45  points  is  not  an 
unreasonable  maximum  total  for  some  of 

these  people  to  get. 

One  other  thorny  area  in  the  point  system 

—unless,  again,  there  has  been  in  the  last 
couple  of  months  a  new  point  system  put 
out  specifically  for  senior  citizen  housing 
or  unless  there  is  a  new  one  being  developed 

—is  that  the  present  system  for  family  hous- 
ing points  is  still  used  for  senior  citizen 

housing  points.  The  problem  here  is  that 
when  you  make  an  evaluation  of  the  point 
system  for  a  senior  citizen,  some  of  the 
categories  for  which  significant  numbers  of 
points  arise  are  the  suitability  of  the  kitchen 
facilities,  the  suitability  of  bathroom  facil- 

ities and  so  on.  And  if  those  are  shared,  you 
get  points  for  them  not  being  suitable. 

Let's  look  at  what  happens  to  the  points 
system  as  it  relates  to  senior  citizens  in  the 
totals.  Using  the  points  system  devised  for 
family  accommodation,  we  find  that  widows, 

because  they  happen  to  share  accommoda- 
tion with  a  much  higher  frequency  than  do 

widowers  or  certainly  couples— they  are  shar- 
ing it  by  living  with  a  sister  and  brother-in- 

law  and  so  on— we  find  that  widows  in- 

variably are  all  at  the  top  end  of  the  points 
system  for  senior  citizens. 

I  am  not  against  widows  but,  when  a  new 

senior  citizens'  highrise  or  any  other  senior 
citizens'  accommodation  is  provided,  on  the 
straight  points  system  of  so-called  need  you 
would  fill  the  whole  building  with  widows, 

and  the  local  authorities  in  fact  would  have 

to  go  against  their  own  points  system  in  some 

other  way  to  get  some  males  into  the  build- 
ing. This  obviously  discriminates  against 

married  couples,  who  just  don't  happen  to  be 
sharing  accommodation  with  someone  else 
the  way  a  great  many  of  the  widows  are. 

There  certainly  is  a  need,  Mr.  Chairman, 
for  a  rethinking  of  the  points  system  as  it 
applies  to  senior  citizens,  so  that  on  the  one 

hand  you  are  not  discriminating  against 
widows  but  on  the  other  hand  you  are  not 
giving  them  a  tremendous  advantage  over  all 
other  senior  citizens,  and  particularly  couples. 

In  my  remarks  on  Monday  night,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  mentioned  the  topic  of  the 

grants  to  limited  dividend  or  non-profit  muni- 

cipal corporations.  I  won't  go  over  those remarks,  but  there  are  questions  which  arise 
that  I  would  like  to  have  some  response  to. 

For  example,  when  will  the  minister  per- 
haps bring  in  an  amendment  to  the  Elderly 

Persons  Housing  Aid  Act  so  that  the  grants 

of  $500  per  unit  to  these  municipal  corpora- 
tions can  be  increased?  This  now  is  a  12- 

year-old  figure— the  Act  was  passed  in  1960— 
of  which  only  $500  per  unit  is  supplied. 

When  will  this  be  increased,  and  if  an  in- 
crease is  not  planned,  why  not? 

In  the  whole  area  of  municipal  limited 
dividend  housing  corporations,  because  there 
are  some  very  obvious  advantages,  which  I 

mentioned  on  Monday  night,  for  municipal- 
ities to  be  encouraged  in  this  field,  is  the 

minister  encouraging  municipalities  to  form 

these  non-profit  or  limited  dividend  corpora- 
tions to  provide  housing  of  this  sort?  There 

are  various  ways  he  can  make  information 
available  to  them  to  get  them  more  easily 
into  the  field,  but  again,  if  he  is  not  doing 
this,  why  not? 

The  third  point  in  this  regard  is,  why  must 

the  municipal  non-profit  or  limited  dividend 
corporations  be  limited  to  the  provision  of 

senior  citizens'  housing?  In  the  city  of  Wind- 
sor we  have  one  of  these  non-profit  or  lim- 

ited dividend  municipal  corporations— the 
name  of  it  is  perhaps  a  little  too  close  to  the 

Windsor  Housing  Authority-OHC  operation; 
it  is  called  the  Windsor  Housing  Co.— but  it 
is  a  very  good  operation  in  the  city. 

They  now  see  a  need  for  them  to  provide 

beyond  a  need  for  senior  citizens'  accommo- dation. I  understand  from  the  company  they 

would  like  to  provide  accommodation  in  the 
area  again  of  no  more  than  two  bedrooms, 

but  still,  I  think,  mainly  one-bedroom 
accommodation.   They   are  not  interested  in 
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three,  four  and  five-bedroom  accommoda- 
tion, but  mainly  in  one-bedroom,  with  per- 
haps a  few  in  the  two-bedroom  area  for 

people  in  the  community  who,  obviously, 

because  they  are  not  senior  citizens,  can't 
qualify  to  come  under  the  Windsor  Housing 

Co.  Why  cannot  this  be  done  and  grants  ex- 
tended at  the  same  rate  that  it  is  granted  for 

senior  citizen  accommodation? 

One  other  point,  in  another  area,  on  sub- 
sidized rentals.  I  was  very  pleased  to  under- 

stand last  week  that  27  units  in  Windsor 
became  available  under  the  subsidized  rental 
scheme.  As  I  understand  it,  in  the  terms  of 
the  subsidized  rental  and  how  it  is  working, 
at  least  in  these  27  units,  the  Windsor  Hous- 

ing Authority  has  gone  out  and  found  27 
units  in  various  buildings  in  the  city  that  the 
landlord  who  owns  those  units  would  be 

willing  to  deal  with  and  rent  out  on  the 
subsidized  rental  basis. 

I  have  two  points  with  respect  to  it.  Why 
does  it  not  work  and  why  can  it  not  work  the 
other  way?  I  have  cases  in  my  files  of  this 
sort  where  a  person  is  living  in  a  particular 
location— it  is  not  particularly  good  or  bad, 
but  it  suits  his  particular  need  and  family 
size— who  has  a  definite  need  to  move  be- 

cause of  the  large  rent  he  is  being  required 
to  pay,  which  is  more  than  he  can  afford. 
These  people  are  on  the  Windsor  Housing 
Authority  books  with  a  fairly  high  need 

priority  because  of  the  high  level  of  rent. 
Why  cannot  this  subsidized  rental  programme 
act  in  such  a  way  that  it  subsidizes  the  rent 
in  the  exact  spot  in  which  they  are  living 

without  them  having  to  move  them  into  per- 
haps one  of  these  27  units  they  found? 

That  is  one  point.  Perhaps  it  is  operating 

this  way,  but  I  understand  it  isn't.  The 
minister  could  perhaps  indicate  which  way 

it  is  working  and  why  this  way  couldn't work. 

For  example,  I  know  of  a  family  which 
could  handle  $130  a  month  rent  where  they 

are  living.  Twenty-five  per  cent  of  their 
salary  would  come  to  $130  a  month.  They 
could  handle  that.  They  are  being  asked  to 
pay  $165.  Why  have  them  wait  for  months 
perhaps  and  move  them  into  one  of  these 
OHC  units  or  a  subsidized  unit,  when  now 
they  could  be  subsidized  by  the  $35  a  month 
which  would  allow  them  to  remain  and 

which  would  solve  their  particular  housing 
problem   overnight? 

Secondly,  on  having  found  out  that  Wind- 
sor now  had  27  subsidized  rental  units  I 

asked  a  very  simple  question  of  OHC,  where 
are  they?  I  did  this,  not  because  I  want  to 

publicize  the  fact,  but  simply  for  my  own 

benefit  I  would  like  to  know.  The  implica- 
tion was  that  the  27  rental  units  that  were 

found  were  scattered  around  and  in  three  or 

four  of  the  newly  constructed  buildings  that 
were  going  up  or  ones  that  had  just  been 
completed.  I  would  like  to  know  if  that  is 
the  case  and,  if  so,  which  ones? 

I  am  not  necessarily,  for  obvious  reasons, 

—and  perhaps  the  minister  will  likely  agree 
—going  to  publicize  that  six  units  of  that  new 
large  apartment  building  on  the  corner  of 
whatever  it  is  are  going  to  be  rented  out  on 
a  subsidized  basis  to  OHC.  But  why  cannot 
members  of  the  House,  when  they  request 

that  information  of  their  local  OHC  author- 
ity, be  told  the  locations  of  the  subsidized 

rental  units? 

Finally,  coming  from  the  particular ,  riding 

I  come  from,  there  is  no  way  I  can  com- 
pletely avoid  the  topic  of  the  Bridgeview 

housing  development.  The  minister  knows 
as  well  as  I  do  a  lot  of  the  details  concern- 

ing the  Bridgeview  situation.  Most  of  the 
units  were  built  in  1951  and  some  of  them 

were  built  in  1953  at  a  price  of  $7,500 

roughly.  For  some  six  or  seven  years,  the 
tenants  have  heard— it  was  a  full  recovery 

project,  as  you  know— for  some  six  or  seven 

years  it's  been  mentioned  that  the  tenants 
could  buy.  Finally  the  offer  was  made  and 
the  tenants  did  not  agree  with  the  appraisal. 

It  appeared  that  in  the  appraisal  they  did 
not  take  into  account  the  fact—  and  this 

showed  up  in  the  choice  of  units  for  ap- 
praisal—that most  of  the  units  only  had  60 

amp  service.  They  had  taken  into  their 
survey  some  100  amp  service  houses  which 
had  been  converted  at  the  expense  of  the 

tenants  who  had  been  living  there— not  by 
OHC-from  60  amps  to  100.  Most  of  the  first 
group  of  houses  that  was  appraised,  had  I 
gather,  100  amp  service.  They  also  included 

either  new  furnaces  or  fully  converted  fur- 
naces. 

The  original  furnaces  in  these  Bridgeview 
homes  were  coal—they  are  single  homes,  by 

and  large;  there  are  a  few  duplexes— which 
was  not  unreasonable  to  find  in  1951  and 

1953.  As  time  went  on,  Mr.  Minister,  as  the 
price  of  coal  went  up,  like  everyone  else 
the  tenants  wanted  to  convert  to  gas  or  oil. 
When  those  conversions  took  place,  they 

took  place  at  the  expense  of  the  tenants. 

OHC  would  not  pay  any  of  the  cost  of  con- 
version. The  units  that  went  into  those 

furnaces  when  they  were  converted  to  other 
than  coal,  were  wholly  paid  for  by  the 
tenants. 
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Again,  I  understand  in  the  first  appraisal 
it  was  not  taken  into  account  that  it  was  the 

tenants,  not  OHC,  who  made  the  conversion 
of  the  furnaces  to  gas,  or  in  some  cases  to 
oil,  as  the  heating  units  in  these  houses.  A 
second   appraisal  followed. 

Again,  quite  contrary  to  the  understanding 
of  the  tenants,  that  the  second  appraisal 
price  would  be  accepted,  what  happened 
was  that  those  prices  inevitably  came  in 
lower,  having  been  instructed  to  take  into 
account  that  they  were  to  assume  60  amp 
services  and  coal  furnaces,  and  not  to  take 
into  account  the  value  of  the  furnace  be- 

cause it  had  been  converted  at  the  tenant's 
expense.  They  came  in  considerably  lower, 
some  11  per  cent  lower,  I  believe.  OHC 
decided  they  were  too  low  to  accept.  Some 
of  these  were  tenants  had  lived  there  for  all 

the  21  years  that  those  houses  had  been  up. 
The  prices,  as  you  know,  varied  from  about 

$16,000-there  is  one  unit  at  about  $19,000 
-$16,000  to  roughly  $18,000,  a  very  far  cry 
from  the  $7,500  it  cost  to  build  them.  Quite 
a  profit  was  being  made,  if  you  like,  on  the 
sale  of  these  homes. 

As  the  second  appraisals  were  lower,  OHC 
did  not  accept  them.  What  they  ended  up 
doing  was  splitting  the  difference  between 

them.  Really,  what  you're  saying  is  that  the 
tenants  are  paying  prices  for  these  units 
which  only  partially  take  into  account  the 

fact  that  they  haven't  got  100  amp  services 
but  only  60;  only  partially  take  into  account 
the  fact  that  their  furnaces,  if  converted, 

were  converted  at  the  tenants'  expense. 
They  spoke  largely,  too,  throughout  the 

discussions  between  OHC  and  the  tenants' 
association,  about  the  state  of  repairs,  par- 

ticularly one  major  repair.  A  20-year-old 
house,  Mr.  Minister,  has  reached  the  point 
when  a  new  roof  is  required. 

Bearing  in  mind  these  three  points  about 
the  repairs  and  about  the  appraisal,  I  can- 

not see  why  OHC  cannot  take  into  account 

either  the  second  appraisal  price— which 
takes  into  account  the  amps  and  the  furnaces 

—and  make  some  adjustment  on  the  price; 
or  let  them  do  the  repairs  and  replacements 
themselves,  or  provide  a  lump  sum  pay- 

ment in  lieu  of  this.  This  money  would 
allow  conversion  to  100  amp  service  and 
would  allow  for  the  fact  that  the  furnaces 
have  been  converted  or  allow  for  new  fur- 

naces—Here again  we  are  dealing  with  20- 
year-old  furnaces. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  the  minister, 

again,  I  really  don't  think  that  in  the  ap- 
praisals they  took  into  account  that  virtually 

each  one  of  these  places  did  need  new 
roofs.  The  first  thing  many  tenants  must  do 
after  purchasing  these  homes,  at  roughly 
around  $17,000  to  $17,500,  is  to  put  on  a 
new  roof. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 

Beaches-Woodbine. 

Mr.  T.  A.  Wardle  (Beaches- Woodbine): 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  very  impressed 
with  the  debate  here  this  afternoon:  For  the 

past  several  years  the  matter  of  housing 
has  been  one  of  my  greatest  problems  in 
Beaches- Woodbine.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  have 
two  or  three  suggestions  to  make  from  the 
experience  I  have  gained  in  this  particular 
field. 

First,  I  should  like  to  pay  tribute  to  the 
Ontario  Housing  Corp.  for  the  work  they 
have  done  over  the  past  few  years  here  in 
Metropolitan  Toronto.  We  must  remember 
that  this  particular  Metropolitan  area  has 
been  growing  at  the  rate  of  40,000  to  50,000 
new  people  each  year.  This  has  been  quite 
a  strain  on  the  housing  accommodation  and 
has  presented  real  problems  for  people  in 

the  lower  income  groups.  The  Ontario  Hous- 
ing Corp.  has,  along  with  private  industry, 

done,  to  my  mind,  a  very  good  job  in  this 
field. 

However,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  de- 
bate this  afternoon  has  pointed  out  several 

areas  where  improvements  are  required.  I 
have,  on  a  number  of  occasions,  suggested 
that  the  Ontario  Housing  Corp.  should 
build  into  all  its  units  more  facilities  for 

recreation.  I  know,  that  for  some  time,  the 
feeling  was  in  Ontario  Housing  Corp.  that 
this  was  a  municipal  responsibility.  But  I 

think  now  they  have  accepted  the  responsi- 
bility for  recreation  in  their  own  units  by  the 

splendid  job  they  are  doing  now  at  Regent 
Park  in  providing  recreation  after  the  units 
have  been  built. 

I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  recreational 
facilities  were  included  in  the  plans  right 
from  the  very  beginning,  as  they  are  doing 
now,  this  would  make  living  much  better 
for  those  people  who  are  in  Ontario  housing. 

Over  the  past  few  years  a  number  of 
people  have  come  to  me  requiring  this  type 

of  housing,  Mr.  Chairman.  Many  were  liv- 
ing in  very  desperate  conditions.  I  personally 

was  very  happy  when  these  people  finally 
obtained  housing  in  Ontario  Housing  Corp. 
buildings.  Many  of  them  have  given  me 
invitations  to  come  and  see  their  accommoda- 

tion. They  were  proud  of  their  new  living 
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conditions.  I  did  go  in  some  cases,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, and  I  personally  was  very  happy  to 

see  those  people  taken  from  the  conditions 
under  which  they  were  living  previously,  into 
that  type  of  accommodation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  the  matter,  as  you 
mentioned,  of  a  number  of  people  being  offer- 

ed accommodation  in  certain  areas  and 
turning  that  accommodation  down.  I  think 
many  of  us  know  that  many  families  feel 
happy  in  a  particular  district,  or  a  particular 
area. 

Many  people  like  to  live  in  downtown 
Toronto,  where  many  are  very  close  to  their 
work.  They  can  walk  to  their  work;  they  do 
not  have  the  problem  of  transportation.  They 
like  to  be  where  the  action  is  downtown, 
where  there  are  the  shops  and  the  lights  and 
familiar  surroundings. 

Now,  to  say  to  such  a  family:  "We  have 
accommodation  for  you  now  out  in  Etobi- 

coke;" or  out  in  Scarborough  or  North  York. 
It  really  does  not  appeal  to  those  people 
who  would  prefer  to  live  in  the  area  where 
they  are  living  now.  And  so,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  suggest  to  the  minister  that  he  should  do 
what  is  being  done  by  Metropolitan  housing 
as  far  as  senior  citizen  accommodation  is 

concerned— that  is  allow  that  family  one  trans- fer. 

Many  people  from  our  district,  where  we 
have  only  four  senior  citizen  housing  units 
that  are  of  course  completely  filled,  say  to 

me:  "I  would  like  very  much  to  get  into 
a  certain  building."  But  this  is  not  pos- 

sible; there  is  no  direct  entry  into  that  build- 

ing. They  are  told:  "We  will  offer  you  a 
unit"— usually  it  is  out  in  Scarborough, where  many  fine  units  have  been  built  for 

senior  citizens— and  then  they  request  a 
transfer. 

Many  elderly  people,  or  people  who  have 
lived  in  a  district  for  many  years,  feel  at 
home  only  there  where  they  have  their 
friends,  their  clubs,  their  churches  and  the 
parks,  things  they  are  used  to.  So,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  suggest  the  minister  should 
allow  one  transfer  so  that  people  could  go 
out  to  Etobicoke  or  wherever  and  then, 
when  accommodation  becomes  available  in 

the  place  they  would  really  wish  to  be,  they 
will  be  allowed  to  come  back.  I  think  that, 
Mr.  Chairman,  would  be  the  humane  and 
the  best  thing  to  do  under  those  circum- 
stances. 

Possibly  the  reasons  given  to  you  may  not 
be  the  real  reasons,  but  I  personally  know 
what  I  have  suggested  is  often  the  real 
reason  why  pople  turn  down  accommodation. 

There  are  other  reasons  also.  One  is  the  fact 

that  if  a  person  is  working  in  a  certain  area, 
say  Scarborough,  and  he  is  offered  accom- 

modation in  North  York  or  Etobicoke,  it 
is  very  difficult  to  get  there  by  public  trans- 

portation and  so  he  says:  "I  am  sorry,  I 
must  turn  it  down."  Probably  on  your  list 
he  is  listed  as  turning  it  down.  Hopefully,  Mr. 
Minister,  the  reason  for  turning  it  down 

would  be  stated,  so  that  person  doesn't  drop 
any  lower  on  the  list.  And  I  would  hope  that 
the  OHC  would  always  keep  this  in  mind. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds:  (Port  Arthur:  A  very 
helpful  suggestion. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Sarnia):  Why  don't 
you  nod  this  way  when  we  speak? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Say  something  sensible 
and  I  would. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Why  don't  your  assistants nod  when  we  speak? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  member  for 

Windsor-Walkerville  gave  me  a  suggestion 
the  other  day  and  I  not  only  nodded,  I 

praised  him. 
Mr.  Chairman:  Order. 

Mr.  Wardle:  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  an- 
other problem  the  minister  faces:  As 

OHC  does  a  better  and  better  job  of  pro- 
viding good  accommodation  along  with,  as 

I  suggest,  more  recreation— more  and  more 
people  want  and  require  this  kind  of  ac- 

commodation. So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that 
this  particular  problem  will  go  on  and  on. 

The  final  thing  I  would  like  to  suggest  to 
the  minister  is  this,  many  people  who  come 

to  me  really  don't  want  to  leave  the  rented 
house  they  are  living  in,  but  they  can't afford  the  rent.  Their  income  is  not  sufficient 

to  pay  the  rent  and  the  food  and  the  clothing 
and  whatever,  especially  for  a  large  family. 
Many  of  them  say  to  me— and  it  is  so  true, 

Mr.  Minister— "If  I  could  only  have  help 
with  my  rent."  The  rent  subsidy  programmes 
that  I  know  you  are  working  on  now  would 
be  very  helpful  to  them. 

As  it  is  now,  many  of  these  families  are 
being  put  into  units  that  are  costing  OHC 
about  $25,000  to  build.  I  think  we  should 
look  very  closely  at  expanding  that  rental 
subsidy  programme,  because  many  people, 
if  they  had  $30  a  month  more,  or  $50  a 
month,  toward  their  rent,  would  be  able  to 
stay  right  where  they  are  now  in  their  own 
districts,  where  the  children  are  in  a  par- 

ticular school   programme. 
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Possibly  I  could  have  a  response  from  the 
minister  on  these  three  things:  Extension  of 
recreation,  the  matter  of  the  possible  one 
transfer  to  a  place  where  they  really  desire 
to  be,  and  thirdly,  expanding  the  rent  subsidy 
programme? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Do  you  want  to  answer  it 
now,  Mr.  Minister? 

Mr.  Deans:  Just  nod  your  head. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Port 
Arthur. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Ha  ha  ha.  That's  telling him! 

Mr.  Foulds:  I  had  a  certain  feeling  of 
claustrophobia  in  the  chamber  this  afternoon 
as  everyone  kept  talking  about  Metro  housing 
and  southern  Ontario  housing.  I  wanted  to 
ask  the  minister,  is  he  aware  of  a  brief  sub- 

mitted by  the  Thunder  Bay  Indian  Friendship 
Centre  to  the  Ontario  Housing  Corp.  about 
two  or  three  months  ago?  This  hasn  t  to  do, 
by  the  way,  Mr.  Minister,  with  the  other 
delegation  with  which  I  came  to  see  you  in 
January— which,  I  gather,  has  been  sorted 
out.  Mr.  Lyons  of  the  meetings  group,  I 
gather,  is,  if  the  News-Chronicle  is  at  all 
accurate,  quite  happy  with  what  Ontario 
Housing  is  doing  in  that  respect. 

This  is  a  brief  that  outlines  some  of  the 
very  real  serious  need  for  housing  for  native 
people  in  the  city  of  Thunder  Bay,  and  the 
problem  mainly  concerns  itself  with  those 
people  who  come  into  Thunder  Bay  with 
families  requiring  three-bedroom  homes.  The 
proposal,  as  I  understand  it,  is  a  particularly 
imaginative  one.  They  suggest  that  the 
Friendship  Centre  be  funded  by  the  OHC  so 
it  could  become  the  landlord  of  a  number 

of  houses— I  think  they  propose  around  10  or 
12— so  that  families  that  come  in  for  Man- 

power training  could  find  accommodation. 

I  just  wonder  what  state  that's  at  in  the 
works?  What  consideration  is  the  corporation 
giving  to  it,  and  when  can  the  Thunder  Bay 
Indian  Friendship  Centre  expect  a  reply,  or 
some  response  from  the  minister?  Can  the 
minister  respond  at  this  time? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If  the  hon.  member 

for  Windsor  West  will  forgive  me  for  not 
having  replied  immediately,  it  looked  as  if 
there  were  two  or  three  members  who  would 
speak  and  I  thought  in  the  interest  of  time, 

perhaps,  that  there'd  be  some  repetition  and 
I  could  answer  all  at  once.  That's  the  reason 
I  didn't  answer  the  hon.  member  for  Beaches- 
Woodbine  immediately,  because  I  didn't  give 

the  hon.  member  for  Windsor  West  that 

courtesy  at  that  time.  So  perhaps  I'll  try  to deal  with  those  questions  which  have  been 
asked  in  a  moment. 

You  talked  about  the  local  housing 
authority  apparently  not  using  the  same  point 
forms  as  I  referred  to  here  this  afternoon. 

They  should  be.  We've  been  attempting  to 
get  all  of  the  housing  authorities  to  use  the 

.same  point  system.  There's  a  certain  amount of  resistance  on  the  part  of  some.  They  feel 
they  should  have  more  local  autonomy  and 
there  is  a  minor  variance  in  some  of  the 
areas  due  to  the  desire  of  the  local  housing 
authorities  to  project  their  views  into  the 
local  situation— and  I  think  Windsor  West  is 
one  of  them. 

For  example,  the  housing  authority  in 
Windsor  feels,  like  some  municipalities,  that 

it  should  not  consider  people  who  haven't  had 
a  year's  residency,  because  of  the  reasons  I 
oudined  previously  in  this  House.  Because 

they're  paying  7.5  per  cent  toward  the  cost 
of  operation,  they  feel  that  they  should  look 
after  their  own  residents  first. 

However,  I'm  advised  that  on  two  or  three 
occasions  the  OHC  has  asked  them  to  use 
the  new  forms  and  the  new  point  system  and 

there's  been  some  resistance.  We  hope  well 
convince  them.  The  difference,  I  understand, 

isn't  that  great  as  to  make  it  that  important anyway. 

The  situation  with  respect  to  what  appears 
to  be  discrimination  vis-a-vis  widows  and 

married  couples  is  one  that  I  don't  think  has been  brought  to  my  attention  before.  Ill  look 
into  that.  There  appears  to  be  some  difficulty 
for  my  staff  here  in  attempting  to  iron  out  a 
formula  which  will  not  be  discriminatory. 

I'll  go  into  this,  I  assure  the  hon.  member, 
to  find  out  what  the  difficulty  is  in  arriving 
at  such  a  formula. 

The  hon.  member  also  suggested  that  it  is 
necessary,  in  his  view,  to  increase  the  $500 
grant  under  the  Elderly  Persons  Housing  Aid 

Act.  I  should  advise  him,  if  he's  not  aware 
of  it,  that  since  this  grant  went  into  effect, 
the  CMHC  loans  have  now  been  increased 

from  90  to  95  per  cent.  That  really  has  re- 
solved any  real  problem  in  that  respect,  be- 

cause in  order  for  the  maximum  grant  of 
$500  now  to  be  applicable,  the  unit  cost  of 
construction  would  have  to  reach  $20,000. 

These  limited  dividend  projects  are  full 
recovery  operations.  That  is,  the  rents  charged 
must  be  sufficient  to  meet  all  the  costs  of 

operating  the  project,  including  repayment 
of  the  CMHC  loan,  taxes,  heat,  maintenance 

and  any  other  operating  costs.  We  don't  have 
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any  funds  outside  of  the  Elderly  Persons 
Housing  Aid  Act  which  the  hon.  member  is 
suggesting  we  amend  so  that  we  can  give  a 
greater  grant.  There  is  no  point  in  giving  a 
greater  grant  if  there  is  no  evidence  that  it 
is  needed  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  federal 

portion  is  increased  to  95  per  cent.  I  am  try- 
ing to  read  some  of  my  writing  here.  I  was 

making  some  notes. 

Mr.  Foulds:  I  am  glad  you  have  that 
problem  too. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  There  was  the  sug- 
gestion that  we  subsidize  those  who  have 

applied  for  public  housing.  It  is  one,  of 
course,  which  was  mentioned  earlier  by  the 
member  for  Beaches-Woodbine.  I  said  at 
that  time  that  I  would  look  into  it  although 
right  off  the  top  of  my  head,  I  can  think  of 
some  problems   which  are  inherent  in   that. 

I  think  one  of  the  first  things  that  comes 
to  mind  is  that  there  are  many  people  who 
are  prepared  to  live  where  they  are  and  are 
perhaps  able  to  get  by  and  pay  the  rent  and 
are  not  interested  in  moving.  Once  a  policy 
is  established  of  subsidizing  people  where 
they  are,  even  though  you  are  trying  to  get 
at  those  who  normally  would  apply  for 
public  housing,  it  would  appear  that  there 
would  be  a  tendency  for  many  people  to 
(apply  for  the  subsidization  anyway  because 
it  would  help  them  with  their  rent.  Whether 
this  should  be  a  function  of  Ontario  Hous- 

ing Corp.  rather  than  the  social  service 
agencies,  is  questionable.  However,  as  I 

say,  I  haven't  given  this  a  great  deal  of 
thought.  I  will  give  it  some  consideration 
particularly  in  view  of  the  fact  it  has  been 
raised  by  a  number  of  members  here. 

I  don't  know  why  the  hon.  member,  if  I 
have  it  right,  wanted  to  know  the  location  of 
the  27  Units  on  which  we  are  negotiating 
now  for  our  rent  supplement  programme. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Why  is  it  a  secret? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It  isn't  a  secret  but— 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Could  I  get  the  location  then? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Let  me  put  it  this 
way.  It  seems  to  me  that  one  of  the  great 

values  of  this  kind  of  rent  supplement  pro- 
gramme—and I  just  wish,  as  I  mentioned 

here  before,  we  could  have  thousands  housed 

that  way  rather  than  a  few  hundred— is  that 
they  are  mixed  with  everyone  else.  There  is 
none  of  this  so-called  stigma  because  they 
happen  to  be  subsidized.  They  live  next  door 

to  somebody  else  and  the  neighbour  doesn't 

necessarily  know  they   are   subsidized.   It  is 
a  better  social  atmosphere  for  them. 

To  start  telling  people,  "Look,  on  this 
house  there  is  subsidy.  There  is  somebody 
being  subsidized  by  Ontario  Housing  Corp. 

That  one  is  subsidized  and  that  one."  It 
seems  to  me,  in  contradiction  to  the  philos- 

ophy—I  am  sure  the  hon.  member  agrees  it 
is  a  good  one— that  it  is  just  as  well  these 
people  cannot  be  identified. 

What  is  to  be  gained  by  publicizing  this, 

I  don't  know,  and  I  ask  the  hon.  member  to 
think  that  over.  After  consideration,  if  he 
still  thinks  he  should  have  it,  perhaps  he  can 
convince  us  that  we  should  give  it. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  As  I  said,  I  wouldn't  publi- 
cize it.  It  has  been  implied  to  me,  however, 

that  most  of  it  is  in  a  new  building.  Let's 
say,  there  are  going  to  be  six  units  within  a 
new  building.  I  can  see  individual  houses  or 

even  half  of  a  duplex  and  they  don't  neces- 
sarily tell  the  other  half.  But  you  have  six 

perhaps  in  a  new  building  and  this  has  been 

the  implication— that's  going  to  get  out  in 
any  event. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  don't  know.  I  have 
been  long  enough  in  this  House.  I  think,  to 
have  a  record  of  believing  in  the  philosophy 

and  the  principle  that  the  members  of  this 

Legislature  should  know  practically  every- 
thing they  want  to  know  about  what  is  hap- 

pening with  public  funds. 

Of  course,  within  the  framework  of  that 

policy,  that  principle,  there  are  still  some 

things  you  just  can't  talk  about.  For  instance, when  I  was  in  Correctional  Services  I  tried 

to  avoid  talking  about  individuals'  records 
on  the  floor  of  the  House.  It  is  questionable 
whether  this  is  the  sort  of  thing  that  you 
should  talk  about.  I  would  just  hope  we 

would  talk  about  the  rent  supplement  pro- 
gramme, and  leave  it  at  that.  And  I  am  not 

too  sure  of  my  grounds  on  this;  whether  the 
member  should  not  be  entitled  to  that  or 

not. 

Quite  frankly,  he  asked  me  a  question  I 

hadn't  thought  about  before  and  I  am  hesi- 
tant to  say,  no;  that  we  would  rather  keep 

this  a  secret.  The  very  talking  about  this  on 
the  floor  of  this  House,  and  even  mentioning 
that  we  have  to  keep  it  a  secret,  has  some 
implications  too,  which  may  not  be  helpful. 
So  I  am  not  giving  the  hon.  member  a  yes 
or  no  answer.  If  you  would  leave  it  with 
me,  let  me  think  it  over,  and  perhaps  we 
can  talk  about  it. 
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Regarding  the  Bridgeview  units,  it  seems 
to  me  that  I  went  out  of  my  way  on  that 
project.  It  was  one  of  the  first  deputations 
that  I  met  when  I  was  assigned  the  job  of 
answering  for  Ontario  Housing  Corp.  It 
seemed  to  me  that  we  leaned  over  on  numer- 

ous occasions  in  order  to  make  sure  that 

they  were  satisfied  that  everything  that  was 
done  was  fair;  indeed  more  than  fair. 

The  hon.  member  knows  that  they  came 
in,  and  they  asked  for  consideration  about 

the  appraisal;  they  weren't  satisfied  with 
the  appraisal  that  was  done.  I  think  it  was 

done  by  an  independent  appraiser  at  the 

time.  They  weren't  satisfied,  and  we  said: 
"Okay,  we  will  arrange  to  have  another  one." 
I  think  I  agreed  that  OHC  should  even  pay 
for  half  of  it.  They  were  very  happy  about 
that.  And  the  appraisal  came  back— the  sec- 

ond one— and  they  weren't  happy  with  it 
either  as  far  as  I— 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Oh,  they  were  happy  since 
it  was  lower,  but  would  have  been  commit- 

ted to  the  result,  even  if  it  were  higher. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes,  well  all  right, 
because  there  was  a  divergence,  I  under- 

stand, from  $1,800;  a  divergence  on  the 
market  place  ranging  from  $1,800  to  $3,700. 

And  we  met  with  the  tenants'  association 
and  the  Central  Mortgage  and  Housing 
Corp.  and  there  was  a  negotiated  price.  We 
negotiated  a  5.86  per  cent  reduction  in  the 
original  appraised  selling  price.  That  was 

agreed  on  by  the  tenants'  association;  and 
CMHC  was  a  partner  in  this  deal  too.  And 
then  on  Dec.  12,  1971,  the  tenants  voted  as  a 

group  to  accept  the  prices,  the  corporation's 
policy  and  repairs;  and  the  terms  and  con- 

ditions of  the  tenant  purchase  programme. 

OHC  and  CMHC  then  ratified  these  price 
reductions;  we  had  to  deal  with  CMHC,  as 
I  said,  beoause  they  are  the  partners.  The 
price  reductions  were  to  become  effective 
Jan.    1,   1972. 

Incidentally,  we  have  had  expressions  of 
interest  received  to  April  30,  1972,  from  300 
tenants  to  purchase  homes. 

The  Windsor  city  council  met  on  April 
24  to  consider  a  resolution  to  authorize  the 
agreement  between  Windsor  OHC  and 

CMHC  to  undertake  to  contribute  7Vfe  per 
cent  of  any  losses  that  might  occur  due  to 

conversion  of  the  project  to  rent-geared-to- 
income.  And  the  city  council  apparently— I 

don't  know  whether  they  have  accepted  to 
sign  the  agreement  yet;  but  there  is  indica- 

tion that  they  will  do  so. 

In  going  over  this— I  don't  have  the  full 
file  before  me— but  I  am  convinced  in  my 
own  mind,  because  of  my  personal  involve- 

ment in  this,  that  we  did  everything  possible 
to  be  fair,  more  than  fair  in  my  view,  to  the 
tenants.  There  was  some  dissatisfaction  with 

the  prices;  there  always  will  be  some  dissatis- 
faction no  matter  what  price  is  arrived  at— 

And,  of  course,  I  understand  there  is  some 
dissatisfaction  on  the  part  of  some  of  them 
who,  if  they  stay,  are  going  to  be  switched 
to  rent-geared-to-income.  Because  of  their 
incomes  their  rent  payments,  of  course,  will 
escalate  considerably.  But,  you  know,  it  is 

all  right  with  us  if  they  move;  and  it's  all 
right  with  us  if  they  stay.  But  if  they  move, 
that  increases  the  housing  stock  for  people 
who  need  housing  because  of  lack  of  income. 

And  that's  all  right  with  us  too! 
Indeed,  we  are  beginning  to  get  some 

resistance  now  to  our  policy  of  selling  some  of 

these  houses  at  all.  It's  the  dilemma  we 
find  ourselves  in.  On  the  one  hand  you  want 

to  make  as  many  of  your  tenants  home- 
owners as  possible.  You  engage  in  a  pro- 
gramme in  order  to  make  them  homeowners, 

which  will  make  it,  we  think,  better  for  all 
concerned.  And  then  you  realize  that  there 

is  some  criticism— quite  valid— and  concern 
on  our  part  that  you  are  then  converting 
the  stock  of  housing  you  have;  units  which 
would  be  particularly  helpful  at  this  stage  for 
families  who  need  the  housing.  You  are  re- 

ducing that  stock  by  selling  the  houses  to 

people  who  in  some  instances  can't  afford 
to  go  out  in  the  private  market  and  buy 

them.  That's  the  dilemma  we're  in. 
But  in  so  far  as  the  Bridgeview  group  is 

concerned,  unless  there  is  any  new  evidence— 
I  even  hesitate  to  say  that  to  the  hon.  mem- 

ber, because  you  can  always  find  some  new 

evidence  when  you  are  attempting  to  ra- 
tionalize your  case— I  would  say  that  we  dealt 

as  fairly  with  them  as  anyone  could  possibly 

expect  to  be  dealt  with.  As  far  as  we're 
concerned,  that  is  where  it  stands.  We  have 
made  a  negotiated  price,  everybody  has 
agreed  to  it  and  it  stands  where  it  is. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Beaches- 
Woodbine. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  On  this  point,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, could  I  interrupt  the  minister  here?  If 

the  minister  himself  had  done  the  negotia- 

tions—and I  don't  know  at  this  moment  who 
did— but  these  people  felt  there  was  a  com- 

mitment that,  with  a  qualified  appraiser  hav- 
ing been  agreed  to  by  OHC  to  make  the 

second    appraisal,    and    with    OHC    paying 
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half,  the  agreement  as  they  understood  it 
was  that  the  second  appraisal  price,  irre- 

spective of  what  it  was  and  even  if  it  was 
higher,  would  be  paid  for  the  houses. 

Then  when  it  was  lowered— and  it  was 
lowered  by  some  11.7  per  cent  when  the 
negotiators  came  down  to  deal  with  them— 
they  were  left  with  the  distinct  impression, 
following  some  negotiation,  that  they  would 
split  the  difference,  arriving  at  the  5.86  per 
cent  reduction  on  the  whole,  or  forget  the 
whole  thing  and  revert  back  to  the  original. 

Now  there  might  be  difficulty  in  the  politics 
involved  in  the  negotiations  but  that  part  of 
it,  of  finally  taking  the  5.86  or  forget  about 
the  whole  thing,  is  what  has  left  the  lingering 
bad  taste  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  understand  we  have 

a  letter  on  file— perhaps  the  hon.  member 
could  be  given  a  copy  of  that  letter  indi- 

cating this  figure  of  5.86  per  cent  was 
suggested  by  the  legal  representative  of  the 
tenants.  I  think  it  is  further  evidence  of  our 
fairness. 

Now,  there  was  an  implication  that  we 
would  accept  whatever  came  about  as  a 

result  of  the  second  appraisal;  I  can't  recall 
everything  from  memory,  but  I  doubt  that. 
It  would  be  foolish  of  me  to  do  that,  be- 

cause the  hon.  member  knows  and  I  know, 
representing  a  government,  that  if  the  second 
appraisers  came  back  with  a  figure  $2,000 
higher  than  we  had  been  prepared  to  sell 
them  for  before  the  second  appraisal,  there 
would  have  been  a  tremendous  protest  from 

the  residents.  They  wouldn't  have  gone  for that.  I  think,  in  view  of  the  fact  we  have 
accepted  the  figure  which  was  offered  by 
the  legal  representative  of  the  tenants,  that 

we've  treated  them  fairly. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  On  that  point,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, this  statement  about  taking  the  second 

appraisal  price,  or  whatever  it  was,  was  not 

in  writing.  But  particularly  because  it  wasn't, 
then  your  officials  who  were  engaged  in  that 
discussion  that  afternoon  down  here  shouldn't 
have  joked  about  it.  which  is  what  they 
subsequently  claimed  they  did  when  they 

said:  "We  were  only  joking  when  we  said 
to  you,  'Will  you  take  the  second  appraisal 
price  even  if  it's  higher?' "  They  sincerely  an- 

swered "Yes"  to  that  question,  which  was 
subsequently  claimed— and  this  is  verbatim 
—"We  were  only  joking." 

I'm  not  saying  the  minister  would  do  that, 
but  his  officials  shouldn't  joke  over  prices that  affect  homes  that  former  tenants  are 
buying. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  would  hope  they 

wouldn't  do  that.  I  find  that  very  surprising 
because,  as  the  hon.  member  says,  it  is 
nothing  to  joke  about. 

Are  you  calling  me  to  order,  Mr.  Chair- 
man? 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  no. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  would  also  advise 
the  hon.  member  that  200  of  the  421  have 

already  signed  an  agreement  to  purchase,  so 

the  door  is  really  closed.  It  wouldn't  be 
fair  to  those  200,  even  if  we  deemed  it  ad- 

visable to  make  some  changes.  The  hon. 
member  will  only  help  prolong  this  thing 

and  we'll  never  really  get  the  business  com- 
pleted and  get  the  transfers  over  and  let 

the  people  get  in  and  enjoy  their  homes 
without  all   of  this   haranguing. 

The  hon.  member  for  Beaches-Woodbine 

mentioned  something  about  the  need  for  rec- 
reational facilities  in  some  of  our  projects. 

The  policy  of  OHC  now  is,  wherever  it  is 
indicated  that  recreation  facilities  are  neces- 

sary and  where  it  is  possible  to  install 
them,  it  is  being  done.  If  he  knows  of  any 
particular  situation  where  this  appears  to 
be  otherwise,  I  would  be  very  pleased  to 
know  about  it. 

May  I  repeat  now,  and  I  have  repeated  it 
on  a  number  of  occasions,  that  up  until  about 

a  year  ago— less  than  that,  I  believe— the 
federal  government  had  refused  to  pay  its 
share  of  any  recreational  facilities,  and  this 
government  had  been  asking  it  for  quite  a 
while  to  include  in  its  part  of  the  agree- 

ment, that  it  would  pay  its  share  for  recre- 
ational facilities.  The  minute  it  said  "Yes," 

we  went  to  work,  and  Regent  Park  was  the 
first  to  benefit  by  that.  I  think  it  is  a  $4  mil- 

lion budget  we  have  for  recreational  facilities there. 

The  hon.  member  mentioned  something 
about  the  senior  citizens,  for  example,  who 
prefer  to  be  downtown.  I  can  understand 
that,  of  course;  they  want  to  be  where  the 
action  is,  as  the  hon.  member  says.  You  can 
rest  assured  that  in  no  case  does  the  place- 

ment division  of  OHC  hold  it  against  some- 
one because  he  or  she  would  rather  live  some- 

place else,  whatever  the  reasons.  The  only 
thing  is,  we  have  to  take  into  consideration 
what  their  reasons  are,  and  how  valid  they 
are,  having  regard  for  priorities.  That  is 
the  point  I  was  trying  to  make  earlier. 

If  someone  says,  "I  would  rather  live 
downtown,"  and  he  has  fairly  good  accom- 

modation where  he  is  and  everything  else 
being  equal,   there  is  no  great  need  for  it. 
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We  have  the  question  of  where  they  are 
working,  how  difficult  it  is  to  get  to  work, 
and  other  reasons  that  are  taken  into  con- 

sideration; if  they  have  to  leave  children,  or 
have  to  have  babysitters,  and  that  sort  of 

thing,  our  people  take  that  under  considera- 
tion. It  is  very  important.  Many  times  they 

will  deal  with  social  agencies  even  to  pro- 
vide transportation  for  someone  because  we 

haven't  been  able  to  get  him  or  her  accom- modation closer  to  work.  I  understand  that  is 

the  case;  we  discussed  that  at  one  time.  All 

of  these  things  are  taken  into  consideration. 

We  don't  hold  it  against  anyone  because 
he  or  she  wants  a  transfer.  We  will  arrange 

for  transfers.  In  order  to  save  time  I  didn't 
bother  reading  it,  but  I  had  in  front  of  me 

the  instructions  which  are  issued  to  the  pro- 
ject supervisors,  telling  them  what  to  do  in 

case  of  requests  for  transfers  and  how  to 
facilitate  them.  The  handbook  that  is  given 
to  all  of  our  tenants  tells  them  to  discuss 

any  of  these  kinds  of  problems  they  may 
have  with  the  project  supervisor. 

Hopefully,  by  and  large,  they  are  doing 
this  job  well.  We  are  still  dealing  with  the 
human  element,  and  there  may  be  some 
areas  where  the  project  supervisor  may  not 
have  the  rapport  which  we  would  hope  he 
might  have  with  the  tenants,  but  by  and 
large  they  are  doing  a  very  good  job  in  this 
respect. 

So  the  hon.  member  may  rest  assured  that 

we  will  allow  transfers— we  will  not  only 
allow  them,  we  will  facilitate  them— where  it 
is  deemed  that  it  is  the  wise  thing  to  do. 
Certainly,  if  senior  citizens  feel  isolated 
someplace  else,  we  would  rather  have  them 
downtown  if  there  is  a  place  for  them.  That 
is  one  of  the  problems  with  many  of  our 

senior  citizens— they  are  lonely  and  that  is 
why  they  want  to  be  where  the  action  is,  as 
the  hon.  member  calls  it.  Of  course  we  take 
that  into  consideration. 

The  other  question  he  raised  was  the  mat- 
ter of  rent  supplements  for  existing  living  ac- 

commodation. I  think  I  have  already  an- 
swered that. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  am  sorry,  I  was 
waiting  for  information  for  the  hon.  member 

for  Port  Arthur  about  the  Thunder  Bay  In- 
dian Friendship  Centre.  I  am  told  that 

CMHC  has  recently  financed  approximately 
15  units  in  Thunder  Bay.  The  centre  has  re- 

quested funds  to  complete  the  construction, 
and    the    Indian    community    branch    of    the 

Ministry  of  Community  and  Social  Services 
has  made  a  contribution  to  this  project. 

Is  the  hon.  member  suggesting  that  they 
need  more  assistance  from  us?  In  what  way? 

Mr.  Foulds:  Well,  as  I  understand  it,  if 

you  will  excuse  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  they  did 
submit  a  brief  to  the  minister  requesting 
additional  help.  I  think  with  what  assistance 
they  have  managed  to  get  so  far,  they  have 
been  able  to  acquire,  I  think  it  is  five  or  six 
homes.  They  see  the  need,  I  gather,  as  being 
somewhere  around  20  to  30,  although  in  the 
first  year  they  are  hoping  to  go,  I  believe, 
to  12.  The  particular  problem  they  face  is 
that  rental  accommodation  is  very  tight  in 
Thunder  Bay.  About  27  per  cent  of  all  the 
housing  available  in  Thunder  Bay  is  rented 
and  the  rental  market  has  been  very  tight. 
The  vacancy  rate,  I  believe,  is  below  one  per 
cent,  and  the  Friendship  Centre  has,  as  the 
minister  knows,  been  in  operation  for  eight 

years  or  more. 
They  have  done  a  very,  very  good  job  in 

helping  avoid  the  clash  of  the  cultures.  They 
feel  particularly  strongly  because,  initially, 

when  some  of  the  people  come  in  from  out- 
side of  the  city,  from  the  reserves,  they  are 

taken  advantage  of  by  some  of  the  slum 

landlords  so  that  they  have  made  an  applica- 
tion to  OHC  for  additional  funding.  I  would 

want  to  know  what  procedures  they  should 
follow. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  am  sorry,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  am  confusing  this,  I  confused 
that  originally  with  the  meeting  that  we  had 
with  Mr.  Lyons. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Oh,  no.  I  meant— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  understand  that 

now.  Quite  frankly,  I  have  some  of  the  in- 
formation as  a  result  of  those  meetings  we 

have  had  with  them.  We  have  had  a  number 

of  meetings  with  them.  I  don't  have  the  in- 
formation to  hand  on  the  Friendship  Centre 

in  Thunder  Bay.  There  is  apparently  a  docu- 
ment which  has  been  sent  to  me  and  as  far 

as  I  can  remember,  it  hasn't  been  put  on  my 
desk  yet.  It  has  been  mentioned  in  a  general 

way.  I'll  go  into  that  a  little  more  thoroughly 
with  my  staff  and  perhaps  I  could  be  able  to 
keep  the  member  advised. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Right.  Could  I  suggest  to  his 
officials  to  give  it  to  the  minister  to  consider, 
because  I  gather  the  department  has  had  it 
for  two  or  three  months?  I  would  like  it  if 

you  could  keep  me  advised,  Mr.  Minister. 
Thank  you. 
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Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister's  desk  is 
either  too  cluttered  or  too  clean,  one  or  the 
other. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Mr.  Chairman,  one  question- 

Mr.    Chairman:    Would    the    member    for 
Wentworth  defer  to  the  member  for  Windsor 
West  for  one  question? 

Mr.  Bounsall:  —on  the  minister's  reply  to 
me.  I  believe  it  was  just  precisely  at  that 

point  where  you  couldn't  read  your  writing, 
Mr.  Minister.  It  related  to  my  question  about 
consideration  by  OHC  and  yourself  of  ex- 

tending by  certification  or  by  statute  to  the 
low-dividend  municipal  corporations  the 
right  to  get  into  fields  other  than  senior  citi- 

zens housing,  as  some  of  them  would  like  to. 
They  are  now  limited  through  this  scheme 
simply  to  senior  citizen  housing.  Could  pro- 

vision be  made  for  them  to  get  into  a  field 
other  than  senior  citizen? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  think  that  perhaps 
this  may  be  able  to  be  advanced  under  the 
programme  which  was  put  forward  in  the 
House  of  Commons  yesterday  by  Mr.  Bas- 
ford.  I  was  studying  this  as  much  as  I  pos- 

sibly could  between  yesterday  and  today,  and 
I  had  some  notes  on  it.  That  seems  to  come 
within  the  framework  of  the  programme 
which  he  has  outlined,  that  the  federal  people 
are  prepared  to  sponsor.  Whether  this  is  in 
relation  with  the  provinces  or  not,  at  this 
moment  is  not  too  clear.  I  think  that  is  where 
it  would  come  under  more  properly,  under 
the  plan  which  he  has  presented. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  raise 
a  matter  on  behalf  of  my  colleague  from 
Riverdale  who  had  to  step  out  to  see  a 
constituent  for  a  moment.  He  was  asking  in 
regard  to  some  land  immediately  north  and 
east  of  the  Ontario  Housing  Corp.  develop- 

ment in  the  area  of  Blake  and  Strathcona, 
between  Pape  and  Jones. 

He  tells  me  that,  and  his  (Constituents  tell 
him,  that  they  were  under  the  impression 
that  the  land  was  zoned  for  parkland,  and 
that  today  there  was  some  construction  be- 

gun in  the  property,  which  is  next  to  the 
cemetery.  He  wants  to  know  whether  or  not, 
in  fact,  that  is  land  that  is  owned  by  Ontario 
Housing  Corp.  and  whether  Ontario  Housing 
Corp.  are  the  people  who  are  developing  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  am  told  that  this 
has  no  connection  with  OHC  at  all. 

Mr.  Deans:  Nothing  at  all?  Fine.  Another 
point,  it  may  seem  rather  minor,  but  perhaps 
the  minister  might  be  able  to  tell  the  member 
for  Riverdale,  through  me,  how  do  the  resi- 

dents of  that  particular  housing  development 
go  about  getting  the  key  to  the  community 
room,  in  the  development  I  just  spoke  about, 
the  one  between  Blake,  Strathcona,  Pape  and 

Jones?  They  can't  find  it,  and  they  wonder 
perhaps  if  you  had  it  in  your  office? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Except  that  I  don't 
have  it  in  my  office.  I  have  a  difficult  time 
finding  the  key  to  my  own  office.  But  I  will 
certainly  look  into  that.  And— 

Mr.  Deans:  You  have  a  community  room 
in  your  office. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —of /Course,  it  should 
be  available.  Otherwise,  there  is  no  point  in 
having  the  facilities  there.  I  will  certainly 
look  into  that. 

Mr.  Deans:  You  will?  Good,  and  you  will 
tell  the  member  and  he  will  be  glad  to  tell 
his  constituents  and  they  will  get  the  use  of it? 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister  to  go 

through  with  me  the  steps  that  are  under- 
taken in  the  calculation  of  the  monthly 

rental.  I  want  to  use  a  specific  example  with- 
out naming  the  people,  which  I  think  would 

be  appropriate.  I  have,  provided  for  me  by 
Hamilton  housing  on  a  confidential  sheet,  the 
earnings  for  the  last  eight  pay  periods  for  the 
people  whom  we  are  going  to  talk  about.  I 
am  going  to  read  them  off  to  you  and  per- 

haps your  official  might  jot  them  down  and 
maybe  you  could  tell  me  if  you  thought  my 
calculation  is  right.  For  the  pay  period  end- 

ing, I  presume,  Jan.  30,  $370.44;  for  the  pay 
period  ending  Feb.  13,  $280.04;  for  the  pay 
period  ending  Feb.  27,  $400.30- 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Is  he  paid  twice 
monthly? 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes,  he  is.  I  assume  that  in 
fact  he  is  paid  every  14  days.  In  other  words, 
he  is  paid  bi-weekly  rather  than  twice 
monthly.  On  March  12,  $385.32;  on  March 

26,  $443.21;  on  April  9,  $393.30;  April  23- 
and  I  want  to  come  back  to  this  one  in  a 

moment  -  $515.76;  on  May  7,  $407.93.  I 
added  those  up  and  I  get  them  to  pome  to 

$3,213.30,  which,  when  divided  by  eight- 
which  is  the  eight  pay  periods— would  be  in 
equal  amounts  of  $401.70,  which,  by  assum- 

ing that  the  pay  periods  work  out  properly, 
would  appear  to  leave  us  with  about  $200.90 
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rental.  Would  that  be  reasonable?  Would 

that  be  a  reasonable  way  to  calculate  the 
amounts? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  What  was  the  figure 
the  hon.  member  was— 

Mr.  Deans:  I  am  sorry,  the  total? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Was  it  $401  and 
something? 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes,  $401.70,  I  think  it  was. 

Approximately-69  cents  I  think  it  was. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  For  what? 

Mr.  Deans:  That  would  be  the  average 

pay. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  would  be  $802 
every  four  weeks. 

Mr.  Deans:  Every  four  weeks  approxi- 
mately. Now,  it  should  be  $802  every  four 

weeks.  If  25  per  cent  of  that  was  taken-I 
realize  would  fluctuate  ever  so  slighdy  but 
nevertheless— it  would  be   $401.70. 

By  the  note  that  you  sent  to  me,  or  I 
sent  to  you  and  the  indication  you  gave 
back  to  me,  there  would  be  an  allowance  of 

$2  per  child.  They  have  four  children, 
which  would  bring  the  rent  to  about  $192.00, 
okay?  Give  or  take  a  dollar  here  or  there. 

I  want  to  refer  you  to  something. 

In  the  figures  that  I  gave  you,  the  hours 
are  given  for  all  of  those  pay  periods,  and 
I  will  tell  you  what  they  are.  For  the  first 
one,  Jan.  30,  79  hours;  Feb.  13,  64  hours; 
Feb.  27,  90  hours;  March  12,  82  hours;  March 

26,  89  hours;  April  9,  86  hours;  April  23, 
99  hours;  and  May  7,  86  hours.  So  he 
averaged  84  hours  per  two-week  pay  period 
throughout  that  time.  But  you  will  notice  that 
in  only  one  of  the  figures,  the  highest  figure 
is  $72  higher  than  the  next  highest  figure; 
so  that  in  that  two-week  pay  period  ending 
April  23,  the  figures  of  $515.76  is  consider- 

ably higher-by  $72-than  the  next  highest, 
and  that  the  next  highest  is  higher  by  $26 
I  think,  from  the  next  highest.  So  by  con- 

sidering those  two  figures,  if  you  take  out 
the  very  highest  figure  which  is  obviously  a 
period  when  the  plant  had  considerable  dif- 

ficulties—he is  a  maintenance  man  of  some 
kind;  obviously  there  was  some  considerable 
difficulty  and  he  worked  a  great  deal  of 
overtime— you  come  down  to  an  average  fig- 

ure of,  I  suspect,  about  $400,  maybe  less; 

I  don't  know,  I  didn't  work  it  out.  Maybe  the 
average  figure  would  be  $380;  I  didn't work  it  out. 

In  any  event,  what  I  am  really  trying  to 
say  to  you,  I  suppose,  by  giving  you  all 

these  figures  to  look  at,  is  that  if  you  calcu- 
late his  monthly  rental  based  on  the  average 

of  the  eight  pay  periods,  as  provided  by  his 
employer,  you  would  arrive  at  a  rental  of, 
by  my  calculations,  maybe  $192.  That  is  $15 
less  than  the  amount  arrived  at  by  Hamilton 
housing,  on  behalf  of  Ontario  Housing.  That 
takes  into  account  a  pay  period  which,  as 

I  say,  is  some  $70-odd  higher  than  anything 
else  he  earned  in  that  period  to  be  con- 
sidered. 

In  fact,  it  means  that  if  he  doesn't  have 
such  a  pay  period  again  during  the  course 
of  the  year,  for  at  least  the  next  short  period 
of  time  his  rental  is  going  to  be  $10  or  maybe 

$15— about  $10  I  would  say— above  what  he 
reasonably  could  afford  to  pay  taking  into 
consideration  his  normal  monthly  earnings. 

Okay?  You  understand  what  I  am— Okay, 

please  do. 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Will  the  hon.  mem- 

ber forgive  me  for  interrupting?  In  the  first 

place  we  don't  go  by  any  particular  month's 
income  or  two  week's  income.  We  wait  until 
the  end  of  the  year.  You  sign  a  yearly  lease 
with  the  man  and  he  pays  on  die  basis  of 
what  his  income  was  the  previous  year. 

If  his  income  has  gone  up  since  the  pre- 
vious lease  he  is  charged  immediately  on 

the  new  rental  scale.  If  on  the  other  hand 

his  income  has  gone  down  we  don't  wait  a 
year.  The  minute  the  man's  income  goes down  and  there  is  some  evidence  that  that 

is  what  his  income  is  going  to  be,  his  rent 
is  immediately  reduced. 

The  break  is  in  his  favour.  If  it  appears 
his  income  is  going  to  be  reduced  during  the 
year  it  is  immediately  lowered  for  him.  On 
the  other  hand,  if  his  income  is  going  up  he 
will  wait  until  the  end  of  the  term  of  the 

lease  and  then  we  resign  the  lease  for  a 
larger  amount. 

That's  generally  speaking  and  I  would 
plead  with  the  hon.  member  not  to  attempt 

to  get  me  to  give  him  the  answers  to  a  par- 
ticular case  because  I  can't  do  it  unless  we 

have  all  of  the  details.  What  his  pay  was 
for  the  previous  year,  perhaps  the  previous 
two  years,  what  he  is  really  paying  and  what 
he  is  paying  for.  It  would  depend  on  what 
is  included  in  his  accommodation  because 

the  flat  rental  scale  doesn't  always  apply. 
A  man  may  pay  a  minimum  of  16.7  per 

cent,  but  if  he  gets  an  additional  bedroom 

and  is  prepared  to  pay  for  it,  he  pays  some- 
thing like  $8  a  month  or  something.  It  de- 
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pends  on  whether  his  Hydro  is  included  be- 
cause some  older  buildings  pay  their  own 

Hydro,  and  all  that  sort  of  thing. 

Mr.  Deans:  These  are  new. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  All  right.  I  am  only 

saying  to  the  hon.  member  that  if  he'll  give 
me  the  particular  details— they  are  not  being 
made  public— if  you  let  me  have  them  we 
will  give  you  all  of  the  information  you 
require. 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes,  I  am  quite  happy  to  do 
that  for  you.  I  am  glad  that  you  will  look 
at  it.  It  is  not  a  matter  of  that  though.  I  have 
a  lot  of  difficulty  at  this  time  every  year, 
because  people  come  to  me  and  they  say 

"here  is  what  I  earn."  I  check  it  out  with 
the  Hamilton  housing  and  sure  enough  that 
may  well  be  close  to  what  they  earn.  We 
make  the  calculation.  The  final  decision  as 
to  the  rental  has  to  be  a  reflection  of  what 

they  actually  earned  at  the  time  they  have 
to  pay  it.  When  I  sit  down  and  look  at  this 
it  is  extremely  difficult  for  me  to  make  any 
kind  of  reasonable  judgement  about  the 
amount  they  should  be  expected  to  pay. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Give  me  the  docu- 
ment and  I  am  sure  we  can  explain  it  in  a 

way  that  will  make  it  clear  to  the  hon.  mem- 
ber. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  really  don't  want  to— in  all 
fairness,  by  my  calculation  I  can't  find  much 
above  $195,  no  matter  how  I  look  at  it. 
That  takes  into  consideration  this  one  period 
in  which  he  earned  a  fantastic  amount  more 

than  he  normally  would  earn.  There  has  to 
be  some  adjustment  for  that,  there  has  to  be. 

I  don't  know  how  you  make  it,  but  there 
must  be  some  way  to  adjust  for  it.  I  will 
let  you  see  them.  Thank  you. 

Mr.   Chairman:    The   member  for  Downs- 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  put  some 
questions  to  the  minister  a  week  or  so  ago 
about  condominiums.  I  was  a  little  doubtful 
about  the  wisdom  behind  the  new  ads  that 

Ontario  Housing  is  running  boosting  condo- 
miniums. The  thrust  of  my  question  at  that 

time  related  to  some  of  the  very  grave  con- 
cerns I  have  about  them.  I  mentioned  to  the 

minister  then  that  there  was  a  resolution 

before  the  North  York  council,  suggesting 
to  the  province  certain  substantial  changes 
in  the  legislation  governing  condominiums, 
and  if  my  memory  serves  me  correctly,  the 

minister  indicated  that  he  wasn't  aware  of it. 

I  don't  know  how  much  the  minister 
knows  about  condominiums,  but  they,  are 

something  new  in  this  jurisdiction.  Insofar 

as  this  resolution  is  concerned,  it  was  pre- 
sented to  the  council  of  the  borough  of 

North  York  by  Controller  Lastman.  It's  been 
investigated  by  the  planning  department.  It 
was  accepted  unanimously  by  the  council, 

and  I  don't  know  whether  it  has  yet  found 

its  way  to  the  minister,  but  I  presume  it's 
on  its  way.  I  don't  know  how  these  things 
get  handled  after  the  resolution  is  passed. 
In  any  event,  the  points  that  are  made  in 

this  resolution,  I  think,  are  well  worth  con- 
sideration. 

We  embarked  upon  condominium  proce- 
dures in  this  province  just  a  few  years  ago, 

and  we  did  it  by  passing  a  statute  relating 
only  to  the  mechanics  of  registering  titles. 

Prior  to  the  passing  of  the  statute,  it  was  im- 
possible to  establish  condominium-type  own- 

ership and  still  bring  it  within  the  existing 
Registry  Act  laws  of  that  day.  The  purpose 

of  the  statute  was  to  set  up  a  format  where- 
by this  could  be  done. 
Following  the  passing  of  that  statute  by 

this  House,  many  developers  got  into  the 
condominium  business.  Thousands  of  con- 

dominium units  have  been  built  in  Metro- 

politan Toronto,  and  I  would  presume  in 
other  places  throughout  the  province.  But  the 

faults  have  been  very  substantial,  Mr.  Chair- 

man, and  our  laws  don't  provide  any  protec- 
tion. I  am  very  concerned  about  what  is 

going  to  happen  to  prospective  condominium 
purchasers,  and  now  condominium  owners, 
when  some  of  these  things  begin  to  happen 
and  they  have  no  real  protection. 

I  don't  know  what  the  manager  of  the 
housing  corporation  has  there,  but  there  is  a 

section  in  this  week's  Mirror;  perhaps  it's  the 
same  thing  that  I  have  to  hand  here.  I  would 

commend  this  to  the  minister's  attention. 
There  is  a  pretty  good  analysis  there  of  pros 
and  cons,  I  think.  There  are  some  happy 

people  and  some  disturbed  people,  but  I 
would  think  the  meat  of  the  problem  is 

summed  up  toward  the  centre  of  this  news- 
paper that  the  minister  now  has  in  his  hand, 

where  there  is  a  picture  of  Controller  Last- 
man  and  it  deals  with  some  of  his  comments. 

Substantially,  what  worries  me  are  things 
like  the  construction  standards  in  the  area  of 

soundproofing,  and  strict  investigation  of 
procedures  to  ensure  minimum  standards  of 
construction  and  finishing.  Most  condo- 

minium purchasers  are  not  sufficiently  knowl- 
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edgeable  to  check  these  matters  out  properly, 
and  most  of  them  somehow  get  the  impres- 

sion that,  after  all,  a  condominium  is  some- 

thing like  a  rental  apartment.  I  don't  know 
whether  they  get  lulled  into  this  feeling  of 

security  because  they  don't  know  any  better, or  because  of  the  kind  of  advertising  that  is 
done,  or  what  it  is.  But  many  of  them  fail  to 

appreciate  that  you  just  can't  put  your  hat on  at  the  end  of  a  lease  and  walk  out,  and 

then  it's  the  landlord's  problem.  It  is  their 
continuing  problem.  They  are  owners;  they 
are  not  tenants.  Certainly,  in  Metropolitan 
Toronto  at  this  point  of  time,  condominiums 
are  a  glut  on  the  market.  There  are  many 
hundreds,  perhaps  thousands  of  them,  that 
are  vacant. 

There  is  a  large  development  on  what 
used  to  be  the  old  Forest  Hill  golf  course- 
perhaps  the  minister  is  familiar  with  it— on 
the  west  side  of  north  Bathurst  St.  I  think 

the  Peel-Elder  people  built  that.  They  built 
it  originally  as  a  condominium  development. 

It  didn't  go  as  a  condominium  development. 
The  signs  in  front  of  it  are  now  saying, 

"Come  and  rent  an  apartment",  "Apartments 
now  renting",  and  so  on. 

From  the  outside  at  least,  they  look  like 
very  attractive  buildings.  But  I  know  those 
buildings  have  been  up  and  they  have  been 
trying  to  sell  condominium  units  there  for 
the  better  part  of  a  year.  Obviously,  notwith- 

standing the  outward  attractive  appearance 
of  the  buildings,  recreation  facilities  and 
other  things  that  are  in  that  new  develop- 

ment area,  they  are  not  moving.  One  has  to 

wonder  why  they  aren't  moving  as  quickly as  they  should. 

Another  thing  is  parking  facilities.  The 
existing  allowance  for  guest  parking  is  often 
inadequate.  Sometimes  extra  parking  is  put 
in.  This  increases  the  unit  cost.  But  the 

ability  of  the  condominium  purchaser  to  un- 
derstand or  evaluate  these  things  is  almost 

completely  lacking. 

Probably  the  most  serious  thing  is  the 
question  of  management  fees  and  perform- 

ance contracts  that  go  along  with  them.  It  is 

all  very  well  to  say,  'Yes,  here  are  the  man- 
agers," and  "Yes,  there  is  a  contract."  How 

long  is  the  contract  going  to  last?  Are  the 
fees  going  to  be  standardized?  Is  there  going 
to  be  some  kind  of  orderly  progression?  Is 
there  any  way  of  guaranteeing  competent 
management  over  a  lengthy  period  of  time? 
This  is  a  very,  very  serious  problem,  because, 
again,  it  is  not  like  a  rental  unit.  The  owner 
is  in  control,  insofar  as  his  proportionate 
share  goes,  of  management.  If  the  manage- 

ment goes  flooey,  or  if  the  managers  are  in- 
competent, or  if  the  fees  are  too  great,  or 

for  any  one  of  a  variety  of  reasons,  there  is 
nothing  in  the  law  that  gives  the  condo- 

minium purchaser  any  protection. 

Surely,  there  should  be  in  our  statutes 
something  about  management  fees  and  per- 

formance contracts,  minimum  periods,  op- 
tions up  to  10  years,  say,  or  renewing  them, 

predetermined  fees  for  the  renewal  and  in- 
cluding, to  be  fair,  some  kind  of  a  clause 

allowing  for  arbitration  about  reasonable 
inflationary  pressures,  and  so  on.  As  can 
happen  and  as  I  suspect  is  going  to  happen 
in  the  Toronto  area  soon,  management 
people  are  going  to  walk  away  from  some 
of  these  things,  and  they  are  only  going 
to  be  brought  back,  if  their  fees  have  very 
substantial  increases  out  of  all  proportion  to 
what  is  indicated  by  the  present  markup. 

There  should  be  surely  some  assurance 
from  Ontario  Housing  and  from  CMHC  or 
the  private  lenders.  I  think  you  have  got  to 
go  into  very  deep  and  careful  consultation 
with  CMHC.  But  the  developer  is  capable  of 

proper  management  of  the  property.  If  the 
lender  doesn't  deem  the  developer  capable  of 
proper  management,  then  the  lender  should 
arrange  for  some  competent  professional 
management  before  the  first  mortgage  financ- 

ing is  concluded. 

In  other  words,  it  isn't  just  enough,  Mr. 
Chairman,  for  OHC  to  say  condominiums  are 
great.  Somewhere  along  the  line  the  pur- 

chaser of  the  condominium  unit  should  be 
able  to  have  some  kind  of  assurance  from 
OHC  that  the  management  is  capable  and 
that  the  lender  or  the  supervisor  or  OHC 
has,  insofar  as  it  is  able,  approved  of  the 

type  of  management  that  is  going  to  be  look- 
ing after  this  and  there  is  going  to  be  some 

continuation  of  this. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  seems  that  we  have 

reached  the  hour  of  6  o'clock.  I  would  move 
the  adjournment  of  the  debate. 

Mr.  Chairman:  That  is  not  necessary.  Will 
there  be  further  discussion  on  vote  804? 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  I  want  to  continue  this 
for  a  while. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  will  have  to  rise  now  in 

order  to  close  the  proceedings  at  6  o'clock. 
Is  the  House  leader  going  to  make  a  motion? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman  moves  that  the  com- 
mittee rise  and  report. 

Motion   agreed  to. 
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The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  commit- 
tee of  supply  begs  to  report  progress  and 

asks  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Con- 
sumer and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr. 

Speaker,  tomorrow,  as  indicated,  we  will 
proceed  with  the  conclusion  of  the  Throne 
Speech  debate,  and  following  that  we  will 
return  to  the  consideration  of  estimates. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Does  the 
House  leader  plan  that  the  estimates  will 
continue  in  the  same  order,  the  conclusion 
of  these  followed  by  the  estimates  of  the 
Solicitor  General  (Mr.  Yaremko)? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  would  have  to  say 
that  it  may  be  dependent  upon  the  amount 

of  time  we  have  left  tomorrow,  but  other 
than  that  I  would  say  yes. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Mr.  Speaker, 

do  you  intend  to  go  past  6  o'clock  if  need be  to  finish  the  Throne  debate? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  There  will  be  a  night 
session  tomorrow. 

Mr.  Reid:  Yes,  but  you  don't  intend  to have  the  vote.  You  intend  to  continue  after 

8  o'clock  with  the  Throne  debate  if  neces- sary? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  We  intend  to  follow  it 
to  its  conclusion. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion    agreed    to. 

The  House   adjourned  at  6  o'clock,  p.m. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 

The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 

Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Our  guests  in  the  east  gal- 
lery today  are  students  from  Grey  Central 

School  of  Ethel  and  from  West  Preparatory 
School  of  Forest  Hill  Village;  in  the  west 
gallery  are  students  from  E.  J.  James  School 
of  Oakville  and  Aberarder  Central  School 
of  Camlachie.  At  2:30  in  the  east  gallery, 
there  will  he  students  from  the  Clarke  Insti- 

tute of  Toronto,  and  in  the  west  gallery  from 
Chedoke  Public  School  of  Hamilton. 

Statements   by   the   ministry. 

ONTARIO    HUMAN    RIGHTS    CODE 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  should  like  to  draw  the  attention  of  all 

hon.  members  to  the  fact  that  today  marks 
a  significant  milestone  in  the  history  of  On- 

tario's legislative  action  in  the  field  of  hu- 
man rights.  It  is  a  milestone  of  which  we 

can  justly  be  proud,  and  I  think  it  merits 
our  taking  a  few  moments  to  dwell  on  it. 

Today,  being  June  15,  marks  the  10th 
anniversary  of  the  proclamation  of  the  On- 

tario Human  Rights  Code.  June  15  is  also 
Magna  Carta  day  and  the  coincidence  is  not 
an  accident.  The  idea  that  the  code  should 
be  proclaimed  on  June  15,  1962,  was  the 
inspiration  of  a  former  hon.  member  who 
was  the  key  adviser  to  the  House  on  human 
rights,  the  late  Mr.  Alex  A.   MacLeod. 

Both  Magna  Carta  and  the  Ontario  Hu- 
man Rights  Code  are  charters  of  freedoms 

and  rights.  Of  course,  Magna  Carta  at  first 
benefited  only  the  feudal  barons  who  oblig- 

ed King  John  to  sign  it  in  1215,  but  it  was 

the  first  time  that  the  rights  of  the  King's subjects  were  formalized  and  set  down. 

The  cardinal  principle  of  the  inviolable 
dignity  of  every  human  being  animates  the 
Human  Rights  Code,  as  it  animated  Mr. 
MacLeod,  whose  tragic  death  in  an  accident 
occurred  two  years  ago.  In  the  early  days 
of  human  rights  education  and  enforcement 
in  this  province,  it  was  Mr.  MacLeod  who 
led  a  small  team  in  the  work  of  the  Anti- 
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Discrimination  Commission  and  the  then  and 

now  Human  Rights  Commission.  These  ef- 
forts—and the  citizens  of  Ontario  may  derive 

satisfaction  in  recalling  this— rested  on  a 
history  of  provincial  legislation  going  back 
to   1944. 

In  that  year,  the  Racial  Discrimination  Act 
was  passed,  making  it  an  offence  to  publish 
or  display  any  sign  or  notice  expressing  racial 
or  religious  discrimination.  When  former 
Premier  George  Drew  introduced  that  bill, 
while  the  Second  World  War  was  still  being 

waged,  he  urged  that  it  be  regarded  as  "part and  parcel  of  the  very  freedom  we  are 

fighting  to  preserve." Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it  worthy  of  note 
that  this  Act  came  into  force  four  years  be- 

fore the  Universal  Declaration  of  Human 

Rights  was  passed  by  the  United  Nations 
and  ratified  by  Canada.  Former  Premier  Les- 

lie M.  Frost  was  later  to  express  the  con- 
viction derived  from  the  Universal  Declara- 

tion in  this  way: 

The  first  obligation  of  the  people  of 
Ontario  is  to  make  certain  that  the  princi- 

ples of  the  declaration  are  fully  practised 
here  at  home.  Our  example  will  always 
carry  greater  conviction  than  our  word. 

The  course  thus  embarked  upon  in  the  de- 

fence of  the  rights  of  all  Ontario's  citizens was  continued  in  amendments  to  the  Labour 
Relations  Act  and  the  Conveyancing  and 
Law  of  Property  Act.  In  1951  came  the  Fair 
Employment  Practices  Act,  the  first  in  Cana- 

da, and  the  Female  Employees  Fair  Remun- 
eration Act.  The  Department  of  Labour  be- 

came responsible  for  administration  of  the 
employment  statutes.  Equal  opportunity  in 
employment  is  still  the  cornerstone  of  the 
Human  Rights  Code  and  the  largest  number 
of  complaints  received  by  the  Human  Rights 
Commission  are  still  in  the  area  of  employ- 
ment. 

In  1954,  the  Fair  Accommodation  Practices 
Act  was  passed.  In  1958  the  Anti-Discrimina- 

tion Commission  was  created  and  was  re- 
named the  Human  Rights  Commission  in 

1961.  The  same  year,  the  process  was  begun 
of  amalgamating  all  the  existing  human 
rights    laws    into    the   Human   Rights    Code. 
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Enforcement  and  educational  activities  were 
thus  combined  in  one  entity  for  the  first 
time.  At  its  passage  in  1962,  the  code  was 
supported  in  principle  by  every  member  of 
the  House. 

In  the  decade  since,  the  Human  Rights 
Commission  has  sought  to  make  Canadians, 
and  Ontario  residents  in  particular,  conscious 
of  the  fact  that  anyone  who  discriminates, 
and  anyone  who  regards  discrimination  as 
something  new,  has  forgotten  the  history  of 
his  own  country  and  of  the  mother  country 
which  gave  us  Magna  Carta.  Most  of  the 
liberties  we  take  for  granted  today  had  to  be 
solicited  and  obtained  from  the  government 
in  power,  for  example,  the  right  to  petition 
the  Crown,  the  right  to  religious  freedom, 
and  the  right  to  be  represented  in  Parlia- 
ment. 

Now,  as  the  commission  begins  its  second 
decade,  as  a  vital  part  of  the  Ministry  of 
Labour,  I  can  assure  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
the  government  of  Ontario  intends  to  remain 
in  the  vanguard  of  human  rights  legislation. 

This  government's  legacy  in  human  rights enforcement  will  be  maintained  and  racial 
disharmony  will  not  be  allowed  to  take  root, 
nor  will  persons  seeking  to  foment  disharmony 
be  tolerated  in  Ontario.  The  rights  of  minor- 

ities to  protection  from  discrimination,  so  that 
they  may  make  their  full  contribution  to  a 
flourishing  community,  will  be  assured. 

In  keeping  with  this  philosophy,  I  believe 
there  must  be  a  continuing  review  and 
strengthening  of  the  Human  Rights  Code  to 
ensure  its  relevancy  to  the  conditions  as  they 
exist  in  society  today.  The  Ontario  Human 
Rights  Commission  will  also  be  taking  new 
initiatives  in  the  enforcement  of  human  rights 
and  in  the  government  programmes.  One  of 
its  objectives  will  be  to  further  protect  the 
rights  of  all  parties  involved  in  cases  before 
the  commission. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Statements  by  the  ministry. 

Hon.  J.  White  (Minister  of  Industry  and 
Tourism):  Coming,  sir. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Almost  too 
late. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  The  minister 
is  going  to  have  a  heart  attack. 

ONTARIO  PLACE 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  One  of  the  reasons  for 
incorporating  Ontario  Place  was  to  bring  the 
greatest  possible  measure  of  expertise  to  bear 
on  its  operation,  with  the  board  of  directors 
having  responsibility  for  establishing  policies 
and  programmes  in  response  to  public  wishes 
and  public  needs. 

I  have  indicated  that  the  government  would 
appoint  business  men  and  women  with  some 
interest  in  the  entertainment  field  and  who 
would  be  representative  of  the  province,  both 
geographically  and  vocationally. 

Today  I  am  pleased  to  announce  the  fol- 
lowing appointments  to  the  board  of  directors 

of  Ontario  Place:  Mr.  Alan  Y.  Eaton  (chair- 
man), director,  T.  Eaton  Co.  Ltd;  Mr.  Harold 

Brown,  sales  executive,  Colgate  Palmolive 
Ltd.;  Mr.  R.  Alan  Eagleson,  barrister- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Who  is  he? 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  That 
is  the  entertainment. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —who  is  the  president  of 
the  Progressive  Conservative  Association  of 

Ontario— 
An  hon.  member:  A  noted  lawyer. 

Another  hon.  member:  Same  difference. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  And  a  few  other  things. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Bill  Brady,  who  is  an 
officer  of  CFPL,  a  very  well-known  broad- 

caster in  London,  and  who,  as  a  matter  of 
interest,  has  the  largest  proportion  of  radio 
audience  of  any  broadcaster  in  the  country- 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Where  is 
that? 

Mr.  Stokes:  Is  that  England?  Is  that 
London,  England? 

An  hon.  member:  Out  of  proportion— one 
out  of  one. 

Another  hon.  member:  Ward  Cornell? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Eugene  Nori,  who  is  the 
owner  of  the  Royal  Hotel  in  Sault  Ste.  Marie 
and  who  is  intimately  familiar  with  the  tourist 
industry;  Mr.  Grant  Brown  of  Grant  Brown 
Motors  in  Weston,  who  is  well  known  for  his 

promotional  and  sales  capabilities— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  He  comes  from  the  right 
riding  anyway. 
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Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mrs.  Anne  Hurlburt,  who 
is  very  active  in  some  number  of  associations, 
including  the  Canadian  National  Institute  for 
the  Blind  in  Toronto- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Oppo- 
sition): There  may  not  have  to  be  a  vote— 

the  minister  may  decide  to  support  our 
amendment. 

Mr.   R.    Haggerty    (Welland    South):    How  Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  am  sorry.  You  may  vote 
about  Charlie  Brown?  with    us. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mrs.  Carole  Goss  Taylor, 
who  was  Miss  Toronto  several  years  ago  and 
is  a  television  performer  on  Channel  9— 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  A  well- 
balanced  group. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Even  the  minister  is  embar- 
rassed. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  David  Anderson, 
whom  the  Liberal  caucus  will  know;  he  is— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  What,  no  Stan  Randall? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —a  barrister  in  Toronto 
and  a  director  of  Air  Canada  and  of  Canadian 
National  Railways,  whose  input  from  the 
transportation  industry  I  feel  will  be  very 
helpful;  Mr.  Marco  Muzzo,  who  is  a  con- 

struction executive  in  Toronto;  Mr.  Reginald 
Workman,  who  is  a  newspaper  publisher 
from  Winchester,  in  eastern  Ontario;  Mr. 
William  Emerson,  who  is  president  of  Versa- 
food  Services  Ltd.  and  on  whom  I  will  be 
relying  for  that  particular  form  of  expertise; 
and  the  deputy  minister,  Mr.  D.  J.  Collins, 
who  is  an  ex  officio  member  of  the  board. 

On  behalf  of  the  Premier  and  the  govern- 
ment of  Ontario,  I  wish  to  thank  each  of  the 

appointees  for  serving  in  this  important 
capacity  and  to  wish  them  success  with  their 
exciting  and  challenging  task. 

It  is  my  hope  and  expectation  that,  under 
their  guidance,  Ontario  Place  will  come  to 
be  regarded  by  the  people  of  this  province 
with  pride  and  affection  and  that  it  will  be 
i»  source  of  happiness  for  all  of  our  people. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Was  the  exclusion  of 
Stan  Randall  deliberate? 

SUSPENSION  OF 
COMMITTEE  SITTINGS 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr.  Speaker, 
very  briefly,  I  would  like  to  inform  the 
House  that  because  of  the  formality  of  the 
debate  this  afternoon  we  will  suspend  the 
committee  sittings  until  the  inevitable  di- 

vision takes  place. 

Mr.  Speaker:   Oral  questions. 

SPADINA  EXPRESSWAY 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  Premier  if  he  would  comment 

on  the  report  that  the  joint  technical  com- 
mittee, which  I  believe  is  chaired  by  the 

Minister  of  Transportation  and  Communica- 
tions (Mr.  Carton),  has  recommended  to 

Metro  Toronto  and  the  government  of  On- 
tario that  at  least  part  of  the  former  Spadina 

Expressway  right  of  way  be  utilized;  that 
is,  the  part  that  is  in  fact  ready  for  paving. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  noticed 
from  the  press  today  there  is  some  indication 
that  the  report  of  the  technical  committee 
will  be  made  available.  My  understanding  is 
that  it  is  in  the  process  of  being  trans- 

mitted—if it  has  not  been  in  the  last  half 

day— to  Metropolitan  Toronto  council.  It  will, 
of  course,  be  considered  by  that  body  and  a 
letter  of  transmission,  of  course,  will  bring 
it  before  the  government  of  this  province. 
I  have  no  comment  to  make  at  this  time 

because,  of  course,  the  report  is  not  before 
cabinet. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  A  supplemen- 
tary question,  Mr.  Speaker:  Might  I  ask  the 

Premier,  in  view  of  the  difference  of  opinion 
expressed  between  this  report  and  that  of 
Buckminster  Fuller,  what  then  becomes  of 
the  report  of  Buckminster  Fuller? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  said  to 
the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition,  in  that  the 
report  of  the  technical  committee  has  not 
been  presented  to  the  government,  in  the 
sense  the  cabinet  has  not  seen  it,  there  has 
been  no  consideration  of  it  and  obviously  I 
cannot  comment. 

The  concept  developed  by  Buckminster 
Fuller  related  to  the  utilization  of  the  land 
which  became  available  when  the  decision 

was  made  not  to  proceed  with  the  express- 
way portion  of  the  Spadina  traffic  corridor. 

Of  course,  that  could  still  have  application, 
but  until  the  report  is  analysed  by  the  gov- 

ernment, I  really  have  no  further  comment 
to  make. 
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Mr.  Deans:  One  final  supplementary  ques- 
tion: Is  the  government  prepared  under  any 

circumstances  to  consider  developing  the 
Spadina  Expressway  for  motor  vehicle  traffic? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can  only 
say  that  at  this  moment  the  position  of  the 
government  related  to  that  particular  issue 
has  not  changed. 

ROUTE  OF  POWER  LINE 
FROM  BATH  TO  PICKERING 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
further  question  of  the  Premier.  Would  he 

consider  relating  the  problems  of  the  high- 
tension  power  lines  that  must  be  built  to 

connect  the  new  Lennox  generating  station 
at  Bath  with  Pickering,  to  the  same  special 
review  that  he  directed  the  complaints  from 
the  citizens  in  the  path  of  the  other  high- 
tension  power  line  from  Nanticoke  to  Pick- 

ering? I  think  that's  a  question. 
A  second  question  related  to  the  first:  Can 

he  explain  just  what  process  is  being  used  to 
review  the  Ontario  Hydro  decision  that  these 

lines  are  necessary  in  the  locations  presently 
planned? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  recall 
the  exact  phraseology  that  was  used.  There 

was  a  representation  made  to  the  government 
by,  I  believe,  a  group  of  concerned  citizens 

—I  forget  the  exact  definition— representing 
people  living  in  those  municipalities  that 
would  be  affected  by  the  transmission  line 
from  Pickering  to  Nanticoke. 

This  presentation  was  made  to  the  govern- 
ment some  few  weeks  ago  and  I  believe,  in 

response  to  a  question  at  that  time,  the 

government  said  it  would  consider  the  repre- 
sentations made.  I  think  it  is  fair  to  state, 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  as  it  relates  to  this  par- 
ticular subject  I,  or  one  of  my  colleagues, 

shall  have  some  further  observations  on  this 

matter,  probably  early  next  week. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Would 
the  Premier  undertake  to  review  the  Lennox- 

Pickering  power  line  in  light  of  the  con- 
siderations that  have  already  been  given  to 

the  other  power  line?  They  are  very  similar 

in  their  size,  the  undertaking  and  their 
expense.  Will  he  do  that? 

The  Premier  is  nodding,  Mr.  Speaker. 

An  hon.  member:  Up  and  down. 

ECOLOGICAL  REPORTS  ON 
POWER  PROJECTS 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  have  another  question 

of  the  Premier.  Is  it  the  policy  of  the  gov- 
ernment that  all  reports  having  to  do  with 

the  ecological  effects  of  new  power  installa- 
tions are  available  to  the  public?  A  case  in 

point  would  be  investigations  undertaken 
by  the  Ministry  of  the  Environment  as  to 
the  heating  effects  on  the  water  in  parts  of 
Lake  Ontario,  particularly  the  Bay  of  Quinte, 
although  I  am  not  sure  of  that,  from  the 
operation  of  the  Lennox  power  plant  that  is 
being  built  at  Bath. 

The  question  specifically,  Mr.  Speaker:  Is 
it  the  policy  of  the  government  that  these 
profesional  investigations  be  available  to  the 
concerned  public? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a 

relatively  recent  development,  the  assess- 
ment of  the  ecological  effects  by  steam 

generation  or  thermal  generation  as  it  relates 
to  the  Hydro-Electric  Power  Commission. 
The  government  obviously  has  had  some 
assessments  made;  so  has  Hydro.  There  has 
been  no  policy  developed  as  to  whether  the 
professional  reports  should  or  should  not  be 
released. 

The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition  is  re- 
ferring to  a  specific  report  as  it  relates  to 

the  Lennox  station.  I  would  be  quite  pre- 
pared to  consider  this  matter  and  to  discuss 

it  with  my  colleague,  but  there  has  been  no 
policy  per  se  formulated  with  respect  to 
release    or   non-release   of   these   reports. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  I 

appreciate  the  Premier  undertaking  to  ex- 
amine that  particular  report,  but  would  he  in- 
dicate what  possible  reason  there  would  be 

that  the  information  on  an  ecological  in- 
vestigation would  not  be  released?  Well,  I 

won't  editorialize. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 

think  it  would  depend  on  the  basis  for  the 
report.  Whether  it  was  done  at  the  request, 

say,  of  Hydro  or  whether  there  is  any  degree 

of  confidentiality,  I  don't  know. 
From  my  own  standpoint  I  would  think 

that  in  most  instances  information  of  this 

kind  should  be  in  the  public  domain,  but  I 
would  have  to  reserve  to  myself  the  decision 

until  I  find  out  more  particulars  as  to  whe- 
ther any  single  report  should  be  made 

available.  Certainly  I  will  undertake  to  do 
that. 
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SCHOOL  CLOSING  DATE 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  with  your 
permission,  another  brief  question:  Has  the 
Premier  received  representations  from  school 
boards  across  the  province  for  a  change  in 
the  ministerial  attitude  toward  the  school 
closing  date  in  light  of  the  fact  that  40 
boards  had  made  plans  to  close  the  ele- 

mentary schools  some  two  days  before  the 
official  closing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  may 
have  been  certain  representations  made  to  me 
personally  with  respect  to  the  school  closing 
date  for  the  elementary  grades;  there  obvi- 

ously has  been  some  representation  made 
to  the  minister  (Mr.  Wells).  The  minister 
has  made  it  abundantly  clear  that  the 
statutes  state  that  the  school  leaving  date 
this  year  is,  whatever  it  is,  June  29  or  30. 

There  have  been  certain  personal  repre- 
sentations made  to  me;  I  know  this  for  a 

fact,  because  three  of  my  children  have 
made  these  representations  in  very  recent 
days.  But  the  Act  is  there  and  the  minister 
has  taken,  I  think,  a  very  proper  position,  that 
is,  that  the  schools  should  be  open  until 
the  closing  date  specified  in  the  statute.  They 
were  developed  and  utilized  by  the  contri- 

bution of  many  millions  of  dollars  of  the 

taxpayers'  funds.  The  children  are  there  for 
an  educational  experience.  There  appears  to 
be  little  justification  for  closing  them  at  an 
earlier  date. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  Is  the 
Premier  aware  that  certain  directors  of  edu- 

cation are  urging  their  boards  to  ignore  the 
statements  from  the  ministry  and,  in  fact,  to 
stick  by  their  decision  to  close  earlier?  Is 
this  not  of  importance  since  the  appointment 
of  those  directors  lies  under  the  control  and 
direction  of  the  ministry  itself? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  reason- 
ably confident  that  logic  will  prevail.  If  there 

has  been  some  urging  by  certain  professionals 
in  the  field  that  the  schools  close  at  an 
earlier  date  than  specified  by  the  statute,  as 
I  say,  logic  will  prevail  in  the  ultimate  and 
the  schools  will  remain  open.  I  did  glance  at 
the  headline  in  the  London  Free  Press,  where 
this  has  been  a  matter  of  some  issue,  where 
the  board,  I  understand,  unanimously  just__a 
day  ago  decided— very  wisely  in  my  view- 
that  the  schools  would  remain  open.  I  antic- 

ipate this  will  be  the  pattern  followed  by 
the  majority  of  boards,  if  not  all  of  them, 
across  this  province. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Supplementary,  Mr. 

Speaker:  With  reference  to  this  strange  in- 
troduction of  logic  on  this  issue,  since  the 

original  intimation  to  the  boards  that  schools 
could  close  at  such  and  such  a  time  was 
made  in  violation  of  the  Act,  and  presumably 
in  violation  of  the  Act,  by  what  logic  does 
the  minister  some  months  later  come  to  the 
conclusion  the  Act  must  be  lived  up  to  and 
scuttle  all  the  plans  that  have  been  made 
meanwhile  by  the  boards? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
familiar  with  any  intimation  given  by  the 
ministry  to  the  boards  that  the  elementary 
grades  would  be  permitted  to  close  at  an 
earlier  date.  There  are  statements  made  from 
time  to  time  where  people  will  read  into 
them,  or  perhaps  understand  from  them, 
those  things  they  wish  to  understand.  I  can 
only  say  that  this  matter  has  been  brought  to 
the  attention  of  the  minister  in  recent  days. 
I  think  he  has  taken  a  very  proper  and  very 
firm  position.  I  believe  it  to  be  logical,  and 
I  would  think  the  member  for  York  South 
thinks  that  logic  should  prevail  on  occasion, 

although  he  doesn't  demonstrate  this  on  all 
particular  occasions. 

Mr.    MacDonald:    Nor   does   the   Premier. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Always. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Further  supplementary:  Is 
it  not  correct  that  the  original  directive  with 
regard  to  this  early  closing  date  and  the 
use  of  the  remaining  days  for  other  purposes 
was  made  over  the  name  of  Dr.  Stewart? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
familiar  with  any  directives  emanating  from 
the  department.  There  always  has  been  a 
directive  from  the  department  as  it  relates 
to  secondary  school  closing,  related  to  the 
examination  period.  Here,  once  again,  the 
pattern  is  not  necessarily  the  same  across 
the  province.  There  are  some  secondary 
schools  operating  this  week.  There  are  some 
that  are  writing  exams  this  week. 

I  am  not  personally  familiar  with  any 
directive  from  the  deputy  minister  related  to 
the  elementary  grades.  I  would  only  say  this, 
Mr.  Speaker,  even  if  there  had  been  some 
intimation  by  the  deputy  minister  that  this 
might  be  a  possibility— and  I  am  not  familiar 
with  it— I  can  only  say  that  this  is  the  position 
of  the  government,  and  the  position  of  the 
minister  and,  once  again,  I  think  it  is  a 
very  logical  one  to  take. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  In  other  words,  he  is 
pulling  the  rug  out  from  under  the  deputy. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  that  is  a 
supplementary  question,  surely  the  member 
for  York  South  would  recognize  that  in  our 

process— and  he  has  urged  it  on  many  occa- 
sions—even if  one  professional  adviser  may 

from  time  to  time  take  a  certain  position, 
it  is  the  responsibility  of  the  minister  and 
the   government  to  make   these  decisions. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  But  he  did  it  four  months 

ago. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  further 
supplementary,  with  your  permission:  Will 
the  Premier  undertake,  for  the  sake  of  the 
confidence  that  the  school  boards  must  have 

in  the  Ministry  of  Education— and  it  has  been 
at  a  high  level— to  find  out  just  what  the 
directives  were  from  the  ministry,  either  from 
the  deputy  or  the  minister  or  anyone  else, 
that  would  lead  the  boards  to  make  the 

plans  that  they  have  which  have  had  to  be 

changed  in  the  name  of  the  Premier's  kind 
of  logic? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
be  delighted  to  find  out  any  information  I 
can  for  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  know 
about  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Of  course,  I  would  agree 
with  the  partial  part  of  his  question  where 
he  did  indicate  that  the  boards  of  this  prov- 

ince held  the  Ministry  of  Education  in  such 
high  regard.  That  part  of  his  question  I  say 
yes  to.  I  agree  with  that  with  enthusiasm. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Does  the  Premier  agree 
that  it  should  be  maintained,  if  at  all  pos- 

sible, and  hopefully  improved  and  strength- 
ened? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is 
no  question  that  not  only  do  I  believe  it 
should  be  maintained,  but  it  should  be  im- 

proved. I  am  equally  confident  that  this  will, 
in  fact,  be  the  case. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We'll  see  what  the  Pre- 
mier has  to  say  when  he  gets  the  information. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition?  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

MALVERN  DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.  Deans:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Revenue.  Could 
the  Minister  of  Revenue  indicate  what  break- 

down took  place  in  the  planning  process  that, 

after  19  years  of  careful  conservative  plan- 
ning of  the  Malvern  development,  it  is  going 

to  proceed  and  be  occupied  in  September 
without  adequate   transportation  facilities? 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
There  is  no  breakdown  at  all,  Mr.  Speaker. 

There  will  be  adequate  transportation  facil- 
ities for  those  houses  which  will  be  finished 

by  that  date. 

Mr.  Deans:  Might  I  ask  who  was  involved 
from  the  Toronto  Transit  Commission  in  the 

planning  in  order  to  ensure  that  there  would 
be  adequate  transportation  facilities?  What 
meetings  took  place  to  ensure  that,  in  fact, 
they  were  prepared  to  provide  the  public 
transportation  necessary  for  the  some  900 
families  who  will  be  moving  in  there  this 
fall? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I'll  get  that  informa- tion for  the  hon.  member. 

HAMILTON  HARBOUR  LANDFILL 

Mr.  Deans:  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minis- 
ter of  Natural  Resources,  Mr.  Speaker.  Why 

did  the  Minister  of  Natural  Resources  send  a 

letter  to  the  Hamilton- Wentworth  Conserva- 

tion Authority  asking— asking  perhaps  isn't 
the  best  word— it  to  grant  permits  to  the 
Steel  Co.  and  Dofasco  to  dump  into  Hamilton 

Bay,  recognizing  that  the  Steel  Co.  and 
Dofasco  have  not  requested  permission  to 
dump  into  the  bay? 

Hon.  L.  Bernier  (Minister  of  Natural  Re- 

sources): Mr.  Speaker,  that  particular  meet- 
ing, as  I  understand  it,  is  taking  place  in 

Hamilton  this  evening.  I  was  prompted  on 
that  request  by  receiving  a  letter  from  my 
colleague,  the  Minister  of  the  Environment 
(Mr.  Auld),  who  pointed  out  very  clearly  that 

in  the  agreements  with  both  the  steel  com- 
panies, prior  to  any  confrontation  with  the 

conservation  authority  and  prior  to  the  ap- 
proval of  the  field  regulations,  the  steel  com- 
panies had  complied  in  total  with  that  de- 

partment's requirements  and  had  gone  into 
some  very  expensive  planning.  They  were 
living  up  to  their  requirements.  In  view  of 
this,  he  strongly  felt  that  the  conservation 
authority  should  provide  them  a  form  of 
licence  or  grant  them  the  application  to 
continue.  This  is  the  reason  that  prompted 

my  letter. 

Mr.  Deans:  A  supplementary  question: 

Doesn't  the  minister  feel  that  this  is  under- 
mining the  authority  given  by  the  previous 



JUNE  15,  1972 3697 

minister  in  charge  to  the  conservation 
authority  to  determine  who  shall  or  shall  not 
be  permitted  to  dump  in  Hamilton  Bay  and 
when  and  under  what  conditions? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can  only 
say  I  carefully  reviewed  the  entire  situation. 

After  I  had  received  the  minister's  comments 
—his  department's  comments— as  to  the  ar- 

rangements entered  into  by  the  former 
OVVRC,  I  felt  we  were  justified  in  asking 
the  conservation  authority  to  grant  this  per- 
mission. 

Mr.  Deans:  Another  supplementary  ques- 
tion, Mr.  Speaker:  Does  this  mean  that  any 

person  who  wants  to  dump  in  Hamilton  Bay 
need  only  approach  the  ministry  and  have 
them  exert  the  pressure  from  above,  rather 
than  going  through  the  recognized  channels 
of  applying  for  a  permit? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
would  not  be  the  case,  because  as  I  said 
earlier,  these  arrangements  were  entered  into 
long  before  the  field  regulations  were  ap- 

proved. Therefore,  anyone  wishing  to  fill 
Hamilton  harbour  now  would  have  to  go 
through  the  normal  channels  of  applying  to 
the  conservation  authority. 

Mr.  Deans:  A  final  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  What  then  becomes  of  the  develop- 

ment already  well  under  way  in  Hamilton 
Harbour  by  the  Lax  brothers  who  have  been 
dumping  in  the  bay  for  the  last  two  years 
and  who  apparently  have  not  asked  permis- 

sion of  the  conservation  authority  either?  Is 
the  minister  going  to  send  a  letter  saying  they 
should  be  permitted  too?  At  what  point  does 
this  nonsense  stop? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  The  information  received 
by  me  is  that  Mr.  Lax  had  not  entered  into 
any  arrangements  with  OWRC  prior  to  the 
approval  of  the  field  regulations.  He  would, 
of  course,  naturally  go  through  the  normal 
channels  of  now  applying  to  the  conservation 
authority— and  others,  too,  who  wish  to  fill 
Hamilton  Harbour. 

Mr.  R.  Gisborn  (Hamilton  East):  A  supple- 
mentary, Mr.  Speaker.  Would  the  minister 

provide— 

Hon.  J.  A.  C.  Auld  (Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment): I  just  wanted  to  add  this  infor- 

mation to  what  my  colleague  said.  I  believe, 
starting  about  1965,  when  my  current  minis- 

try was  working  with  the  two  steel  companies 
on  air  and  water  pollution,  they  worked  out 
their  long-term  plans.  As  I  recall,  it  involved 

the  use  of  some  80  acres  or  thereabouts  for 

acetylene  tanks  and  various  things  that  they 
have  to  put  in  to  meet  our  requirements. 
Some  of  this  they  have  done  on  land  which 
they  had;  some  will  be  on  land  which  will  be 
filled  out  to  the  400-ft  line.  Consequently,  so 
that  they  could  continue  and  carry  out  the 
orders  that  we  have  given,  I  asked  my  col- 

league to  request  the  conservation  authority— 
in  fact  I  spoke  along  these  lines  to  members 
of  the  conservation  authority  prior  to  the  con- 

servation authorities  branch  being  moved 
from  Environment  to  Natural  Resources  on 

April  1— because  it  seems  to  me  that  it  is 
extremely  important  that  they  complete  the 

programme  which  they  undertook— and  under- 
took in  good  faith— starting  some  years  ago. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  supplementary 
of  the  Minister  of  Natural  Resources:  Would 

the  minister  provide  this  party  with  the  agree- 
ment of  the  OWRC  and  the  Steel  Co.  of 

Canada,  in  relation  to  the  request  that  he's now  granting? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
this  question  should  be  more  appropriately 
directed  to  my  colleague,  the  Minister  of  the 
Environment,  because  certainly  the  agreement 
that  the  Steel  Co.  entered  into  with  OWRC 

is  not  in  my  department's  hands. 
Mr.  Gisborn:  Supplementary:  This  seems 

a  preposterous  situation.  As  there  has  been 
co-operation  between  the  Minister  of  the 
Environment  and  the  Minister  of  Natural 
Resources  in  the  previous  regard,  I  would 
think  that  we  could  obtain  that  kind  of  in- 

formation, seeing  as  now  this  minister  is 
giving  the  instructions  to  the  conservation 
authorities. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  that  infor- 
mation is  available  at  the  ministry  for  any- 

body who  wants  it,  on  the  various  things 
that  they  have  to  do  to  clean  up  their  water 
and  air.  If  the  hon.  member  would  like  a 

copy  I'll  see  that  it's  sent  along  to  him. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  have  a  question  of  the  Min- 
ister of  the  Environment.  How  can  it  be  that 

the  plans,  approved  some  five  years  ago,  of 
Stelco  and  Dofasco  are  now  being  taken  into 
consideration  in  allowing  the  fill  to  the  head- 

land of  about  400ft  I  understand  it,  when  in 
fact  they  only  acquired  those  water  lots  last 
year  in  a  transfer  from  the  Hamilton  Harbour 

Commission,  and  that  we're  already,  at  this 
point,  in  a  dispute  over  who  has  jurisdiction 
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over  it?  Surely  it  should  be  decided  who  has 
jurisdiction  before  we  determine  who,  in  fact, 
should  be  permitted  to  fill  any  further  in 
Hamilton  Bay? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't 
know  how  long  it  will  take  to  sort  out  the 

matter  of  jurisdiction.  I  believe  that's  now  in 
the  federal  court.  I  don't  know  when  it's 

going  to  be  heard  and  I  don't  know  how  long 
the  arguments  will  go  on,  but  there  is  some 
urgency  as  far  as  we  are  concerned  in  having 

the  steel  companies  complete  their  pro- 
grammes, which  are  now  planned  to  be  com- 

pleted, I  believe,  in  1975;  some  of  which 
have  been  done  and  some  of  which  are  in 

the  process. 

Mr.  Deans:  They  didn't  take  into  account 
the  filling  to  the  400-ft  level,  because  they 

didn't  have  that  land  in  the  first  place. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I'd  have  to  look  up  the 
file,  but  I  believe  they  were  negotiating  both 
with  the  city  and  with  the  harbour  commis- 

sion and  we're  arranging  to  make  exchanges 
of  land  that  they  own  on  the  bridge  side  for 
which  there  are  some  park  proposals,  I  be- 

lieve. I'm  not  sure,  I  haven't  the  details  in 
front  of  me.  They  were  apparently  quite  con- 

fident that  they  were  going  to  be  successful, 
because  they  undertook  to  carry  out  our 
requirements.  If  they  complete  the  filling,  as 
I  recall,  they  will  acquire  about  100  acres. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

SKYWAY  TOLLS 

Mr.  Deans:  One  final  question,  Mr.  Speaker, 
of  the  Minister  of  Transportation  and  Com- 

munications, whom  I  know  would  love  to 
hear  it:  Further  to  my  question  of  the  other 
day  regarding  the  tolls  being  charged  on 
Burlington  Skyway,  has  the  minister  read  the 
more  recent  reports  regarding  air  pollution 
in  the  area  of  the  toll  bridge? 

Recognizing  the  health  hazard  to  both 

employees  and  persons  in  the  general  area, 
will  he  reconsider  removing  the  tolls  to  per- 

mit the  traffic  to  move  more  freely  across  the 
bridge,  and  thereby  eliminate  the  health 
hazard  by  way  of  air  pollution  because  of 
the  stoppage  of  traffic  and  the  backup  of 
traffic  along  the  beach  strip? 

Hon.  G.  R.  Carton  (Minister  of  Transpor- 
tation and  Communications):  Mr.  Speaker, 

I  haven't  read  the  report  to  which  the  mem- ber refers,  but  I  checked  into  the  matter  at 

the  ministry  and  I'm  advised  that  we  had  no 
reports  from  our  employees  at  the  Burlington 
bridge  that  they  were,  in  fact,  being  made 
nauseus  by  the  pollution. 

Mr.  Deans:  Well,  find  out.  Speak  to  your 
friend,  maybe  he  will  be  able  to  do  some- thing. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  member  for 
Went  worth  have  further  questions? 

Mr.  Deans:  That  is  fine,  thank  you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Minister  for  Natural 
Resources  has  the  answer  to  a  previous 

question. 

RONDEAU  PARK  ENTRANCE  FEE 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
hon.  member  for  Kent  (Mr.  Spence)  asked 
me  if  I  would  give  consideration  to  those 
citizens  living  outside  Rondeau  Park,  who 
were  members  of  a  church  group  and  were 
paying  a  fee  to  enter  that  particular  park.  I 
have  had  the  matter  investigated  regarding 
all  the  circumstances  in  regard  to  this  entry 

by  persons  not  resident  in  the  park  for  the 
purpose  of  attending  church  services. 

I  am  pleased  to  report  that  no  entry  fee 
will  be  charged  to  those  persons  entering,  or 
identifying  themselves  to  the  park  staff  as 
entering,  for  this  purpose.  This  situation 

was— 
Mr.  Stokes:  Not  going  to  pass  the  plate. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Is  that  in 
keeping  with  human  rights? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Yes,  it  is,  on  very  im- 
portant days.  This  situation  was  created  by 

an  apparent  increase  in  the  numbers  of 
persons  who  misrepresented  themselves  at 
the  gate  in  order  to  obtain  free  entry  for 
purposes   other   than   for  church  attendance. 

I  want  to  thank  the  member  for  bringing 
it   to   my   attention. 

SILICOSIS  COMPENSATION 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  In  reply  to  a  question 
from  the  member  for  Sandwich-Riverside 
(Mr.  Burr):  He  asked  (on  Tuesday)  if  I  would 
report  on  our  discussion  with  other  provinces 
concerning  reciprocal  arrangements  regard- 

ing compensation  for  silicosis.  I  want  to  re- 
port to  him  that  we  have  continued  our  dis- 

cusisons  with  other  provinces,  but  we  have 

not  been  able  to  effect  any  satisfactory  con- 
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elusion.  We  will  continue  our  efforts  in  this 

regard;  but,  at  this  time,  we  have  not  made 
any  headway  at  all. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York- 
Forest  Hill. 

SPADINA  EXPRESSWAY 

Mr.  P.  G.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):  A 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Transportation 
and  Communications:  Will  the  minister 

please  tell  us,  with  respect  to  the  letter  of 

transmittal  and  the  report  and  recommenda- 
tions of  the  joint  policy  committee,  which 

was  referred  to  before  by  the  Premier, 
whether  the  report  was  unanimous,  whether 
he  signed  it,  and  whether  his  signing  of  the 
document  was  approved  of  by  the  cabinet? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
aware  of  this  report.  I  understand  it  is  in  the 

press.  I  haven't  had  a  chance  really  to  study it. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  comes  as  a  complete  sur- 
prise. 

Mr.    Ruston:    Some    surprise! 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Insofar  as  this  matter  is 

concerned,  I  sit  as  a  member  of  the  policy 
committee.  I  would  correct  the  statement 

of  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition.  I  am  not 
chairman  of  that  policy  committee.  I  value 
the  relationship  that  we  have  in  the  joint 
policy  committee  and,  until  next  Tuesday,  I 
will  not  be  making  any  comments  on  the 
matter. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Nickel 
Belt. 

POLLUTION  INDEX  IN  SUDBURY 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, a  question  of  the  Minister  of  the  Environ- 

ment: In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  air  pollu- 
tion index  reached  79  in  Sudbury  and  95 

in  Happy  Valley  last  weekend,  will  the  min- 
ister consider  lowering  the  index  level  at 

which  ministerial  orders  are  issued  requiring 
the   corporations   to   cut  back? 

At  the  same  time,  Mr.  Speaker,  would  the 
minister  also  ensure  that,  whenever  cutbacks 

are  required,  no  workers  lost  time  because 

of  that,  so  that  we  are  not  asking  the  work- 
ers to  pay  for  the  controlling  of  pollution  in 

the  Sudbury  basin? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  present 
levels  are  set  on  the  basis  of  the  information 

we  have  from  the  health  authorities  to  pre- 
vent harm  to  individuals,  and  these  are  be- 

ing looked  at  all  the  time.  I  will  have  an- 
other discussion  with  my  people  and  see  if 

there  is  any  need  to  reassess  these  things. 

As  far  as  undertaking  to  ensure  that  em- 
ployees in  plants,  where  there  is  a  pollution 

problem  and  where  the  plant  is  required  to 
close,  would  continue  to  be  employed,  I  am 

afraid  I  just  couldn't  give  that  undertaking. 

Mr.  Laughren:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 

Speaker:  May  I  assume  that  there  is  no 
regional  bias  in  the  controlling  of  pollution 
in  this  province,  and,  if  that  is  so,  how  long 

does  the  minister  think  the  people  in  Toron- 
to would  put  up  with  index  levels  of  95? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  all  I  can  say 

is  that  the  same  rules  are  applied  through- 
out the  province. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  minister  of  the 
Environment  has  the  answer  to  a  question 
asked  previously. 

SHORTAGE    OF   HEAVY   WATER 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday 
there  were  a  couple  of  questions  of  the 

Provincial  Secretary  for  Resources  Develop- 
ment (Mr.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence)  about  the 

heavy  water  situation  and  Hydro.  He  has 
asked  me  to  give  these  answers,  which  I 
have  obtained  from  Hydro. 

The  hon.  member  for  High  Park  said: 
Is  it  not  correct  that  at  least  one  of 

your  plants  has  already  shut  down  be- 
cause of  the  heavy  water  shortage— and  I 

am  referring  to  the  one  at  Douglas  Point 

—and  how  do  you  expect  to,  if  you  had 
it  shut  down  for  such  a  lengthy  time, 

how  do  you  expect  to  solve  the  problem 
now? 

I  am  informed  by  Hydro  that  the  Douglas 
Point  plant,  which  is  owned  by  Atomic 
Energy  of  Canada  Ltd.,  has  been  shut  down 
for  the  summer  of  1972,  primarily  due  to 

heavy  water  shortage.  The  shutdown  is  being 
used  to  advantage  in  order  to  improve 
future  performance  of  the  units.  Restart  is 
scheduled  for  September,  1972,  to  ensure  its 
availability  during  the  Ontario  Hydro  winter 

peaks  of  1972-1973.  This  is  being  achieved 
by  the  shutdown  of  the  Gentilly  station  in 
Quebec,  also  owned  by  AECL,  during  this 

period. 
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The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition  asked 

the  following  question:  "Will  the  minister 
undertake  to  get  a  report  from  Hydro  as  to 
what  their  needs  will  be  over  the  next  12 

months  and  how  they  will  be  filled?"  This 
was  in  connection  with  heavy  water.  Hydro 

inform  me  that  the  12-month  period  corre- 
sponds to  their  needs  to  June,  1973.  To 

June  of  this  year  they  required  approxi- 
mately 1,500  metric  tons  of  heavy  water.  For 

the  period  June,  1972,  to  June,  1973,  Hydro 
will  require  an  additional  500  metric  tons 
for  Pickering  No.   4  unit. 

Pickering  No.  1,  2  and  3  units  have  started 
on  schedule  without  delay  due  to  heavy 
water.  This  has  involved  a  shutdown  of  the 

Douglas  Point,  the  NPD  and  the  research 
reactors  NRU  which  are  in  the  Ottawa  Val- 

ley and  are  quite  small.  Douglas  Point  and 

the  Pickering  units  1,  2  and  3  will  all  oper- 
ate during  the  winter,  1972-1973.  This  will 

be  achieved  by  the  shutdown  of  the  Gentilly 

station  in  Quebec  during  winter,  1972-1973, 
as  I  mentioned  a  moment  ago. 

Pickering  unit  No.  4  is  expected  to  start  on 
schedule.  A  shortage  for  Pickering  generating 
station  is  expected  to  last  from  six  to  18 

months  depending  upon  how  favourable  pro- 
duction is  from  Port  Hawkesbury,  the  Gen- 

eral Electric  heavy  water  plant,  and  the 
Bruce   heavy    water   plant. 

Here  is  the  complete  status  of  the  pro- 
gramme as  far  as  heavy  water  is  concerned: 

Ontario  Hydro  is  dependent  upon  the 
Canadian  heavy  water  programme  which  is 
administered  by  Atomic  Energy  of  Canada 
Ltd.  and  which  includes  three  Canadian 

heavy  water  plants  augmented  by  purchases 
from  abroad  during  the  current  short  sup- 

ply. The  three  Canadian  plants  are  the 
Glace  Bay  heavy  water  plant  in  Nova  Scotia; 
the  Port  Hawkesbury  heavy  water  plant  also 
in  Nova  Scotia;  and  the  Bruce  heavy  water 
plant  in  Ontario.  Glace  Bay,  originally  own- 

ed by  Deuterium  Canada  Ltd.,  failed  to 
start  in  1966.  This  plant  was  expected  to 
produce  360  metric  tons  annually  so  we  are 
presently  short  in  our  anticipated  deliveries 
of  about  2,000  metric  tons  which  would  be 

enough  to  completely  stock  Pickering.  Glace 
Bay  is  undergoing  major  rehabilitation  by 
Atomic  Energy  of  Canada  Ltd.  and  is  ex- 

pected to  start  in  1975. 

Port  Hawkesbury,  owned  by  CGE,  was 
scheduled  to  start  in  late  1968.  It  produced 
13  metric  tons  in  1970,  corresponding  to 
an  annual  capacity  factor  of  three  per  cent; 
66  tons  in  1971,  corresponding  to  a  capacity 

factor  of  16  per  cent;  and  so  far  in  1972, 
it  has  produced  81  metric  tons  corresponding 
to  a  capacity  factor  of  46  per  cent,  and  is 
showing  steady  improvement. 

The  Bruce  heavy  water  plant,  owned  by 
AECL  and  operated  by  Ontario  Hydro,  is 
expected  to  start  producing  in  December, 
1972.  In  spite  of  the  current  heaw  water 
shortage  and  the  adverse  impact  on  Douglas 
Point,  NPD  and  Gentilly,  three  Pickering 
units  have  been  brought  into  service  on 

schedule.  Pickering  4  will  start  up  on  sche- 
dule but  Pickering  GS  will  be  curtailed  in 

production  from  six  to  18  months.  The 
Bruce  generating  station  heavy  water  supply 
is  marginal.  Favourable  future  operation  of 
Port  Hawkesbury  heavy  water  plant  and 
Bruce  heavy  water  plant  will  permit  startup 
of  all  units  on  schedule. 

I  want  to  close  by  saying  that  there  is  no 
foreseeable  energy  shortage  in  Ontario.  If 
heavy  water  production  at  the  CGE  Port 
Hawkesbury  plant  and  at  the  Bruce  plant 
proceeds  on  the  basis  of  reasonably  sober 
estimates,  the  commissioning  and  operation 
of  the  Bruce  nuclear  station  should  not  be 

held  up  to  any  significant  degree. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  you  will 

permit  a  supplementary  question:  Will  the 
minister  comment  on  a  report  today  that  the 
opening  of  the  heavy  water  plant  in  the 
Bruce  location  is  being  held  up  because  of 
the  danger  to  the  campers  in  the  nearby  park 
of  Inverhuron? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I  just  happen  to  have 
another  statement  on  that,  too! 

SAFETY  AT  HEAVY  WATER  PLANT 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Some  concern  is  being 
expressed  for  the  integrity  of  the  heavy  water 
production  unit  here  in  Inverhuron. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  minister  should  promote 
the  fellow  who  writes  those. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  This  line  is  perhaps  a  bit 

redundant:  "This  unit  provides  heavy  water 
for  our  nuclear  reactors."  I  think  I  just 
mentioned  that. 

Mr.  Singer:  He  will  go  far. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  How  long  is  the  minister 
postponing  the  opening  of  the  plant? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Until  we  get  the  question 

answered!  Since  the— 
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Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Are  you  sure  you  have 
the  right  paper? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  This  is  a  short  one,  this  is 
only  three  pages. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  don't  know  if  we  can 
stand  it  that  long! 

Mr.  Singer:  Are  you  sure  you  have  the 
right  answer  there? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  But  this  is  quite  important, 
I  do  want  to  give  this  to  the  House.  Since 
the  earliest  design  stages  of  this  plant,  the 
air  management  branch  of  the  former  Ontario 
Water  Resources  Commission,  which  is  now 
in  my  ministry- 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  think  the  minister  has 
lost  his  audience. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  —together  with  representa- 
tives of  the  Ontario  Ministries  of  Health, 

Labour  and  Natural  Resources,  and  Environ- 
ment Canada,  have  actively  participated  in  a 

safety  advisory  committee  set  up  by  the 
Atomic  Energy  Control  Board.  This  commit- 

tee has  very  carefully  scrutinized  the  safety 
features  of  this  plant,  which  has  been  pro- 

vided by  and  owned  by  Atomic  Energy  of 
Canada  Ltd.,  and  will  be  operated  by  Hydro. 

While  there  is  nothing  that  is  radioactive 
in  the  process  of  extracting  heavy  water  from 
ordinary  water,  the  manufacturer  requires  the 
use  of  600  tons  of  hydrogen  sulphide  gas 
under  high  pressure.  A  crude  analogy  to  the 
risk,  I  am  informed,  presented  by  the  process, 
is  the  manufacture  of  chlorine  gas.  However, 
the  Atomic  Energy  Control  Board  takes  great 
pains  to  insist  upon  the  greatest  possible  care 
being  taken  to  ensure  the  absolute  safety  of 
the  plant. 

Mr.  Singer:  And— 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  This  includes  every  con- 
ceivable mechanical  or  human  failure. 

Naturally,  we  support  this  view  to  the  full. 
As  a  final  measure,  it  seemed  prudent  to 
the  members  of  the  safety  advisory  committee 
to  insist  upon  the  following  extra  steps  during 
startup,  and  after  fully  testing  all  equipment 
with  inert  nitrogen  gas. 

First,  during  the  July-August  period,  hydro- 
gen sulphide  would  be  introduced  to  enrich- 
ing unit  No.  1,  to  allow  circulation  through 

the  unit  and  checking  out  of  the  equipment 
to  a  limited  extent.  However,  the  hydrogen 
sulphide  concentration  would  be  limited  to 
10   per   cent   with   a   maximum   pressure   of 

200  lb.  Under  these  limitations,  the  concen- 
tration of  hydrogen  sulphide  at  the  Inver- 

huron  Park  boundary,  which  is  about  a  mile 
away,  in  case  of  a  major  upset  would  not 
reach  significant  concentrations. 

The  startup  of  enriching  unit  No.  1  in 
September  would  be  closely  followed  by  the 
startup  of  No.  2  in  October  or  November, 
and  thus  the  plant  would  be  expected  to  be 
operating  reasonably  smoothly  by  May,  1973, 
when  Inverhuron  Park  would  be  expected  to 

open  again. 
In  the  meantime,  the  safety  advisory  com- 

mittee would  have  an  opportunity  to  assess 
many  hydrogen  sulphide  or  sulphur  dioxide 
incidents  during  the  September  to  March 
period,  to  use  as  a  guide  for  any  additional 
safeguards  which  should  be  incorporated  on 
a  permanent  basis  before  the  1973  summer 
opening  of  the  camp. 

In  the  very  remote— and  I  underline  that 
—in  the  very  remote  event  of  a  major  spill 
of  hydrogen  sulphide  gas,  the  Atomic  Energy 
Control  Board  has  prepared  an  emergency 

plan  for  the  protection  of  neighbours— the 
nearest  homes  are  more  than  a  mile  away— 
and  people  visiting  Inverhuron  Provincial 
Park.  The  procedure  includes  the  closing  of 
doors  and  windows  in  homes,  the  provision 
of  public  address  systems  in  the  park  camping 
areas  and  the  use  of  recreation  centres  as 

shelters  by  park  visitors. 
It  should  be  fully  stressed  that  these 

measures  are  those  of  great  prudence  and 
they  are  not  to  be  construed  as  suggesting 
ever-present  dangers. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  The  minis- 
ter gets  a  B -minus  for  that  statement. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  minister's  reply constituted  ministerial  statements  and  con- 
sumed 11  minutes  of  the  oral  question  period. 

I  therefore  extend  the  period  for  five  minutes. 

The  hon.  member  for  Rainy  River. 

UNION  DISPUTE  WITH 
LABOUR  RELATIONS  BOARD 

Mr.  Reid:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Labour:  Has  the  Minister 
of  Labour  received  a  brief  from  the  CUCW, 
I  believe— the  Canadian  Union  of  Cement 

Workers— in  regard  to  their  problem  with  the 
Ontario  Labour  Relations  Board?  If  so,  and 

if  he  has  read  it,  could  he  give  us  some  indi- 
cation of  whether  he  has  conducted  an  in- 

vestigation into  the  charges  contained  in  the 
brief  and  what  he  intends  to  do  about  it? 
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Hon.  F.  Guindon  (Minister  of  Labour): 

Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  my  knowledge,  I  don't 
recall  having  received  a  brief  from  these 
people  as  yet.  Would  the  hon.  member  help 
me  and  tell  me  when  it  was  sent? 

Mr.  Reid:  I'll  send  the  minister  my  copy. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  was  within  the  last  week 

or  so.  And  if  he  hasn't  got  one,  we  can  get one  for  him. 

An  hon.  member:  Every  member  has. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Minister  of  In- 
dustry and  Tourism  has  a  reply  to  a  previous 

question. 

COSTS  FOR  ONTARIO  PLACE 
FESTIVAL 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  mem- 
ber for  Scarborough  West  (Mr.  Lewis) 

asked  for  information  about  the  incremental 

costs  of  the  Forum  performances  being  spon- 
sored by   Imperial  Tobacco. 

The  information  is  that  Ontario  Place  will 

provide  the  lights,  sound  and  staging  facilities. 
The  Ontario  Place  band  will  be  used  on 

occasion,  and  when  that  happens  Imperial 
Tobacco  will  simply  pay  for  the  band. 

We  absorb  the  costs  of  lights,  sound  and 
staging,  which  amount  to  approximately  $400. 
The  incremental  revenues  would  be  a  maxi- 

mum of  1,500  persons,  who  were  in  attend- 
ance last  night,  times  $1.50,  which  is  $2,250. 

On  the  assumption  that  some  number  of 
people  would  have  been  on  the  site  anyway, 
I  suppose  one  would  have  to  say  the  incre- 

mental revenues  are  probably  $1,000  or 
$1,500. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor-Walkerville. 

BELL  CANADA  RATES 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor- Walkerville): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Transportation  and  Communications.  Is 
Ontario  going  to  appeal  the  recent  decision 
concerning  rate  increases  granted  to  Bell 
Canada? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not  so 
sure  that  this  perhaps  would  not  be  more 
correctly  directed  to  the  Attorney  General 
(Mr.  Bales),  but  I  am  quite  willing  to  answer 
it  from  the  basis  of  my  ministry.  The  answer 
is  no. 

As  I  mentioned  in  answer  to  a  similar  ques- 
tion previously  in  the  Legislature,  we  did 

intervene  on  the  Bell  application  and  at  that 
time  we  were  advised  at  the  outset  that 

there  would  be  a  telecommunications  costing 
inquiry  starting  about  July  of  this  year.  It 
was  on  the  basis  of  this  new  telecommuni- 

cations costing  study,  which  will  take  into 
consideration  all  the  problems  that  we  have 
been  confronted  with  on  prior  applications, 
that  we  opposed  the  intervention  on  certain 

facts.  We  are  not  going  to  appeal  the  deci- 
sion, no. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Does  the  minister  not  consider  a 
19.2  per  cent  increase  exorbitant?  Such  an 
increase  was  given  to  Bell  Canada  in  certain 
instances  in  the  city  of  Windsor. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 

don't  know  how  it  relates  percentage-wise 
to  the  Bell  customers.  All  I  am  saying  is  that 
in  view  of  the  upcoming  telecommunications 
costing  study,  we  are  not  going  to  appeal  the 
decision. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Another  supplementary, 

Mr.  Speaker:  Will  the  minister  provide  either 
technical  assistance  or  data  to  the  cities 

that  intend  to  oppose  the  Bell  Canada  rate 
increase? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 

sure  that  my  ministry  would  co-operate  with 
them.  I  am  not  aware  of  what  cities  are  in- 

volved; if  the  hon.  member  will  let  me  know 
the  cities,  I  will  look  into  the  matter. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ot- 
tawa Centre. 

APPOINTMENTS  FOR  BACKBENCHERS 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Premier:  Can  the 
Premier  explain  why  the  government  is  so 

ashamed  of  the  patronage  given  to  its  back- 
benchers that  it  is  now  exactly  three  months 

that  the  government  has  not  replied  to  a 
written  question  about  these  appointments  of 
backbenchers,  when  it  only  took  about  24 
hours  to  prepare  most  of  the  information 
when  I  was  delivering  it  in  the  House? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  recall, 
some  of  this  information  actually  was  given 
to  the  member  for  York  South  in  some  form 

or  other;  it  has  been  referred  to  in  the 

House.  If  the  hon.  member  really  hasn't  got 
this,  I  would  be  delighted  to  get  it  for  him. 
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I  can  recall  the  member  for  Kitchener 

(Mr.  Breithaupt)  very  erroneously,  I  must 
confess,  giving  us  a  rundown  of  those  mem- 

bers associated  with  this  party— we  don't  use 
the  term  backbenchers— in  his  contribution 
on  the  budget  debate. 

I  really  had  thought  that  the  hon.  member 
was  quite  aware  of  this  information,  but  if 

he  isn't,  I  shall  get  it  for  him.  I  would  be 
delighted  to  get  this. 

Mr.  Singer:  Erroneous  confessions. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Is  the  Premier  not  aware  that  a 
written  question  demands  a  written  answer, 
and  whether  this  has  been  spoken  by  the 
members  in  the  Legislature,  we  wanted  to 
get  a  full  and  complete  listing  in  case  we 
had  missed  any  in  our  own  researches. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
familiar  with  the  rules  of  the  House  to  that 

extent,  that  a  written  question  "demands"  a 
written  answer.  That  may  be  the  phraseology 
used  by  the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre.  We 
on  this  side  of  the  House  might  use  the  term 

"requests"  or  "would  request"  a  written 
answer.  The  term  "demand"  is  something  per- 

haps that  is  quite  familiar  to  him.  Certainly, 
I  will  take  this  into  consideration  and,  if  he 

hasn't  got  it,  I'll  get  it  for  him.  I'd  be  de- 
lighted to. 

Mr.  Reid:  A  point  of  order,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  point  of  order? 

Mr.  Reid:  The  point  of  order  is  that  I 
would  ask  for  your  clarification  as  to  whether 
or  not  a  question  that  has  been  placed  on 
the  order  paper  requires— not  demands,  but 
requires— an  answer  in  kind  from  the  minister 
or  ministry  to  which  it  is  directed.  I  have  had 
a  question  on  the  order  paper  to  the  Premier 
for  some  two  months  and  have  received  no 
reply. 

Mr.  Speaker:  It's  usual  for  these  replies to  be  tabled  with  the  Clerk  before  the  end 
of  the  session.  If  the  hon.  minister  declines 

to  answer,  he  is  not  obligated  to  answer. 
Supplementary? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Would  the  Premier  consider 
shortening  his  answer  by  dismissing  those 
backbenchers  from  the  patronage  position 
they  now  hold? 

Mr.  Speaker:  That's  not  a  proper  question. The  hon.  member  for  Waterloo  North. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  In  that  those  people  who 
are  on  government  boards  and  commissions 
perform  a  very  vital  and  useful  function  for 
the  public  in  this  province,  the  answer  to 
that  would  be  no.  This  is  a  fact,  of  course, 
that  would  take  some  time  in  penetrating 
through  to  the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre,  in 
that  he  does  not  really  appreciate  the  con- 

tribution they  make. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

AID  TO  MUNICIPALITIES  FOR  WATER 
AND  SEWAGE  SYSTEMS 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  the  Environment.  In  view  of  the 

outbreak  of  hepatitis  in  the  small  community 
of  Salem  about  14  miles  north  of  Waterloo 
and  the  fact  that  this  outbreak  has  been 
attributed  to  contaminated  wells  in  the  area, 
when  will  the  minister  carry  out  the  promise 
of  the  previous  Minister  of  the  Environment 

(Mr.  Kerr),  made  last  Dec.  6,  1971,  for  in- 
creased help  to  small  communities  in  install- 

ing central  water  and  sewage  systems? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  think  I 
mentioned  during  the  discussion  of  my  esti- 

mates, we  are  studying  a  number  of  new 
approaches  as  far  as  capital  assistance  is 
concerned  for  small  municipalities.  There  are 
some  40  programmes,  presently  approved  by 
us  and  accepted  by  the  municipalities,  where 
the  province  is  paying  up  to  50  per  cent  of 
the  capital  cost,  now  before  the  Ontario 
Municipal  Board.  It  would  appear  that  we 
are  close  to  the  limit  of  municipalities  which 
wish  to  or  require  to  have  water  and/or 
sewage  service  and  which  can  afford  it  under 
the  present  system.  We  are  very  actively 
looking  at  several  different  approaches  to  try 
to  assist  some  of  the  smaller  ones. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  hon.  member's 
colleague  on  his  right  (Mr.  Reid)  had  some 
discussions  with  me  about  this,  as  have  some 
other  hon.  members  in  this  House,  and  we 
are  actively  pursuing  several  new  approaches 
to  put  before  the  government. 

Mr.  Reid:  With  good  results. 

Mr.  Good:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 

Are  people  from  the  minister's  department 
working  in  the  area,  co-operating  with  the 
people  of  the  village  to  clear  up  the  problem? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I  am  informed,  Mr. 

Speaker,  that  the  health  unit  has  been  work- 
ing on  this. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  have  a  report  about 
it  which  I  can  send  to  the  hon.  member. 

I'll  just  mention  that  the  health  unit  has, 
I  understand,  surveyed  all  the  wells  in  Salem. 
There  have  been  some  high  coliform  counts, 
but  they  are  not  at  all  consistent  and,  where 
there  are  problems,  the  residents  have  been 
directed  to  boil  their  water.  The  interesting 

thing  was  that  there  was  some  suggestion 
of  septic  tanks  in  the  area  not  operating 
properly  and  the  effluent  getting  into  the 
groundwater  supply.  I  understand  that  these 
were  dyed  by  the  health  unit  and  that  was 
found  not  to  be  the  cause. 

We  have  offered  assistance  but,  so  far,  the 
health  unit  apparently  has  been  able  to  carry 
on  on  its  own. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ham- 
ilton East. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  May  I  inquire,  Mr.  Speaker, 
of  the  Minister  of  the  Environment- 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre  has  a  supplementary.  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Has  the 

minister  studied  the  economics  of  the  prov- 
ince supplying  wholesale  water  and  sewage 

treatment  in  the  same  manner  as  Ontario 

Hydro  supplies  hydro  to  the  municipalities 
on  a  regional  uniform  cost  basis,  where  the 
province  builds  the  plants  and  supplies  the 
services  on  a  wholesale  basis? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have, 
as  the  hon.  member  is  aware,  in  certain  areas 
of  the  province  a  provincially  operated  water 
supply  system.  If  he  is  talking  about  a 
province-wide  grid- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  If  he  is  talking  about  a 

province-wide  grid  similar  to  Hydro,  I  would 
say  that  that  would  be,  at  this  stage,  unlikely 
province-wide.  There  are  some  areas— as  a 
matter  of  fact,  I  will  be  making  a  statement 
about  that  tomorrow.  If  the  hon.  member 

will  wait  until  tomorrow  morning  perhaps 
he  will  hear  something  that  will  cheer  him 
up. 

Mr.  Foulds:  A  ministerial  statement. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  time  for  the  oral  ques- 
tion period  has  expired. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld  presented  the  annual  report 
of  the  Hydro-Electric  Power  Commission  of 
Ontario  for  the  year  ended  Dec.  31,  1971, 
and  the  annual  report  of  the  Department  of 
Energy  and  Resources  Management  for  the 
fiscal  year  beginning  April  1,  1970,  and 
ending  March  31,  1971. 

Mr.  Good:  You  don't  happen  to  have  "task 
force"  in  there? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier  presented  a  report  under 
subsection  2  of  section  2  of  the  Fisheries 
Loan  Act. 

Mr.    Stokes:   What   does   that  mean? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 

Introduction  of  bills. 

ONTARIO  MUNICIPAL  BOARD  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ontario  Muni- 

cipal Board  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  (Attorney  General):  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  amendment  will  permit,  on 
authorization  of  the  chairman,  one  member 
of  the  board  to  hold  a  hearing  and  to  make 
a  decision.  The  section  presently  permits  one 
member  to  hold  a  hearing  and  report  to  the 
board;  the  board  may  adopt  the  report  and 
that  becomes   the   decision   of   the  board. 

ASSESSMENT  REVIEW  COURT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  respecting  the  Assessment 
Review  Court. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  sets 
up  the  assessment  review  court  under  the 
Ministry  of  the  Attorney  General  and  trans- 

fers the  appropriate  sections  from  the  Assess- 
ment Act. 

MISUSE  OF  REFERENCE  MATERIALS 
IN  PREPARATION  OF  ACADEMIC 

MANUSCRIPTS 

Mr.  Walker  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  prevent  the  Misuse  of 
Reference  Material  Used  in  the  Preparation 
of  Academic  Manuscripts,  1972. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 
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Mr.  G.  W.  Walker  (London  North):  Mr. 
Speaker,  this  is  a  bill  designed  to  prevent  the 
ghost-writing  of  university  term  papers  by 
personally  requiring  suppliers  to  register;  sec- 

ondly, requiring  a  disclosure  of  the  pur- 

chaser's name  and  address;  and  thirdly,  re- 
quiring term  paper  material  to  be  made 

public.  It  seeks  by  regulation  rather  than 
prohibition  to  prevent  certain  abuses  in  the 
term  paper  business. 

BUREAU  OF  REPAIRS  SERVICES 

Mr.  B.  Newman  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  establish  the  Bureau  of 
Repair  Services. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  purpose 
of  the  bill  is  to  control  the  repairing  of  house- 

hold appliances,  including  television  sets  and 
radios,  through  a  system  of  registration  of 
persons  engaged  in  the  business  of  making 
these  repairs. 

CONSUMER  PROTECTION  ACT 

Mr.  Shulman  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Consumer 
Protection  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  pro- 
vides for  the  disclosure  to  the  consumer  of 

the  unit  price  and  the  total  price  of  consumer 
products. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  eighth  order,  re- 
suming the  adjourned  debate  on  the  amend- 

ment to  the  amendment  to  the  motion  for  an 

address  in  reply  to  the  speech  of  the  Honour- 
able the  Lieutenant  Governor  at  the  opening 

of  the  session. 

THRONE  SPEECH  DEBATE 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  want  to  thank  the  members  of  my 
caucus  for  affording  me  the  opportunity  to 
wind  up  for  our  party  in  the  debate  on  the 
Speech  from  the  Throne.  As  is  traditional,  I 
would  like  to  add  my  vo^ce  to  the  sentiments 
already  expressed  by  various  members  of  this 
Legislature  in  congratulating  you  on  your 
appointment  to  the  very  high  office  as  the 
Speaker  of  the  assembly- 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  Better 
late  than  never. 

Mr.  Stokes:  —and  to  thank  you  for  your 
co-operation  in  the  past  and  to  wish  you  well 
in  the  future.  I  would  like  to  express  the  same 
sentiments  to  the  chairman  of  the  committee 

of  the  whole.  I  think  they  have  been  impar- 
tial in  their  judgement  and  have  been  emi- 

nently fair  with  the  members  on  all  sides  of 
the  House,  and  I  would  like  to  add  my  voice 
to  those  who  have  already  extended  those 
sentiments  to  you. 

I  would  like  for  a  few  moments,  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  discuss  what  has  gone  on  in  this 
House  inasmuch  as  I  am  very  closely  involved 
with  it,  as  the  whip  for  this  group,  and  to 
express  my  disappointment  in  the  way  that 
the  affairs  of  this  House  have  been  ordered, 
in  not  being  able  to  anticipate  for  any  degree 
of  time  in  advance  what  the  House  leader 
and  the  government  may  propose  on  any 
particular  day  or  any  particular  hour  during a  day. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  ( Lakeshore ) :  They  can't 
get  themselves  straightened  out  over  there. 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  think  that  yesterday  after- 
noon was  an  excellent  example  of  the  dis- 
array and  the  disorder  that  prevails  through- 

out a  good  deal  of  our  proceedings  in  this 
Legislature,  when  we  had  the  Ministry  of 

Revenue  meeting  here  in  this  chamber;  con- 
currently the  estimates  for  the  Ministry  of 

Transportation  and  Communications  were 
being  dealt  with  in  committee  room  No.  1 
downstairs,  while  the  committee  on  natural 
resources  was  discussing  the  nature  of  the 

report  that  would  be  presented  to  the  Legis- 
lature concerning  our  deliberations  dealing 

with  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board. 
Concurrent  with  those  other  three  events  was 
a  committee  that  was  discussing  educational 
bills  until  3:30  yesterday  afternoon. 

It  seems  to  me,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  if  we 
are  going  to  do  a  credible  job  of  looking 
after  the  business  of  this  province  we  are 

going  to  have  to  order  the  affairs  of  this 
House  in  such  a  way  that  all  members  of  the 
House,  from  whatever  quarter,  are  going  to 
give  and  make  maximum  contribution  to 
those  deliberations  and  to  demonstrate  to 

the  people  of  this  province  that  we  are 
in  fact  serious  about  ordering  a  lifestyle  for 
them  that  will  be  meaningful  and  relevant, 
and  where  we  can  ensure  that  the  maximum 
benefits  are  accruing  from  the  dollars  that 
we  are  spending. 
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Before  the  Minister  of  Natural  Resources 

(Mr.  Bernier)  leaves  I  would  like  to  con- 
gratulate him  on  his  ascendancy  to  what  I, 

coming  from  a  northern  riding,  consider  to 
be  the  most  important  portfolio  or  ministry 
in  this  province.  His  task  is  going  to  be 
an  onerous  one.  It  is  going  to  be  one  where 
he  is  going  to  have  to  apply  himself  with 
a  great  deal  of  diligence,  and  it  is  one  in 
which  he  is  going  to  have  to  make  some 
pretty  hard  decisions  very,  very  swiftly  if 
we  are  to  get  maximum  use  and  maximum 
benefit  from  the  resources  that  we  do  have 

in  this  province  in  such  abundance. 

It  is  not  going  to  be  easy  for  him.  For  the 

benefit  of  some  of  the  members  who  don't 
get  up  north  as  often  as  some  of  us  who 
represent  northern  ridings,  I  would  like  to 
give  you  some  idea  of  the  scope  of  his 
department  and  of  little  incidents  that  occur 
while  he  is  travelling  throughout  the  north 
that  cause  him  a  little  bit  of  trouble  from 
time  to  time. 

I  want  to  relate  a  little  incident  that 

happened  when  he  made  a  fast  trip  into 
Pickle  Lake  in  my  riding.  He  landed  on  the 

shores  of  Pickle  Lake  in  a  float-equipped 
aircraft,  and  ventured  up  to  one  of  the 
focal  points  of  the  community  and  asked  the 
whereabouts  of  two  very  important  citizens 
of  that  community.  He  was  told  that  they 
were  both  out  of  town,  and  this  person 
to  whom  he  spoke  suggested  that  possibly 
he  would  go  down  the  road  to  some  trailers 
to  chat  with  people  who  were  inhabiting 

those  trailers.  He  said,  "Who  inhabits  the 
trailers?"  They  said,  "That's  the  Union 
Miniere  people."  The  Minister  of  Mines  said, 
"Who  the  hell  are  they?" 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Stokes:  In  case  he  hasn't  found  out  in 
the  interim,  I  want  to  tell  him  that  Union 
Miniere  happens  to  be  one  of  the  largest 
mining  companies  in  the  world  and  it  has  a 
subsidiary  company  there  by  the  name  of 

Umex.  They've  just  built  a  nine-mile  road 
to  it  and— 

Hon.  L.  Bernier  (Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources): On  a  point  of  personal  privilege, 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  clarify  a  little  point 
here.  I  was,  as  the  member  points  out,  in 
Pickle  Lake.  I  was  there  for  a  very  important 
event  because  I  was  honouring  one  of  its 
citizens  who  had  saved  the  life  of  a  young 
girl  who  had  been  buried  in  a  sand  bank 

accident.  He  was  a  member  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Lands  and  Forests  and  I  was  look- 

ing for  that  individual  at  that  particular 
time  to  present  him  with  a  scroll,  suitably 

signed  by  the  Prime  Minister  of  this  prov- 
ince (Mr.  Davis),  recognizing  this  heroic 

feat. 

The  member  refers  to  the  mine  there— I 
was  well  aware  of  what  the  development 
is  there.  I  might  say  to  him  that  we  have  a 
road  going  into  that  development  and  they 
are  sinking  an  exploration  shaft.  Regardless 

of  what  he  says,  Mr.  Speaker,  I— 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
The  member  for  Thunder  Bay  had  better 
resign. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  —want  to  inform  the 
House  I  am  fully  aware  of  what  was  going  on 
in  Pickle   Lake. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Thun- der Bay. 

Mr.  Stokes:  I'm  very  glad  of  that  explana- 
tion from  the  minister  and  it's  gratifying  to 

know  that  he  has  since  informed  himself  of 

what's  going  on  in  Pickle  Lake.  Perhaps  he 
will  prevail  upon  his  colleague,  the  Minister 
of  Transportation  and  Communications  (Mr. 
Carton),  to  see  that  we  have  an  adequate 
road  in  there  so  that  the  necessary  services 

to  people  will  be  available  when  this  devel- 
opment gets  going. 

I  want  to  refer  to  another  little  trip  that 
the  hon.  minister  made  into  my  riding.  It 

was  to  Big  Trout  Lake,  with  one  of  his  col- 
leagues. Of  course,  as  is  the  habit  with  most 

people  who  go  in  there,  you  sit  around  a 
particular  living  room  in  the  evening  talking 
about  the  problems  in  the  area  and  problems 

in  the  north  generally.  Everybody  was  be- 
ing very  sociable  and  there  were  about  14 

people  around  the  room.  There  was  a  Labra- 
dor dog  lounging  very  lazily  in  one  of  the 

corners  and  nobody  was  paying  too  much 
attention  to  it.  At  some  time  during  the 
evening  the  Labrador  got  up  and  took  a 
good  look  at  everybody  around  the  room, 
made  the  circle  and  just  as  he  got  in  front 

of  the  minister— one  of  14  people— he  lifted 
his   leg  and  did   the  inevitable. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:   That  is  the  truth. 

Mr.  P.  G.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):  Now 

that's   a  point  of  privilege. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Now  he 
should   get  up. 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  don't  know  why  this  Labrador 
retriever  chose  the  minister  out  of  14  people— 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Dogs  know  about  these  things. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  The  minis- 
ter looks  like  a  fire  hydrant. 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  want  to  report  to  the  House 
that  they  have  since  renamed  the  dog  and 

I'm  happy  to  report  that  they  call  him  the NDPer! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Another  incident  happened 
when  the  minister  was  speaking  to  a  group 
of  students  in  one  of  the  high  schools— I 
believe  in  Dryden.  Of  course,  the  young  lady 
who  had  the  privilege  of  introducing  the 
minister  extolled  his  virtues  and  the  contri- 

bution that  he  had  made  to— 

Mr.  Reid:  A  short  introduction. 

Mr.  Stokes:  —the  way  of  life  in  northern 
Ontario.  She  was  very  nervous  and  after 
having  said  everything  she  could  think  of 
that  was  nice  about  the  minister,  she  said, 

"Ladies  and  gentlemen,  I  now  give  you  the 
Hon.  Leo  Borowski." 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Just  in  from 
Manitoba. 

Mr.  Stokes:  To  people  who  live  in  the 
north,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  of  some  signi- 

ficance. It  highlights  what  the  member  for 
Rainy  River  and  indeed  the  hon.  minister, 
the  member  for  Kenora,  have  been  saying 
for  a  good  long  while.  Until  we  improve  the 
communications  between  the  seat  of  govern- 

ment here  in  Queen's  Park  and  many  areas 
of  northern  Ontario,  it's  inevitable  that  they 
will  feel  a  greater  affinity  to  what's  going  on in  Manitoba;  where  their  services  are  much 
more  readily  available;  where  the  roads  to 
the  area  are  much  better;  where  the  com- 

munications—radio and  television— are  much 
more  readily  accessible  to  people  in  the  far 
west  of  the  province  and  other  areas  of 
Canada  than  they  are  from  the  seat  of  gov- 

ernment down  here.  I  think  that  Halifax  is 
closer  to  the  Ontario  provincial  capital  than 
the  areas  that  the  hon.  member  himself 
represents. 

So  I  appreciate  the  problems  that  he  him- 
self is  going  to  have  in  representing— in  a 

meaningful  way— the  people  of  the  north. 
But  I  wish  him  well  in  his  new  ministry  and 
hope  that  he  will  listen  to  some  of  the 
things  that  have  been  said  by  those  who 
aspired  to  the  leadership  of  that  party  over 
there  a  little  over  a  year  ago. 

I  want  to  quote  very  briefly  from  an  article 
that  appeared  during  that  leadership  race, 
when  the  minister  now  responsible  for  Re- 

sources Development  (Mr.  A.  B.  R.  Law- 
rence),  said: 

The  north  could  survive  as  a  separate 
province  with  federal  subventions,  balance 
of  payments  and  other  rebates.  However, 
I  think  it  is  fundamental  to  realize  the 
interrelationship  between  skyscrapers  on 
Bay  St.  and  the  forests  and  mines  in  the 

north. 

During  a  previous  debate  in  this  Legisla- 
ture, when  we  were  discussing  the  estimates 

of  the  Department  of  Industry  and  Tourism, 
and  on  other  occasions  when  we  chatted 

about  Ontario  Place,  his  colleague,  the  Min- 
ister of  Industry  and  Tourism  (Mr.  White), 

suggested  that  regardless  of  what  govern- 
ment got  involved  here  in  southern  Ontario, 

it  was  only  right  and  fair;  and  that  he  really 

didn't  have  to  pay  too  much  attention  to what  went  on  in  northern  Ontario  for  the 
simple  reason  that  they  were  always  being 
subsidized  in  the  north  anyway. 

I  want  to  disassociate  myself  from  those 
remarks  and  I  hope  that  everybody  else  in 

this  House  will  so  do,  because  if  it  weren't 
for  the  exploitation  of  the  mining  and  the 
forest  wealth  in  the  northern  part  of  this 
province,  I  shudder  to  think  what  would 
happen  to  this  industrial  giant  that  we  have 
centred  in  the  Toronto- centred  region.  I 
think  that  the  Minister  of  Natural  Resources 
himself  would  say  that  we  from  the  north, 
who  create  well  in  excess  of  $2  billion  worth 

of  wealth  on  an  annual  basis,  just  don't 
accept  that  kind  of  a  statement,  that  every- 

thing that  happens  in  the  north  is  a  direct 
subsidy.  I  suspect  that  if  you  took  even  one 
per  cent  of  the  new  wealth  that  was  created 
in  northern  Ontario  and  channeled  it  back 
into  the  north  to  provide  the  services  that 
are  needed  so  badly  by  communities  and 
people  living  up  there,  you  would  go  a  long 
way  toward  solving  the  problems  that  many 

people  have. 
Since  the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Justice 

(Mr.  A.  F.  Lawrence)  is  here,  I  want  to  quote 
a  few  remarks  that  he  made  a  little  bit 
earlier,  and  somewhat  rhetorically,  I  suppose, 
ask  him  what  happened  to  all  of  the  great 
ideas  he  had  for  the  northern  part  of  the 
province,  had  he  been  successful  in  becoming 
the  first  citizen. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Secretary 
for  Justice):  I  am  not  the  first  citizen. 
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Mr.  Stokes:  He  said:  "The  quality  of  life 
begins  by  a  pay  cheque." 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Who  said? 

Mr.  Stokes:  You  said!  He  questioned  the 

commercial  pricing  policies- 

Mr.    R.    F.    Nixon:    Doesn't    the    minister 
remember  that? 

Mr.  Stokes:  —that  catch  northern  Ontario 

residents  both  ways— the  gasoline,  the  fuel 

oil.  And  he  said:  "We  need  a  joint  com- 
mission of  inquiry.  We  haven't  had  anybody 

there  to  look  at  the  whole  problem.  It's  not 
just  a  question  of  retaining  the  young  people 
in  the  north,  but  a  question  of  attracting  new 

people."  I'm  sure  that  he  meant  that,  I'm 
sure  he  was  sincere.  Just  maybe,  had  he  been 
successful  in  becoming  the  leader  of  that 
party  over  there,  he  may  have  done  something 
about  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  would  have  been  a 

great  premier. 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  don't  think  his  responsibility 
ended  there.  If  he  was  sincere  in  his  convic- 

tion that  we  were  in  a  position  to  do  some- 
thing with  northern  Ontario  to  bring  it  into 

the  mainstream  of  things,  not  only  to  main- 
tain our  most  important  asset,  our  youth,  in— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Right! 

Mr.  Stokes:  —the  northern  part  of  the 
province,  but  attract  other  people  for  the 
good  life,  the  lifestyle  that  we  value  so  highly 
up  there.  I  wonder  why  more  of  this  initiative 
that  he  seemed  to  have  taken  on  that  occasion 

hasn't  shown  itself  in  the  Throne  Speech. 
Everybody  said  it  was  such  a  miraculous 

breakthrough  and  a  continuation  of  the  good 
life,  because  the  Premier  was  going  to  bring 
the  government  closer  to  the  people  and  prove 
to  everybody  that  there  was  just  no  other 
place  that  you  would  rather  be. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  trouble  in  the  north 
is  for  trees. 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  wonder  just  what  the  Pro- 
vincial Secretary  for  Justice  has  done  in  the 

confines  of  the  cabinet  room  to  prevail  upon 
his  colleagues  to  do  a  lot  of  the  things  that 
he  suggested  should  be  given  top  priority  at 
that  time. 

I  wonder  also,  Mr.  Speaker,  what  he  meant 

when  he  said,  "The  problems  and  needs  of 
the  north  will  not  be  met  or  understood  by  a 

bunch  of  bureaucrats  in  Toronto." 

Mr.  Stokes:  He  is  a  man  after  my  own 

heart  if  he  really  believes  that— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  not  after  the 

member's  heart;  I  am  after  his  seat. 

Mr.  Stokes:  —and  if  he  really  does  some- 
thing about  it.  If  he  is  after  this  seat,  I 

skimmed  through  in  1967  with  a  majority  of 

only  about  300  but- 

Mr.  Reid:  That  is  a  landslide! 

Mr.  Stokes:  —it  was  about  4,000  this  time. 
I  suggest  that  he  had  better  put  some  of  his 
words  into  action  if  he  wants  to  capture  this 
seat. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  There 
are  some  of  us  in  Toronto  who  are  in  greater 

peril. Mr.  Stokes:  If  he  makes  significant  strides 

and  is  able  to  prevail  upon  his  cabinet  col- 
leagues to  do  something  on  behalf  of  the 

north  to  the  extent  that  they  might  feel  that 
they  should  send  a  Conservative  down  here, 
so  be  it.  I  would  be  happy  to  relinquish 
this  seat,  representing  the  people  from 

Thunder  Bay— if  he  can  come  up  with  the 
kind  of  thing  that  he  says  the  north  needs 
and  deserves. 

There  is  no  evidence  that  he  is  really 
serious  about  it  so,  in  getting  up  in  here  to 
speak  about  the  Throne  Speech.  I  think  my 
tenure  in  Thunder  Bay  is  fairly  assured  for 
a  good  length  of  time. 

Mr.  Reid:  That  is  the  beginning  of  the  end 
for  many  politicians. 

Mr.  Stokes:  He  said:  "The  challenges  of 
the  north  will  have  to  be  dealt  with  by 
northerners  themselves.  There  is  a  great  need 
for  cheaper  money  in  the  north,  for  housing 

and  for  local  business  expansion."  All  of 
these  things  are  great;  I  have  said  them  on 
numerous  occasions  myself.  We  have  tried 

to  propose  viable  alternatives  to  the  inade- 
quate programmes  that  are  being  offered  to 

people  in  northern  Ontario  at  the  present time. 

I  wonder  just  how  sincere  was  the  Premier 

when  he  said  on  Oct.  14,  1971,  "I  have  or- 
dered people  in  my  government  to  come  up 

with  a  white  paper  on  resources  policies." 
Where  is  that  white  paper?  We  are  talking 

about  something  that  was  of  immediate  ur- 
gency one  week  before  the  last  provincial 

election. 

Mr.  Reid:  Right. Mr.  Lawlor:  He  went  out  to  order  it. 
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Mr.  Stokes:  They  have  forgotten  all  about 
it.  I  see  the  Minister  for  Natural  Resources 
is  no  longer  concerned  about  problems  of 
the  north;  he  is  leaving. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  My  friend  reminded  him  that 
he  has  got  a  white  paper  to  prepare. 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  hope  that  the  minister  who  is 
waving  will  read  Hansard  and  hear  some  of 
the  things  that  I  am  trying  to  propose  in  a 
positive  way  to  bring  the  north- 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  Watch 
those  Labradors! 

Mr.  Stokes:  —into  the  mainstream  of  eco- 
nomic activity  in  this  province  and  not  just 

treat  it  as  one  big  joke. 
When  one  realizes,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  80 

per  cent  of  our  smelting  and  refining  in 
Canada  is  under  foreign  control;  60  per  cent 
of  all  producing  mines  are  under  foreign 
domination  and  85  per  cent  of  our  oil  and 
gas  is  foreign  controlled  and  in  excess  of 
65  per  cent  of  the  exploration  to  find  new 
deposits  is  under  foreign  control,  it  makes 
one  wonder  whether  this  government  is 
really  sincere  about  us  being  masters  in  our 
own  house  and  directing  our  affairs  in  such 
a  way  that  maximum  benefit  will  accrue  to 
people  in  this  province,  particularly  in  the 
northern  four-fifths  of  this  province,  rather 
than  those  benefits  accruing  to  people  else- 

where, just  because  they  have  the  capital 
and  are  willing  to  invest  that  capital  for 
the  development  of  our  resources  which  are 
so  vitally  important  to  our  future  well-being. 

I  would  like  to  suggest  some  ways  in  which 
this  government  might  accomplish  a  greater 
degree  of  development  of  those  resources 
that  are  so  vital.  I  want  to  refer  to  some- 

thing that  Mr.  J.  P.  Sheridan  said.  He  made 
some  recommendations  to  the  Premier,  where- 

in he  suggested  that  certain  things  could 
be  done  to  make  more  Canadian  capital 
available  for  the  development  of  those  very 
vital  resources. 

He  suggests  the  replacement  of  the  presi- 
dent of  the  Toronto  Stock  Exchange  with 

a  president  who  fully  understands  the  prime 
role  the  securities  industries  on  the  Toronto 

Stock  Exchange  must  play  in  our  economic 
system  at  this  stage  in  our  national  develop- 

ment, which  is  and  must  be,  he  says,  con- 
sidered to  be  the  financing  of  the  develop- 

ment of  our  national  resources  by  Canadians 
and  the  development  of  our  industries  and 
institutions  by  Canadians.  He  also  recom- 

mends the  replacement  of  the  vice-chairman 
of  the  Ontario  Securities   Commission  by  a 

man  who  understands  that  Ontario  does  not 

stop  at  Highway  7,  and  that  northern  Ontario 
along  with  other  northern  regions  of  our 
land  must  be  developed  by  exploration 
moneys  raised  largely  by  the  public,  if  it  is 
to  be  Canadian  in  its  origin. 

He  also  suggests  that  on  the  board  of 
governors  of  the  Toronto  Stock  Exchange 
there  should  be  room  for  two  outside  gov- 

ernors and  it  should  be  expanded  to  five. 
Two  of  the  governors  should  be  mining  and 
exploration- oriented  and  the  additional  two 
should  be  representative  of  northern  Ontario. 
He  also  recommends  the  appointment  to  the 
Ontario  Securities  Commission  of  two  com- 

missioners, one  a  representative  of  the 

prospecting,  exploration  and  development  in- 
dustry and  one  a  representative  of  northern 

Ontario. 

In  his  final  comment,  he  proposes  the  lay- 
ing down  of  government  policy  to  the  invest- 

ment dealers  and  members  of  the  stock  ex- 
change that  they  must  participate  in  the  very 

essential  task  of  raising  new  funds  and  pool- 
ing capital  for  Canadian  development  of 

Canadian  resources  as  a  condition  of  main- 
taining their  licence  to  deal  with  the  public. 

He  says  the  old  policy,  whereby  a  broker 
could  be  in  business  for  50  or  more  years 
and  could  essentially  ride  on  the  coattails  of 
the  developers  forever,  without  once  ever 
lifting  his  hand  to  discharge  his  patriotic 

duty  and  national  duty,  should  be  elimin- ated. 

Now  there's  a  man  who  has  been  dealing 
with  the  financial  interests  in  this  province 
for  many  a  year  and  he  suggests  to  the 
Premier  that  those  steps  must  be  taken  in 
order  to  provide  the  necessary  capital  for 
our  own  economy. 

Dealing  with  the  financial  structure  in 
Ontario  as  a  comparison  of  what  is  going 
on  in  the  United  States  and  the  availability 
of  capital,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  point  out 
to  members  of  the  House  that  in  the  United 
States  there  are  four  distinct  levels  of  finance: 
1,  the  banks,  the  insurance  companies,  the 
trust  companies  and  the  various  funds;  2.  the 
underwriting  firms,  such  as  First  Boston, 
Salomon  Bros,  and  Morgan,  etc.;  3.  members 
of  the  stock  exchange  itself,  and  4.  the 
National  Association  of  Security  Dealers, 
numbering  more  than  5,000  members. 

Quoting  from  McChesney  Martin,  who  is 
a  former  president  of  the  New  York  Stock 
Exchange  and  for  19  years  chairman  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board,  he  said  in  part: 

The  challenge  is  to  reorganize  and  im- 
prove the  securities  industry,  so  that  it  will 
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serve  the  public  and  the  national  economy 
better.  This  dictates  that  the  primary  pur- 

pose of  the  securities  market  is  to  raise 
capital  to  finance  the  economy.  Without 
continuous  capital  formation  our  economy 
could  not  grow  or  prosper.  The  success 
with  which  capital  has  been  raised  to 
finance  the  economy  in  the  US  is  due  in 
part  to  the  dispersion  and  local  activities 
of  a  multitude  of  broker  dealers.  In  the 

course  of  the  many  changes  which  will  in- 
evitably take  place,  care  should  be  taken 

not  to  cause  the  elimination  of  efficient 
small  firms. 

Let's  just  make  a  comparison  with  the  avail- 
ability of  capital  for  development  of  the  US 

economy  as  opposed  to  the  availability  of 
capital  for  development  of  our  own  Canadian 
economy  here  at  home. 

In  Canada,  there  were  four  distinct  levels 
of  finance  prior  to  1954:  1.  the  banks,  the  in- 

surance oompanies,  and  the  trust  companies; 
2.  the  investment  dealers;  3.  members  of  the 
stock  exchange;  4.  the  broker  dealers.  Now 
the  restructuring  of  Canadian  finance  which 
has  taken  place  principally  during  the  last 
15  to  20  years  has,  in  effect,  disastrously 
eliminated  two  levels  of  finance  in  Canada 
and  in  Ontario.  Thus  only  two  levels  of 
finance  remain:  1.  the  banks,  the  insurance 
companies,  and  the  trust  companies;  2.  the 
investment  dealers,  whose  members  are  the 
same  as  the  stock  exchanges  themselves. 

In  1934  the  Toronto  Stock  Exchange  took 
over  the  Standard  Mining  Exchange,  and 
during  the  past  20  years  the  Toronto  Stock 
Exchange  itself  has  gained  control  of  the 
Winnipeg  and  Calgary  Stock  Exchanges.  The 
Toronto  Stock  Exchange  refused  to  trade  with 
the  Edmonton  Stock  Exchange,  which  caused 
it  to  close.  And  recently  the  Toronto  Stock 
Exchange  has  acquired  control  of  the  Van- 

couver Stock  Exchange,  and  has  tried  un- 
successfully to  absorb  the  Montreal  and 

Canadian  exchanges  during  the  past  15  years. 
The  investment  dealers  who  had  no  interest  in 

financing  most  of  Canadian  industries,  gained 
oontrol  of  the  Toronto  Stock  Exchange,  and 
along  with  the  foreign  branches  of  invest- 

ment houses  and  mutual  funds,  have  during 
the  past  10  to  12  years  diverted  a  large  flow 
of  Canadian  savings  into  Wall  St. 
The  investment  dealers  have  failed  to 

finance  the  development  of  industry  and 
natural  resources.  Many  have  participated  in 
selling  control  of  Canadian  companies  to 
foreign  investors.  The  investment  dealers  have 
deprived  Canadian  companies  of  finance, 
while  at  the  same  time  they  have  provided 

hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  to  foreign 
subsidiaries.  Many  of  these  very  subsidiaries 
have,  in  turn,  used  the  millions  to  develop 
billions  of  dollars  worth  of  Canadian  re- 

sources for  foreign  ownership  and  control. 
The  investment  dealers  have  caused  the  elim- 

ination of  the  broker  dealers,  and  have 
bought  out  most  of  the  small  brokers  in 
Canada  and  in  Ontario. 

The  investment  dealers'  misdirected  pro- 
gramme has  destroyed  two  vital  levels  of 

Canadian  financing.  It  is  imperative  that  a 
bona  fide  four-tier  financing  structure  be  re- 

turned to  the  Canadian  financial  community. 
It  must  be  done  now. 

I  am  wondering,  Mr.  Speaker,  why  this 

government  has  procrastinated  so  long  in  com- 
ing to  grips  with  the  problem  that  we  have  in 

gaining  access  to  Canadian  capital  for  the 

many,  many  programmes  that  we  could  in- 
stitute in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  in 

northern  Ontario,  for  the  development  and 

control  of  a  segment  of  our  economy  that's so  vitally  important  as  the  resource  sector 
of  it! 

In  an  editorial  on  Sat.,  May  13,  1972,  the 
Toronto  Star  says  that  the  securities  industry 
must  be  Canadian.  I  am  not  going  to  read 
the  whole  thing,  but  I  want  to  know  how  the 
Premier  rationalizes  his  inability  to  take  any 

action,  with  statements  that  he  has  made  con- 
cerning the  investment  community. 

He  says:  'The  investment  community  must 
be  responsive  to  the  particular  needs  of 
Canada;  we  believe  it  to  be  essential  that 
ownership  of  investment  companies  remains 

substantially  Canadian."  Yet  in  the  report of  the  Ontario  Securities  Commission,  which 
has  been  studying  the  securities  industry  for 

the  Ontario  Legislature,  they  don't  really 
appreciate,  I  think,  the  magnitude  of  the 
problem  and  just  how  urgent  it  is  that  we  do 
gain  control  of  the  financial  resources  of  this 
province  so  that  the  maximum  benefit  will 
accrue  to  people  in  this  province  as  a  re- 

sult of  the  maximum  and  the  wise  use  of  our 
own  resources  for  the  benefit  of  people  in 
Canada. 

When  one  considers  that  Canadians  have 
put  $32  billion  of  their  own  savings  into 

private  pension  funds,  mutual  funds  and  in- 
surance, despite  this  cornucopia  of  capital, 

it  is  still  hideously  difficult  for  young  Cana- 
dian companies  to  find  the  money  to  get 

started.  Where  does  it  all  go?  A  lot  of  it, 
it  turns  out,  goes  to  create  new  jobs  and 

new  businesses  in  the  US,  because  that's 
where  Canadian  money  managers  feel  they 
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can  get  the  best  return  on  the  funds  they 
manage. 

I  think  that  this  government,  more  than 
any  government  in  Canada  today,  with  the 
inability  or  the  unwillingness  of  the  federal 

government  to  come  to  terms  with  the  prob- 
lem and  take  corrective  measures,  is  the  one 

government  that  can  do  something  about  it. 
Since  we  do  have  the  vehicle,  through  the 
Ontario  Securities  Commission,  and  we  do 
have  the  majority  of  the  activities  of  the 
stock  exchange  centred  right  here  in  the 

province— indeed  in  this  city— I  think  it  is 
incumbent  upon  this  government  and  the 
Premier  to  come  up  with  financial  policies 
and  make  decisions  where  maximum  benefit 
will  accrue. 

We  will  then  be  masters  in  our  own  house 

in  keeping  with  commitments  made  by  the 
Premier,  and  various  spokesmen  on  behalf  of 
the  government  and  to  a  limited  extent,  in 
the  Throne  Speech  itself  in  which  they  do 
suggest  many  ways  in  which  the  quality  of 
life  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  will  be  better 

as  a  result  of  initiatives  taken  by  this  govern- 
ment. 

I  notice  in  the  field  of  social  services  about 

two  lines  were  devoted  to  the  north,  where 
they  are  going  to  bring  medical  and  dental 
services  to  those  remote  areas  of  the  province 
which  are  either  under-serviced  or  where  ser- 

vices are  non-existent.  During  the  estimates 
of  the  Ministry  of  Health,  we  had  consider- 

able dialogue  with  the  minister  (Mr.  Potter) 

who  said  legislation  would  be  introduced  in 
order  to  effect  many  of  the  things  that  we 
from  northern  constituencies  have  been  ad- 

vocating for  a  good  long  while. 

That  hasn't  been  introduced  yet  and  there 
is  really  no  indication  that  there  is  going  to 

be  any  improvement  in  the  delivery  of  ser- 
vices. I  hate  to  call  this  discrimination,  Mr. 

Speaker,  but  I  don't  know  what  other  term 
you  could  use  when  you  consider  that  we  do 

charge  OHSIP  premiums  and  hospital  pre- 
miums in  the  north  the  same  as  we  do  in 

other  areas  of  the  province.  Yet  you  have 
people  travelling  300  and  400  miles  just  to 
enjoy  those  services. 

On  one  occasion  I  think  the  now  Provincial 

Secretary  for  Justice  recalled  the  three  north- 
ern conferences  that  he  sponsored  when  he 

was  the  Minister  of  Mines.  We  had  a  full 

and  complete  discussion  on  primary  resource 
development,  secondary  industry  in  the  north 
and  the  delivery  of  services.  I  thought  we 
had  an  excellent  dialogue  and  if  there  was 
a  framework  and  a  mandate  given  to  this 

government— a  formula— for  doing  the  things 
that  the  people  in  northern  Ontario  aspired 

to,  that  would  have  to  be  the  time,  at  the 
three  conferences. 

I  think  it  came  through  loud  and  clear  to 
the  then  Minister  of  Mines  and  Northern 

Affairs  that  the  people  in  the  north  did 
know  what  they  were  aspiring  to.  They  came 
up  with  positive  concrete  suggestions  on  all 
things  pertaining  to  life  of  the  north  which 

would  have  given  this  government  the  guide- 
lines that  it  needed. 

In  the  field  of  social  welfare,  nothing  of 

significance  has  happened  in  the  intervening 
18  months.  We  have  had  promises  from  the 
Minister  of  Health  that  he  is  coming  to 

grips  with  the  problems  associated  with  the 
lack  of  adequate  medical  and  dental  prac- 

titioners in  many  areas  of  the  north;  the 

need  possibly  for  travelling  doctors,  travel- 
ling dentists;  a  flying  operation;  flying  am- 

bulances to  get  people  out  of  remote  com- 
munities into  these  services. 

Nothing  that  I  can  ascertain,  nothing  that 
I  can  point  to  would  indicate  to  the  people 
of  the  north  that  this  government  is  serious 
about  coming  to  grips  with  those  vital  and 

major  problems  confronting  people  of  north- 
ern Ontario. 

The  Minister  of  Natural  Resources— and 

I'm  sorry  he  has  left  the  chamber— is  starting 
to  talk  as  though  he  is  coming  to  grips  with 

problems  in  the  north  concerning  the  allo- 
cation of  timber  limits  for  maximum  utiliza- 

tion of  that  resource  that  we  have  in  such 
abundance. 

I  think  the  last  count  suggested  we  were 

using  the  allowable  cut  in  the  forestry  in- 
dustry to  the  extent  of  somewhere  between 

32  per  cent  and  40  per  cent.  To  the  un- 

initiated and  to  those  who  aren't  too  familiar 
with  the  vagaries  of  the  forestry  industry, 
that  means  more  than  50  per  cent  of  a 
renewable  resource  is  wasting  away  each 
year  because  of  our  inability  to  allocate 
timber  resources  for  maximum  utilization. 

Many  times  in  this  House  people  from  the 
north,  including  myself,  have  suggested  ways 
and  means  in  which  we  can  allocate  this 
resource  so  that  maximum  utilization  can  be 

had  and  provide  a  good  deal  more  viability 
to  northern  communities  than  they  enjoy  at 

the  present  time. 

I'm  suggesting  that  this  government  and 
the  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources  are  going 

to  have  to  take  a  realistic  look  at  the  thou- 
sands of  square  miles  of  timber  limits  that 

have  been  given  over  to  about  13  major 
companies  operating  in  the  north  so  that 
we  do  have  a  meaningful  sharing  of  the 

resource— 
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Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  A  select  committee, 

I  suggest. 

Mr.  Stokes:  —and  that  we  don't  have  to 
import  lumber  and  plywood  into  this  province 
to  the  degree  that  we  are  at  the  present  time. 

It's  not  common  knowledge,  I  would  think, 
that  about  half  of  our  acreage  in  this  province 
lies  within  the  boreal  forest,  and  yet  we  are 
importing  lumber  products  into  this  province 
because  of  our  inability  to  manage  a  resource 
that  is  so  vitally  important  to  the  economy 

of  this  province— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  They  are  mainly 
woods  not  grown  in  Ontario. 

Mr.  Stokes:  —not  only  in  northern  Ontario 
but   right  throughout  the  province. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  They  are  mainly 
woods  that  are  not  grown  here. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Not  necessarily  so,  because  we 

are  bringing  in  fir  lumber  from  British  Co- 
lumbia— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Of  a  type  that  isn't 
grown  here  mainly. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Both  the  members  are 

getting  quite  close  to  the  same  position  now. 

Mr.  Stokes:  That  is  the  whole  problem. 
We  have  never  done  any  marketing  research; 

we  haven't  even  scratched  the  surface  with 
regard  to  the  maximum  utilization  of  the 
forest  inventories  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

Let  me  just  suggest  to  the  minister— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Tell  me  where  I 

can  buy  Ontario-grown,  60-ft-long  fir  beams. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Everybody— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Tell  me  where  I 

can  buy  Ontario-grown  teakwood  plywood 
panelling. 

Mr.  Stokes:  That  isn't  the  kind  of  import 
into  the  Province  of  Ontario  I  am  talking 
about. 

An  hon.  member:  He  is  speaking  of  else- 
where. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Let  me  tell  the  minister  about 

the  cores  we  use  to  wrap  the  paper  around; 
we  use  them  by  the  thousands  in  the  pulp 
and  paper  industry  every  day.  Where  are  they 
grown  and  where  are  they  produced? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  A  lot  of  those  are 
grown  in  British  Columbia. 

Mr.  Stokes:  And  why? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  They  have  a  rain 

forest  out  there  that  we  don't  have. 

Mr.  Stokes:  No,  they  are  made  of  hard- 
wood, and  a  lot  of  the  hardwoods  are  to  be 

found  right  here  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 
And  because  of  our  inability  to  provide  the 
necessary  amount  of  hardwood  species  to 
entrepreneurs,  we  are  having  to  import  an 
awful  lot  of  them  into  the  Province  of  Ontario 

at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Minister  of  Industry 
isn't  even  here. 

Mr.  Stokes:  The  next  time  you  go  shopping 

with  your  wife,  take  a  look  on  the  shelves; 

whether  it's  a  drug  store  or  a  gift  shop,  you'll 
see  a  number  of  products  on  those  shelves 
that  are  made  entirely  of  wood.  Turn  them 
upside  down  and  find  out  where  they  are 

made— Taiwan,  mainland  China,  Japan,  the 
Philippines. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mainly  woods  that 
are  not  grown  here. 

Mr.  Stokes:  But  we  have  birch.  We  have 

lovely  white  birch.  We  have  pine.  We  have 
spruce.  We  could  be  producing  all  of  these 
things  right  here  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
if  you  had  the  proper  allocation  of  timber  in 
order  to  make  these  little  industries  viable, 

particularly— 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  If  you  had  taken  a  hold 

of  that  when  you  were  minister  it  might  have 
turned  out  a  whole  lot  different. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  We  did  look  at  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  You  know  not  what  you 
are  talking  about.  You  had  a  chance  to  show 

what  you  could  do  and  didn't  do  anything. 

Mr.  Stokes:  It  seems  to  me  that  these  were 

the  kind  of  things  that  the  people  in  the 
north  were  saying  to  that  minister  when  he 
had  responsibility  for  northern  affairs.  Of 

course,  I  don't  know  whether  he  fumbled 

the  ball,  or  whether  the  "Peter  principle" 
took  over,  or  what.  But  we  find  him  here 
trying  to  justify  his  inability  to  come  to  grips 

with  the  problems  that  he  was  vitally  con- 
cerned about  when  he  had  the  responsibility 

for  mines  and  northern  affairs. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  And  with  the 

opinions  that  came— 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  just  hope  that  the  person 
who  is   in  that  portfolio  now  will  come  to 
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grips  with  the  problems  confronting  many 
areas  of  the  north  and  he  will  be  much  more 

successful  than  this  minister  in  providing  for 
a  climate  that  will  allow  us  to  use,  to  a  much 
greater  extent,  the  resources  that  we  have  in 
such  abundance  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  They'll  never  change. 
We've  got  to  make  a  change  in  government. 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  suggest  to  the  minister,  if 

he  is  interested  at  all,  and  I'm  sorry  his 
colleague,  the  Minister  of  Natural  Resources, 

isn't  here,  because  if  he  went  back  and  he 
did  a  little  bit  of  studying  into  the  Kennedy 
report,  the  Brodie  report,  and  the  survey 
done  by  the  Ontario  Economic  Council, 

where  they  said  that  there  was  enough  un- 
used allowable  cut  in  the  forests  of  Ontario 

to  sustain  four  to  five  new  mills  as  large  as 
any  that  we  have  in  the  province  at  the 
present  time,  and  there  is  enough  unused 
allowable  cut,  right  now,  that  you  could 

put  a  whole  new  pulp  and  paper  mill  com- 
plex into  an  area  like  Sioux  Lookout— and 

I'm  speaking  on  behalf  of  the  present  Min- 
ister of  Natural  Resources— and  another  one 

at  Armstrong. 

We  have  beautiful  trees  that  are  over- 
maturing,  24  in.  on  the  stump,  and  there 

isn't  anybody  cutting  within  100  miles  of 
them.  Yet,  you  say  this  is  the  wise  use  of 
a  renewable  resource. 

I've  said  it  before.  It's  just  like  saying  to 
the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food  (Mr. 

Stewart):  "Bill  Stewart,  go  out  and  plant 
that  field  in  oats,  corn,  barley,  what  have 
you,  but  only  harvest  40  per  cent  of  it. 

Leave  the  rest  there.  You  don't  need  it." 
Try  to  convince  him  that  is  a  wise  use  of 
our  resources.  But  that  is  what  we  are 

doing  in  the  forest  industries  at  the  present 
time,  because  of  our  inability  to  create  a 
climate  for  maximum  utilization. 

Having  said  that,  I'm  not  suggesting  for 
a  minute  that  you  just  go  out  and  build  all 
the  pulp  mills  that  you  need  and,  fine  and 

dandy,  the  products  are  going  to  sell  them- 
selves. I  realize  that  the  pulp  and  paper 

industry  has  been  in  the  doldrums  for  the 
last  24  months,  but  there  is  every  indication 
that  that  is  starting  to  reverse  itself  now  and 
we  are  enjoying  a  greater  share  of  the  world 
market  than  we  have  in  the  past  two  years. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Those  federal  policies  are 
catching    on. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  That  is 
right. 

Mr.  Stokes:  When  you  look  at  the  projec- 
tions and  the  trends  in  that  industry  between 

now  and  1980,  it  suggests  that  the  need  for 
those  resources  is  going  to  be  doubled  and 
on  to  the  year  2000  they  are  going  to  be 

quadrupled,  so  that  if  we  are  going  to  main- 
tain our  relative  position  in  world  markets 

we  have  got  to  start  doing  something  about 
it  now,  not  wait  until  the  market  is  taken 
over  by  mills  in  the  southern  United  States, 
or  Scandinavia  or  some  place  like  that. 

I  think  this  government  has  fumbled  the 
ball  and  I  am  hoping  that  it  will,  under  the 
direction  of  the  new  Minister  of  Natural 

Resources,  come  to  grips  with  a  lot  of  these 

problems. 
Associated  with  those  problems  in  the 

pulp  and  paper  industry,  I  suggest  that  the 
new  Minister  of  the  Environment  (Mr.  Auld), 

should  look  at  some  speeches  that  were  deli- 
vered by  his  predecessor  when  he  said: 

"The  greatest  polluter  and  the  worst  offender 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  with  regard  to 
fouling  up  our  water  courses,  is  the  pulp 

and  paper  industry." I  can  name  three  or  four  mills  that  are 

dumping  raw  effluent  right  into  Lake  Super- 
ior, which  is  one  of  the  remaining  Great 

Lakes  relatively  close  to  its  pristine  state.  I 
suggest  that  if  this  government  is  really 

serious  about  coming  to  grips  with  environ- 
mental problems,  that  it  would  be  a  good 

place  to  start  with  the  largest  of  the  Great 
Lakes.  It  is  relatively  free  of  pollution,  but 

isn't  going  to  remain  free  from  the  adverse 
effects  of  indiscriminate  dumping.  I  suggest 
that  it  would  be  a  place  to  start. 

I  know  that  the  Ontario  Water  Resources 

Commission  has  done  surveys  on  effluent  that 
is  coming  from  three  pulp  and  paper  mills 
in  my  riding.  They  know  what  the  problems 

are;  and  I  hope  that  the  Premier  hasn't  made 
a  shift  in  cabinet  responsibilities  just  because 
the  former  Minister  of  the  Environment  (Mr. 
Kerr)  was  a  little  bit  too  tough.  I  believe  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  indicated  that  just 
because  the  minister  was  getting  a  little 

tough,  he  was  an  embarrassment  to  this 
government.  Because  he  was  coming  to  grips 
with  the  environmental  problem,  he  was 

shifted  upstairs  as  an  administrator  in  Col- 

leges and  Universities.  I  hope  that  isn't  the case. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  assure  the  Premier 
that  if  that  is  the  case,  he  has  just  bought 

himself  a  pack  of  trouble.  We  in  the  north, 

who  can  value  the  good  life— because  we  do 
have,   in    large   measure,   clean   water,   clean 
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air— want  to  preserve  it.  We  welcome  any- 
body from  southern  Ontario  who  wants  to 

share  it  with  us,  to  come  up— 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  Come  to 
Happy  Valley. 

Mr.  Stokes:  We  think  we  can  have  devel- 
opment; but  we  want  an  orderly  develop- 

ment that  will  preserve  that  quality  of  life. 
I  prevail  upon  the  Premier  to  give  that  com- 

mitment, possibly  a  little  later  on   today. 

One  other  area  that  I  did  want  to  get 
into,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  the  problem  of  trans- 

portation in  the  north.  The  Secretary  for 
Justice,  when  he  had  responsibility  specifical- 

ly for  northern  problems,  did  indicate  that 
it  was  his  opinion  that  one  of  the  most 
inhibiting  factors  toward  northern  develop- 

ment was  the  problems  that  we  were  having 
with  transportation. 

We  had  a  private  members'  hour  here 
about  three  weks  ago,  I  believe,  when  I 
had  the  privilege  of  introducing  a  resolution 
calling  for  a  commission  of  inquiry  into 
the  prices  that  prevail  for  consumer  and 
other  related  goods  in  northern  Ontario.  It 
did  get  endorsation  from  all  speakers  from 
the  three  parties.  It  seemed  to  me  that  it 
would  be  an  area  the  Premier  could  take 

under  advisement  and  provide  a  commis- 
sion of  inquiry. 

I  want  to  quote,  Mr.  Speaker,  from  a  docu- 
ment that  indicates,  at  least  to  me— and  I  am 

sure  to  a  good  many  other  people— that  at 
least  one  former  member  of  the  ministry  did 
appreciate  the  problems  facing  the  north, 
since  he  did  represent  a  northern  riding.  I 
am  talking  about  Mr.  Arthur  Wishart,  a  man 
I  had  the  greatest  respect  for.  It  seems  to 
me  that  in  my  association  with  him  person- 

ally in  this  Legislature,  and  from  what  I 
have  heard  from  other  members  of  this 
Legislature,  he  is  a  man  who  did,  in  fact, 

have  the  respect  of  everybody  here.  I  don't 
think  I  have  ever  heard  a  disparaging  remark 
about  him. 

Mr.  Reid:  The  member  for  High  Park 

(Mr.  Shulman)  wasn't  one  of  Mr.  Wishart's 
supporters. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Globe  and  Mail 

called  him  a  cuckoo  once;  but  they  didn't mean  it. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Well,  I  may  not  speak  for 
all  members  of  this  Legislature,  but  I  cer- 

tainly speak— 

Mr.  Ruston:  For  most  of  them. 

Mr.  Stokes:  —on  my  own  behalf  and  say 
that  I  had  a  tremendous  amount  of  admira- 

tion for  him.  And  I  want  to  refer  to  some- 
thing that  he  just  presented  to  the  govern- 
ment a  short  while  ago;  and  that  was  the 

report  of  the  inquiry  into  the  brewing  in- 
dustry in  northern  Ontario. 

Now,  I  am  sure  that  a  good  many  people 
would  take  issue  with  providing  a  haven  or 

a  monopoly  position  to  certain  free  enter- 
prises, so-called,  in  the  north.  We  appreciate 

the  reason  why  he  reached  the  decision  he 
did;  and  I  for  one  agree  with  it  because  of 
the  special  circumstances. 

But  he  does  say  something  in  his  report 
that  highlights  the  problem  that  I  was  speak- 

ing of  earlier;  and  that  is  the  problem  of 
transportation.  And  I  want  to  quote  him  in 
part.  He  says: 

The  question  is  asked:  "Why  should northern  Ontario  be  treated  differently  in 

this  matter  from  the  rest  of  the  province?" The  answer  is  not  hard  to  find. 

The  area  north  of  the  46th  parallel  of 
latitude  is  large;  more  than  five  times  that 
of  southern  Ontario;  with  a  population 

numbering  740,000,  it  comprises  only  one- 
tenth  of  Ontario's  population  of  7,815,000. 
The  terrain  is  rugged,  distances  are 

great,  communication  is  difficult,  with 
roads  being  sparse  and  generally  inferior 
to  the  great  network  of  roads  which  criss- 

cross southern  Ontario  and  reach  into 

every  town  and  hamlet.  The  climatic  con- 
ditions in  winter  impose  further  difficulties. 

There  is  little  agriculture.  Mining,  lum- 
bering and  industries  associated  with  these 

activities  form  the  basis  of  employment. 

By  far  the  greater  proportion  of  goods 
required  by  the  people  of  northern  Ontario 
have  to  be  transported  from  outside  the 
area;  and  transportation  costs  are  high, 

adding  to  the  cost  of  goods  to  the  cus- 
tomer. 

It  is  pointed  out  in  one  of  the  briefs 
submitted  to  me  that  for  years  past  bottled 
beer  in  northern  Ontario  cost  50  cents 
more  per  case  than  in  southern  Ontario. 
While  this  has  been  corrected,  there  are 
many  items  of  daily  need  that  cost  the 
resident  of  northern  Ontario  more  than  his 
neighbour  in  the  southern  part  of  the 
province.  Gasoline  is  but  one  example;  the 
price  in  northern  Ontario  being  anywhere 
from  five  cents  to  10  cents  per  gallon 
more  than  the  cost  in  southern  Ontario. 

One  can  readily  understand  that  it  may 
be  quite  possible  for  a  large  manufacturer 
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operating  in  a  large  and  concentrated 
market  in  southern  Ontario,  where  the 
great  bulk  of  its  product  is  sold,  to  ship 
surplus  or  additional  units  into  northern 
Ontario  and  even  to  make  a  profit;  though 
the  margin  might  be  small. 

How  different  the  case  of  the  small  in- 
dustry operating  in  a  small  market  in 

northern  Ontario,  if  that  market  is  largely 
lost  to  competition;  driven  then  to  seek  a 
market  in  southern  Ontario,  not  for  its  sur- 

plus or  small  part  of  its  product,  but  rather 
for  the  bulk  of  its  production;  and  faced 
with  the  high  cost  of  transportation  into  a 
competitive  market  where  its  product  is 
not  known.  One  must  conclude  that  its 
chances  of  survival  are  not  bright.  It  is 
not  necessary  to  labour  the  point. 

It  seems  to  me  that  highlights  very  well, 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  problems  that  do  face 
people  in  the  north.  It  is  a  different  ball 
game  up  there. 

I  think  that  you  have  had  sufficient  sub- 
missions from  joint  chambers  of  commerce, 

from  northwestern  and  northeastern  Ontario, 
to  indicate  to  you  that  it  is  a  different  ball 
game,  and  that  for  all  of  the  reasons  men- 

tioned by  Mr.  Wishart  and  by  previous 

speakers  from  the  north,  you  just  don't  say 
that  things  that  are  relative  to  southern  On- 

tario are  necessarily  valid  in  northern 
Ontario.  The  studded  tire  is  a  very  good 
example  of  it. 

I  could  enumerate  here  by  the  hour,  I 
think,  the  ways  in  which  northern  Ontario 
does  differ  from  southern  Ontario.  I  think  the 
Premier  is  aware  of  it;  I  hope  he  is.  I  hope 
that  in  the  weeks  that  are  left  in  this  session 
of  the  Legislature,  that  he  will  take  the 
nettle  and  come  up  with  legislation  and 
policies  that  will  accomplish  the  kind  of 
things  that  we  aspire  to  in  northern  Ontario— 
particularly,  I  think,  for  the  senior  citizens  of 
northern  Ontario  who,  in  large  measure,  are 
responsible  for  the  degree  of  affluence  that 
we  enjoy  in  the  province  at  the  present  time. 

I've  mentioned  earlier  that  this  hungry 
industrial  giant  down  around  the  "golden 
horseshoe"  owes  its  existence  and  its  success 
—to  what  extent  it  can  be  called  a  success— to 
the  pioneers.  Of  course,  the  Premier  smiles 

when  I  say  "to  what  extent  it  can  be  called 
a  success."  When  we  talk  about  the  traffic 
problems  there  are  here,  we're  reminded 
daily  of  the  dilemma  of  the  Spadina  Express- 

way. The  government  is  bombarded  daily  by 
questions  from  all  quarters  about  the  high 
cost  of  housing,  a  good  measure  of  it  due  to 
the  high  cost  of  land  assembly;  the  pollution 

problems  that  the  minister  is  being  bombarded 
with  daily— all  of  these  things  are  problems. 

I  wonder  how  successful  the  Premier  has 
been  in  southern  Ontario  in  convincing  people 

"Is  there  any  place  you'd  rather  be?",  or 
that  people  do  enjoy  a  good  quality  of  life 
here  in  southern  Ontario. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  It's  a  lack  of 
leadership,  that  is  all. 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  think  I  would  quarrel  with 

the  Premier  on  that.  We've  got  a  good  life- 
style in  northern  Ontario.  We  want  to  pre- 

serve it  but  we  think  that  we  should  be 
able  to  provide  that  kind  of  style  which  will 
induce  our  own  youth,  our  most  important 
resource,  to  remain  in  that  part  of  the  prov- 

ince and,  perhaps,  attract  other  people  too.  I 
hope  that  he  will  take  our  senior  citizens 
into  account  when  he  is  formulating  future 
policies  and  programmes  and  if  the  Premier 

does  that,  he'll  get  support  from  this  side  of the  House. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  doesn't  mean  he  is 
going  to  do  it  satisfactorily,  though. 

Mr.    Stokes:  The  person   who  led   off  for 
this   party  in   the   Throne   debate,   the   hon. 
member   for   Scarborough   West,   closed   his 
remarks  by  proposing  an  amendment  to  the 
Speech  from  the   Throne.   In  case  anybody 

has  forgotten  it,   I'm   going  to   wind  up  by 
reading  it  out,  Mr.  Speaker.  And  he  says: 

This  House  regrets: 

1.  The  lack  of  action  by  this  government 

to  ensure  housing  for  the  citizens  of  On- 
tario of  medium  and  low  incomes; 

2.  The  failure  to  initiate  programmes  for 
public  participation  in  the  growth  of  the 
economy  of  Ontario   and  in  particular  in 
the  areas  of  the  resource  industries- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Glad  you  read  it. 

Mr.  Stokes:  To  continue: 

3.  The  failure  to  initiate  programmes 
to  expand  and  develop  the  secondary  man- 

ufacturing sector  of  the  economy  so  that 
it  will  be  modern,  efficient  and  able  to 
compete  in  world  markets; 

4.  The  government's  refusal  to  guarantee 
adequate  no-fault  automobile  insurance  at 
the  lowest  possible  cost  to  the  consumer  by 
the  introduction  of  a  public  automobile 
insurance  plan; 

5.  The  inability  of  this  government  to 
effect  meaningful  electoral  reform  in  the 
area  of  campaign  costs  and  to  ensure  full 
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disclosure  of  election  expenditures  and 
contributions; 

6.  The  failure  to  initiate  procedures  for 
review  of  managed  prices  and  marketing 
practices  to  maintain  stability  in  the  price 
and  quality  of  goods,  services  and  utilities; 

And  urges  the  government  to  adopt  in 
its  discussion  with  the  federal  government 
about  the  auto  pact,  that  there  be  (a)  no 
abandonment  of  present  safeguards,  (b)  no 
decline  whatsoever  in  the  present  share  of 

production,  and  a  guarantee  from  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  and  the 

automobile  manufacturers  that  the  Cana- 
dian value  added  will  equal  the  value  of 

the  Canadian  market  for  North  American 
cars,  and  (c)  parity  of  consumer  prices. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Rainy 
River. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

As  the  former  speaker,  it's  a  great  pleasure 
and  honour  to  rise  and  do  the  windup  speech 
for  the  Liberal  Party  in  the  Ontario  Legisla- 

ture. I'd  like  to  thank  the  leader  and  my 
colleagues  for  this  opportunity. 

I  should  also  like,  at  this  time  Mr.  Speaker, 
to  extend  my  personal  congratulations  to  you 

on  the  way  you've  conducted  the  business  of 
this  House  and  occupied  the  seat  that  you  do. 

I  think,  generally  speaking,  you've  been  fair. Sometimes,  I  think,  when  the  votes  are  called 

you're  just  a  little  hard  of  hearing  in  the  left ear. 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  Always  fair! 

Mr.  Reid:  But  perhaps  those  problems  will 
sort  themselves  out- 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):   Especially  on 
supplementary  questions! 

Mr.  Reid:  —at  a  later  time. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor-Walkerville): 

It's  one  of  the  occupational  requirements. 
Mr.  Reid:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  trust  that  the 

thrust  of  my  speech  will  be  somewhat  dif- 
ferent than  that  of  the  hon.  member  for 

Thunder  Bay  (Mr.  Stokes)  who  just  spoke. 
Perhaps  we  can  enliven  the  debate  a  little 
bit  and  get  our  friends  on  the  backbenches 
across  the  way  involved  to  some  extent,  so 

that  they'll  feel  part  of  this  debate. 
I  think  before  I  get  into  my  remarks,  Mr. 

Speaker,   that  it   should   be   noted   that   the 

two  windup  speakers  for  the  NDP  and  the 
Liberal  Party  are  both  from  northern  On- 

tario. I  don't  know  if  this  has  happened 
before. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  No,  it 

hasn't. 
Mr.  Reid:  I  think  it's  something  that  is 

noteworthy  and  displays  the  prominence  that 
both  these  parties  give  to  northern  members 
in  the  problems  of  the  north.  In  preparing  for 
this  speech  I  read  over  Hansard,  as  probably 
all  hon.  members  do  from  time  to  time- 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Of 
course! 

Mr.  Reid:  —to  see  what  previous  speakers 

had  said- 
Mr.  B.  Newman:  All  the  time! 

Mr.  Reid:  —in  the  Throne  debate. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  am  sure  the  Premier 
has  too. 

Mr.  Reid:  I  particularly  read  the  speech  of 
the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  (Mr.  R.  F. 
Nixon)  in  this  Legislature.  To  my  mind,  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  was  the  best  speech  given  on 
the  Throne  debate. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Reid:  I'd  like  to  say  further,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  in  that  speech  the  Leader  of 

the   Opposition— 
Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  A  very  good  speech,  but 

not  objective. 

Mr.  Reid:  —The  hon.  member  for  Brant 
called  it  his  swan  song.  I  think  he  meant 
by  that,  obviously,  that  it  was  his  swan  song 
as  far  as  being  the  leader  of  the  Liberal 
Party  in  Ontario  goes,  and  that  this  would 
be  his  last  occasion  to  speak  as  leader  on  the 
Throne  debate.  During  that  speech,  Mr. 

Speaker  an  interjection  came  from  the  Pro- 
vincial Secretary  for  Justice  (Mr.  A.  F. 

Lawrence)  that  Mr.  Nixon  would  be  a  hard 
man  to  replace. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  They  are  always  kind  to 

you  over  there  when  they  think  you're  dead. 

An  hon.   member:   That's  right! 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  That's 
what  happened  to  the  member  for  York  South. 

Interjections   by   hon.    members. 
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Mr.  Reid:  I  can't  recall  anyone  ever  being kind  to  that  hon.  member. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  member  wouldn't 
be  able  to  recall  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  member  is  right.  We 
have  been  kind  to  him. 

Mr.  Reid:  In  any  case,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
remark  was  made  that  we  can  do  no  better 

than  the  present  leader  we  have;  and  I  for 
one  agree  with  that,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  A  statesman  is  a  dead 

politician,  you  know. 

Mr.  Reid:  I  would  like  to  say  that  I  per- 
sonally owe  him  a  great  debt  of  gratitude 

both  for  the  friendship  and  the  leadership 

he's  provided  in  the  last  five  years.  I'd  like to  make  a  statement  that  I  believe  is  true. 

I  say  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  he  was  the 
only  one  of  the  three  leaders  who  came  out 
of  the  last  election  with  his  integrity  intact. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  don't  know  what  that 
means,  but  it's  on  the  record. 

Mr.  Reid:  I  won't  refer  to  the  campaign 
promises  of  the  Tories  or  the  NDP  and  what 
they  said  on  those  occasions  around  the  hust- 

ings, but  I  submit  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
that  is  a  fact,  and  acknowledged  by  all. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Right! 

Mr.  Reid:  In  searching  for  a  particular 
thrust— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Your  leader  is  smiling. 

Mr.    Singer:    In    gratification. 

Mr.  R.  D.  Kennedy  (Peel  South):  He  is 
surprised. 

Mr.  Reid:  In  searching  for  a  particular 
thrust  for  my  speech,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
looking  for  a  topic  that  I  could  dwell  on  at 

some  length.  I  don't  think  I'll  give  my 
northern  speech  on  this  occasion.  The  pre- 

vious speaker  has  done  that  and  covered  it 

fairly  well.  That's  the  sixth  or  seventh  time 
he's  covered  that  speech.  I  won't  give  a 
great  northern  speech  on  this  occasion. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  That  is  unkind.  I  haven't 
heard  it. 

Mr.  Reid:  What  I  would  like  to  do,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  to  draw  to  your  attention  some 

of  the  thoughts,  feelings  and  reflections  I've 
had  on  the  way  the  political  atmosphere  has 
developed  in  the  last  few  years  that  I  have 

been   here,   particularly  in   the  last  year  or 
so  before  and  after  the  last  election. 

I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  politics  today  is 
a  great  deal  of  leadership.  The  styles  of  the 
various  leaders  set  the  tone  and  atmosphere 
of  the  political  arena.  I  suggest  to  you  that 
the  atmosphere  that  we  have  in  this  cham- 

ber and  in  Ontario  politics  today  is  one  of 
arrogance  and  disdain  for  the  function  of 
the  Legislature  on  the  part  of  the  govern- 

ment and  its  first  minister. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  Only 
matched  by  Trudeau. 

Mr.  Reid:  We  have  to,  of  course,  con- 
gratulate the  Premier.  He  won  the  election— 

we  certainly  don't  deny  that— and  we  have 
to  give  him  a  certain  amount  of  credit  for 
the  fact  that  he  is  still  out  there  cam- 
paigning. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Yes,  that 
is   right. 

Mr.  Reid:  While  most  of  us  took  a  respite 
after  last  October,  the  Premier  rested  up  for 
a  week  and  then  was  off  on  the  hustings 
again,  campaigning  supposedly  for  his  good 
old  friend  Bob  up  in  Ottawa. 

Mr.  Ruston:  I  think  he  wants  Bob  to  lose. 

Mr.  Reid:  But  one  has  that  faint  feeling 

somewhere  in  the  back  of  one's  mind,  a  faint 
suspicion,  that  perhaps  Bland  Bill  is  really 

campaigning  with  the  idea  in  mind  of  re- 
placing good  old  Bumbling  Bob  up  there 

in  Ottawa.  And  we  just  wonder,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, about  the  continued  absence  of  the  Pre- 

mier from  the  House,  during  question  period 
particularly.  We  are  certainly  glad  to  see 
him  here  this  afternoon.  I  understand  we 
may  even  have  a  few  words  from  him  today. 

Mr.  W.  Newman  (Ontario  South):  The  hon. 
member  is  not  here  often  enough  to  notice. 

Mr.  Reid:  When  I  am  not  here  I  am  in  the 
great  riding  of  Rainy  River  looking  after  my 
constituents.    Unfortunately   I— 

Mr.  F.  Drea  (Scarborough  Centre):  I  bet 

they  get  good  service. 

Mr.  Reid:  They  certainly  do!  I  might  say 
to  my  friend,  who  comes  from  the  city,  that 
my  riding  is  some  17,000  square  miles;  I 
was  home  last  week  for  four  days  and  I 
covered  some  4,000  miles  in  travelling  around 
that  riding  and  providing  the  services  that  I 
am  able  to  provide  to  my  constituents.  I  am 
sure  that  the  hon.   member  appreciates   the 
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difficulties  that  we  have  in  the  north,  that 

he   certainly  doesn't  have. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  speak  about  the 

atmosphere,  the  political  atmosphere,  as  I 
see  it  in  the  Legislature.  Always  after  an 
election  there  is  a  certain  amount  of  letdown 

and  things  are  rather  dull  and  deadly;  every- 
one is  trying  to  rest  up  after  the  election 

and  prepare,  really,  for  the  last  two  years 
before  the  next  election,  to  save  their  fire 
and  brimstone  for  that  time. 

But  there  is  something  more  to  it,  Mr. 
Speaker,  than  that.  The  Legislature  has  not 
really  been  a  stimulating  place  in  the  last 
few  months,  and  one  has  to  ask  why  that  is. 
I  think  there  are  basically  two  reasons. 

One  is  because  the  Premier  himself  has 
set  the  tone  and  is  not  overly  interested  in 
the  functioning  of  the  Legislature  and  of 
the  committee;  or  of  the  private  member  and 
what  he  does,  either  on  this  side  or  on  his 
own.  Secondly,  there  are  his  actions,  and 

those  of  his  ministers,  in  answering  ques- 
tions that  we  on  this  side  put  to  them. 

Quite  frankly,  we  don't  get  very  many answers. 

The  Premier  must  be  a  great  admirer  of 
the  Hon.  Paul  Martin,  who  is  now  in  the 
senate,  because  he  certainly  follows  his  style 
of  not  answering  questions. 

But  it  has  set  a  bad  tone,  I  think,  Mr. 
Speaker.  The  press  has  lost  interest.  I  think 
you  could  stand  on  your  head  and  literally 

spit  nickels  and  the  press  wouldn't  be  overly 
interested.  I  see  there  are  a  few  up  there  in 
the  gallery  for  a  change,  but  they  have  not 
been  overly  interested,  they  have  not  been 
covering  the  committees,  and  things  grind 

inexorably  on,  more  with  an  air  of  inevitabil- 
ity rather  than  stimulation  and  real  debate 

on  issues   and  programmes. 

I  wanted  to  speak  about  the  switch  of 

emphasis,  Mr.  Speaker,  from  this  legislative 

chamber  and  the  committee  to  the  Premier's 
own  office.  We  read  in  the  paper— we  have 
all  seen  the  articles;  we  can  see  by  looking 

in  the  estimates— how  the  size  of  the  Pre- 

mier's office  has  escalated  in  the  last  year. 
There  was  a  rather  comprehensive  article  in 
the  Globe  and  Mail  on  Thursday,  June  1, 

in  regard  to  this,  entitled:  "The  Burgeoning 
Court  of  William  Davis."  They  point  out  in 
this  article— and  perhaps  it  is  worth  reading 
into  the  record,  Mr.  Speaker— just  what  has 
taken  place: 

In    the    last    year    John    Robarts    was 

Premier,  1970-1971,  his  office  cost  $350,262 
to  run.  Premier  William  Davis  has  asked 

for  $995,000  for  his  office  for  the  1972- 
1973  fiscal  year,  a  jump  of  some  300  per 
cent. 

The  cabinet  office  cost  $209,019  for  the 

fiscal  year  ended  March  31,  1971.  Mr. 
Robarts  stepped  down  March  1  last  year. 
For  the  current  year  the  estimate  for  the 
main  cabinet  office  is  $658,000. 

We  also  know  that  the  cabinet  office  went 

from  32  people  who  were  serving  the  cabinet 
and  we  now  have  some  60,  70  or  80  people 

—I  am  not  sure;  the  figure  seems  to  escalate. 
It  certainly  moves  but  it  never  moves  down. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the  responsibility  for 
decisions  and  policy  making  has  moved  from 
this  chamber  into  the  office  of  the  Premier. 
If  we  on  this  side  were  convinced  that  all 

of  those  people  were  busy  making  policy  and 
not  doing  political  work  for  the  Premier  and 
the  Conservative  government  in  this  province, 
then  we  would  feel  somewhat  better  about  it. 

I  well  recall  coming  back  at  the  end  of 
February  and  seeing  these  people  almost 

goose-stepping  up  and  down  the  halls  and 

saying,  "Who  are  all  those  new  faces?  Surely 

they  weren't  around  here  a  year  ago;"  and 
finding  out  that  a  flock  of  them,  a  horde  of 

them,  a  gaggle  of  them— just  about  any  word 
will  do— were  PR  people  working  out  of  the 
Premier's  office  or  for  the  Premier. 

The  Premier  has  seen  fit  to  move  a  very 

substantial  political  organization  right  into 

his  own  office  to  do  the  Tory  party's  poli- 
tical work  and  to  pay  them  out  of  the  funds 

of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  The  people  of 

Ontario  are  paying  for  the  "big  blue  machine" that  moved  from  somewhere  down  in  the 

southern  part  of  Yonge  St.  or  Bay  St.  right 

into  the  Premier's  office— and  the  people  are 
paying  for  it.  And  that  is  the  crassest  political 
thing  the  Premier  has  done! 

I  have  had  a  question  to  the  Premier  on 
the  order  paper  for  more  than  two  months 
now,  asking  for  a  list  of  people  working  in 
his  office,  their  titles,  their  salaries  and  what 

they  do.  I  have  yet  to  get  an  answer.  In  view 

of  the  Speaker's  ruling  this  afternoon,  which 
I  don't  quarrel  with— it's  consistent  with 
the  rules  in  regard  to  oral  questions— but  I 

have  yet  to  get  an  answer,  and  I  don't  ex- 
pect to  get  one. 

But  I  say  to  the  Premier,  I  think  the  people 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario  are  entitled  to  that 

information  and  I  think  the  press  itself  would 

be  very  interested  in  finding  out  just  what 
the  duties  are  of  all  these  people  who  have 
swollen  the  office  staff  of  the  Premier  and  the 
cabinet. 
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I  would  like  to  say  something  else  about 
the  atmosphere  around  here,  Mr.  Speaker, 
and  how  things  have  changed.  John  Kenneth 
Galbraith,  in  a  speech  in  Ottawa  two  or  three 
weeks  ago,  pointed  out  the  fact  that  the 
senior  civil  servants  in  government  are  very 
closely  allied  with  the  executive  community, 
the  business  executives  or  senior  officials  in 

the  great  corporations.  He  pointed  out  in 
that  speech  that  there  were  great  similarities 
between  civil  servants  and  senior  executives 

of  companies  and  corporations. 

Mr.  W.  Newman:  That  was  in  Ottawa,  not 
here. 

Mr.  Reid:  That's  what  I  said— in  Ottawa. 

Mr.  Rust  on:  If  the  member  would  listen 
he  would  hear  what  my  colleague  said. 
Listen! 

Mr.  Reid:  That  is  exactly  what  I  said— in 
Ottawa. 

He  pointed  out  that  there  was  a  danger  in 
this,  because  they  thought  alike,  they  had 
the  same  type  of  lifestyle— a  word  the  Premier 
is  fond  of— and  were  really  interchangeable; 
one  could  take  a  senior  civil  servant  and 

place  him  as  an  executive  in  a  corporation 

and  they  wouldn't  have  to  make  too  many 
adjustments;  he  would  fit  in  very  well.  The 
point  of  all  this,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  the 
Premier  is  one  of  those  people  who  believes 
that  government  should  be  run  as  a  business, 
and  I  say  to  the  Premier  that  this  is  not  the 
function  of  government  at  all.  The  Premier 
has  moved  these  kinds  of  people  into  govern- 

ment—I would  draw  to  your  attention,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  Committee  on  Government  Pro- 

ductivity, and  I  would  just  like  to  give  you  a 
rundown  on  who  was  on  that  committee. 

We  were  talking  about,  and  still  are,  going 
through  the  process  of  basic  reform  of  gov- 

ernment. And  who  provided  the  input?  Who 
did  the  report  for  the  government?  The 
public  servants  were  Mr.  G.  H.  U.  Bayly, 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  Board,  former 
Deputy  Minister  of  the  Department  of  Lands 
and  Forests;  C.  E.  Brannan,  Secretary  to  the 
Cabinet;  A.  R.  Dick,  QC,  Deputy  Minister  of 
Justice  and  Deputy  Attorney  General  at  that 
time;  H.  I.  Macdonald— a  somewhat  familiar 
name— Deputy  Treasurer  of  Ontario  and 
Deputy  Minister  of  Economics;  Dr.  J.  K. 
Reynolds,  Deputy  Minister,  Department  of 
the  Prime  Minister. 

The  public's  input  and  representation  on 
this  comes  under  the  heading  of  business 
executives:  C.  C.  Hay,  Director  of  Gulf  Oil, 

President  of  Hockey  Canada;  G.  R.  HefFer- 
lan,  President,  Cole  Steel  International  Ltd.; 
A.  Pollus,  President,  Noranda  Mines  Ltd.; 
R.  D.  Wolfe,  President,  Oshawa  Wholesale 
Ltd. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  fundamental  change 
in  the  concept  of  government.  We  have  the 
business  community  and  senior  civil  service 
providing  that  kind  of  input.  Better,  I  say  to 
the  Premier,  that  members  of  this  Legislature 
should  have  taken  an  active  role  in  coming 
up  with  a  programme  to  reform  the  basic 
structure  of  government,  and  the  way  it 

operates.  No,  the  Legislature  is  to  be  con- 
tent with  a  select  committee  on  snowmobiles, 

or  running  back  and  forth  from  one  comit- 
tee  to  another  when  the  House  leader  can 
make  up  his  mind  and  make  the  decision  of 
who  really  is  on  that  day. 

There  is  a  danger  here  that  I  want  to  point 
out  to  the  Premier;  that  government  is  not 
business  and  cannot  be  run  as  a  business.  We 
are  here  to  provide  services  to  people  and  to 
try  and  distribute,  as  fairly  and  equitably  as 
we  can,  the  resources  of  this  province;  and 
to  deliver  those  services  and  goods  to  those 

people  who  need  them  the  most.  You  can't 
do  that  with  a  business  ethic,  or  run  a  gov- 

ernment in  that  way. 

One  of  the  most  interesting  things,  I  think 
coming  out  of  the  Committee  on  Government 
Productivity  is  the  creation  of  the  three  policy 
ministers.  Some  people  have  called  them 
superministers,  a  tag  put  on  them  by  the 

press.  It's  interesting  to  read,  in  the  Ottawa 
paper  and  the  St.  Catharines  paper  and  the 
other  papers,  the  reactions  of  the  super- 
ministers  themselves.  The  Provincial  Secretary 
for  Resources  Development  (Mr.  A.  B.  R. 

Lawrence),  had  the  nerve  to  say  in  an  inter- 

view that  the  opposition  wasn't  doing  its 
job  because  they  never  ask  him  any  questions. 
He  could  think  of  20  questions  we  could  ask 
him,  without  even  working  at  it. 

Well,  unfortunately,  the  hon.  gentleman 
is  not  here  today.  But  if  he  will  read  Hansard, 
he  can  read  the  questions  that  have  been  put 
to  him,  and  his  replies;  which  can  fall  into 

mainly  two  or  three  categories:  1.  "That's  a 
question  for  the  minister  responsible";  2.  "I 
don't  know."  3.  "I'll  look  into  it  and  see  if 

that  comes  under  my  policy  field." 
Yesterday  was  a  prime  example  of  it.  He 

was  asked  a  number  of  questions  and  we 
got  no  information,  only  a  yes  or  no.  My 
colleague  and  friend  from  Owen  Sound  has 
asked  him  on  numerous  occasions  about  the 

escarpment  problems,  and  he  has  never  had 
an  answer  from  that  hon.  gentleman. 
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The  policy  minister  for  Justice  has  been  the 
same  way,  only  he  gets  a  little  snarky  about 

his  answers.  He  can't  even  say  "yes"  or  "no", 
or  "I  don't  know"  in  a  nice,  polite,  dignified way. 

And  the  member  for  Lincoln  (Mr.  Welch), 
the  other  policy  minister,  is  never  here  at  all. 
When  he  was  in  here  one  day  someone  asked 

him  what  he  did,  and  I  said,  "Well,  he 
answers  his  constituency  mail."  And  he  said: 
"Yes,  that's  about  it."  It's  rather  interesting 
that  in  an  interview  that  particular  minister 

was  objecting  to  being  called  a  superminister 
and  he  said  he  expected  sometime  to  dis- 

appear into  a  telephone  booth— a  la  Clark 
Kent  I  guess— pull  up  his  shirt,  and  see  a 
great  big  S  on  his  T-shirt.  And  I  put  it  to 
you,  Mr.  Speaker,  just  what  he  meant  by  the 
S  being  on  his  T-shirt.  What  do  you  think 
the  S  stood  for:  Somnolent;  somnambulant; 
sleepy  perhaps,  like  the  Justice  minister;  or 
something  else  starting  with  S,  that  might 
occur  to  you? 

I  say  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  while  the 
Premier  advised  us  and  probably  promised 
those  three  self-same  ministers,  that  everyone 
in  the  ministry  would  be  equal,  that  the  super- 
ministers  would  not  be  super  and  that  they 
would  be  all  equal  in  the  cabinet,  I  think  he 
misled  us  to  some  extent,  because  those  three 
gentlemen  do  not  even  have  the  rank  of 
cabinet  ministers  as  far  as  we  on  this  side 

are  concerned.  They  are  completely  super- 
fluous. It  is  costing  the  taxpayers  another 

$900,000  for  these  gentlemen  to  have  their 
limousines,  their  executive  assistants  and  their 

plush  offices,  and  we  have  yet  to  see  anything 
come  out  of  their  so-called  deliberations;  nor 
will  we. 

I  suggest  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  this 
report  on  government  productivity  provided 
the  Premier  with  a  vehicle  with  which  he 

could  completely  emasculate  those  three 

gentlemen  who  ran  against  him  for  the 
leadership  of  Progressive  Conservative  Party 
some  time  before.  The  Premier  has  made 

political  eunuchs  out  of  them.  They  sit  there 
not  knowing  what  to  do  or  what  they  should 
be  doing. 

Mr.  Ruston:  It  is  a  higher  place  than  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  Reid:  That's  a  good  point.  The  Premier 
has  created  his  own  Senate,  not  for  those 
who  have  done  good  work  for  the  party  but 
for  those  whom  he  wants  to  get  rid  of  and 
wants  to  emasculate  of  any  political  power 
they  may  have. 

At  the  same  time,  the  Premier  puts  power 
into  the  hands  of  one  man,  whose  abilities 
are  undoubted,  but  for  whom  surely  the 
responsibilities  are  too  onerous,  even  for  Lord 
Moses  McKeough  over  there. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  speaking  about  the 
shift  of  emphasis  from  this  chamber  to  the 

Premier's  office  and  to  a  small  select  group 
of  the  cabinet  with  their  business-type  ad- 

visers. It  was  symptomatic  perhaps  that  the 
Minister  of  Education  (Mr.  Wells)  came  in 

and  read  a  statement  some  three  weeks  ago 
in  which  he  said  we  are  delivering  a  package 

to  people.  The  way  he  spoke  was  in  market- 
ing terms,  of  delivering  an  educational  pack- 
age to  somebody  out  there  somewhere.  I  say 

to  the  Premier  that  he  is  forgetting  that  gov- 
ernments are  for  people. 

I  want  to  relate  one  more  small  anecdote, 

if  I  may,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  will  underline 
the  approach  of  the  first  minister  of  this 
government  and  his  government  generally 
to  running  this  Legislature  and  running  the 
government  of  Ontario.  Last  evening,  along 
with  one  or  two  of  my  colleagues,  I  was 
sitting  downstairs  in  that  palatial  little 
lounge.  I  think  we  were  having  a  beverage, 
coffee  or  tea  as  I  recall. 

In  any  case,  we  were  sitting  there  and 
there  were  some  of  these  great  dragoons 

of  the  Premier's  hangers-on  and  advisers  and 
political  people,  who  had  come  out  of  what- 

ever hole  they  come  out  of  around  the 
cabinet  office  there.  On  the  way  out,  my 
colleague  made  a  remark  to  them  and  they 
made  a  remark  back.  Then  my  colleague 

said,  "Do  you  guys  ever  run  for  elected 
office?"  The  retort  of  one  of  the  Premier's 

advisers  or  helpers  or  assistants  was,  "No, 

we  leave  that  to  you  yahoos." 
Mr.  Speaker,  it  was  more  than  a  facetious 

remark  at  the  time.  There  was  a  certain 

amount  of  the  arrogance  and  disdain  that 
we  detect  in  the  Premier,  although  he  con- 

ceals it  much  better  than  the  Treasurer  (Mr. 
McKeough),  which  is  perhaps  why  he  is  the 
Premier  and  the  Treasurer  is  the  Treasurer. 

That  was  not  just  a  facetious  remark.  I  am 
sure  that  the  Premier  could  find  out,  if 
he  is  interested  at  all,  in  who  made  that 
remark.  I  would  be  willing  to  tell  him.  I 
think  it  underlines  the  approach  that  has 
siphoned  down  from  the  Premier  to  the 

rest  of  his  minions.  They  are  merely  mirror- 
ing the  attitude  that  he  takes  in  regard  to 

this  Legislature. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  say  something 
else  about  some  of  the  things  that  have 
happened    in    the   past    little    while    and    to 
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illustrate  what  I  believe  is  a  trend  to  in- 
efficiency in  and  a  lackadaisical  attitude  to 

the  running  of  the  government.  Of  course, 
the  man  who  has  to  take  responsibility  for 
that  is  the  Premier;  as  he  has  to  take  re- 

sponsibility, I  think,  for  the  overall  arrogance 
of  his  staff,  and  of  his  Treasurer  in  particular. 
I  want  to  recap  briefly  some  of  the  things 
that  have  passed  in  the  last  little  while. 

I  was  in  the  public  accounts  committee 
when  we  learned  that  various  government 
departments— including  the  Department  of 
Education  as  the  Premier  will  recall— were 
covering  up  administrative  mistakes  or  a  little 

funny  business  with  invoices— falsifying  in- 
voices. It  had  gone  so  far  that  even  the 

OPP  was  doing  it. 

Who  has  to  take  responsibility  for  that? 
Obviously  the  gentleman  who  holds  the  reins 
of  government. 

The  gentlemen  who  testified  at  these  hear- 

ing didn't  really  seem  to  understand  or  feel 
that  there  was  anything  wrong  with  falsifying 
the  invoices  that  appeared  before  the  public 

accounts  committee.  Why  didn't  they  feel 
there  was  anything  wrong?  Where  did  they 
get  the  idea  they  could  get  away  with  that 
sort  of  thing? 

Obviously,  it  had  to  come  from  somewhere 
higher  up  that  if  something  goes  wrong  or 

something  isn't  delivered  on  time  or  what- 
ever, we  will  just  falsify  this  document  and 

nobody  will  be  overly  concerned  about  it. 

It's  the  attitude  that  nothing  is  a  crime  if 
you  don't  get  caught. 
We  go  from  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  the 

Jack  Cauley  case  and  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Board  whose  report,  I  understand, 

has  just  been  completed  and  will  no  doubt 

be  before  the  Legislature  very  soon.  It's  pass- 
ing strange  what  went  on  there,  Mr.  Speaker. 

A  gentleman  who  obviously  could  not  get 
along  with  the  other  members  of  the  board 
or  vice  versa  was  literally  bought  off  by  the 
now  Attorney  General  (Mr.  Bales).  This 
minister  has  to  take  some  responsibility  for 
this.  He  set  up  the  deal,  by  the  look  of  it. 
This  gentleman  was  bought  off  with  public 
funds  to  save  the  government  a  slight  em- 

barrassment because  he  and  Mr.  Legge, 
and  Mr.  Hamilton  supposedly,  could  not  get 
along.  The  minister  has  to  accept  the  respon- 

sibility for  that  action,  for  using  $62,000 
of  the  public  funds  to  save  the  government 
from  a  little  bit  of  embarrassment  in  this 
Legislature  and  in  the  press. 

The  Premier  himself  has  to  take  the  ulti- 

mate responsibility.  I  can't  conceive  the  now 
Attorney  General  making  that  kind  of  bar- 

gain on  his  own.  The  responsibility  ulti- 
mately, whether  or  not  the  Premier  had 

knowledge  of  it,  has  to  lie  at  his  door. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Just  for  the  sake  of  the 

record,  I  don't  believe  I  was  Premier. 

Mr.  Reid:  He  was  not  Premier.  I'm  sorry, 
I  apologize  for  that.  Right! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  We  are  hoping  it  is  the 
only  inaccuracy  the  member  has  made,  so 
I'll  ignore  it. 

Mr.  Reid:  The  principle  is  there,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  head  of  the  government 
must  take  responsibility.  What  I  am  trying 
to  indicate  are  not  the  specific  instances 
but  an  attitude  that  prevails  in  this  govern- 
ment. 

I  cap  that  off,  Mr.  Speaker,  by  drawing 
your  attention  once  again  to  the  fact  that 

the  now  Minister  of  Labour's  (Mr.  Guindon) 
executive  assistant,  or  special  assistant,  acted, 
supposedly,  for  General  Motors  in  handing 
out  a  press  release  to  the  press.  He  handed 
this  press  release  out,  supposedly  because 

he  didn't  feel  that  the  General  Motors  side 
of  the  story  had  been  told. 

I  don't  mean  to  castigate  the  young  man 
for  that.  We  have  been  all  over  that,  but 

it's  an  attitude.  Why  would  he  feel  that  he 
could  use  his  position  to  go  out  in  public 
and  defend  the  actions  of  a  big  corporation? 
Where  do  they  get  this  kind  of  feeling,  the 
civil  servants  and  the  executive  assistants 
and  special  assistants?  Where  do  these  things 
come  from?  It  has  to  be  an  all-pervasive 
mood  that  is  going  to  smother  this  govern- 

ment, Mr.  Speaker. 

I  want  to  say  a  few  words  about  the 
Liberal  Party  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 
When  I  speak  of  the  Liberal  Party  in  my 
remarks  I  will  be  speaking  exclusively  of  it 
in  the  context  of  Ontario  provincial  politics. 

An  hon.  member:  They're  good  ads! 

Mr.  Reid:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  events  of  the 
last  few  months  have  indicated  to  me  more 
than  ever  and  have  reconfirmed  my  belief 
in  the  need  for  the  Liberal  Party,  both  here 
and  at  the  federal  level.  I  was  down  watch- 

ing the  news  the  evening  of  the  news  report 
of  George  Wallace  being  shot  by  an  extre- 

mist, whether  a  right  wing  or  a  left  wing 

radical  we  don't  know.  That  reconfirmed  my 
belief,  more  than  ever,  that  there  is  a  need 
in  the  political  traditions  of  this  province 
for  a  Liberal  Party,  a  party  that  can  occupy 
the  middle  ground  between  the  extreme  of 
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the  socialists  on  the  left,  who  have  polarized 

themselves  there  and  are  polarizing  them- 
selves more  every  day  with  the  Waffle  group; 

and  the  Conservative  Party,  the  other,  right 
wing,  extreme  with  its  emphasis  on  big 
business. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Not  many 

people  agree  with  the  member. 

Mr.  Reid:  Where  does  the  little  man,  if  I 

may  use  that  term- 

Mr.  Lawlor:   In  the  minority. 

Mr.  Reid:  —the  great  majority  of  people 
in  this  province,  find  any  political  haven, 
Mr.   Speaker? 

Mr.  Drea:  They  vote  for  us. 

Mr.   Reid:   They  don't. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Reid:   No,   they  don't. 

Mr.  R.  K.  McNeil  (Elgin):  Where  does 
the  Liberal  Party  stand? 

Mr.  Drea:    More  vote  for  us. 

Mr.  Reid:  They  don't;  they  won't.  They did  the  last  time. 

Interjection    by    an    hon.    member. 

Mr.  Reid:  They  did  the  last  time,  and  in 
great  numbers  admittedly.  The  Premier  was 
very  successful,  aided  and  abetted  by  the 
NDP,  in  polarizing  the  election  between  free 

enterprise  on  one  side  or  that  Waffle,  the  in- 
sidious radical  group  on  the  other. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  That  is  the  problem  with 

your  party.  You  don't  know  what  happened 
last  October.  That  is  not  what  happened. 

Interjections   by    hon.    members. 

Mr.  Reid:  Well,  it  certainly  wasn't  the 
personality  of  Bland  Bill  Davis  that  won  that 
election,  I  can  tell  you  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  That  was  not  the  reason. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Reid:  I  think  it  is  generally  accepted. 
I  know— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:   You  don't  know. 

Mr.  Reid:  I'm  sure  the  Premier  would  pre- 
fer to  believe  that  it  was  his  own  great 

image  that  won  the  election  so  handily,  but 

I  can  assure  him  that  it  wasn't. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  There  were  two  or  three 
issues! 

Mr.  Reid:  You  were  successful  in  polar- 
izing the  election,  and  I  think  you  made  a 

mistake.  You  overdid  it  a  little  bit,  because 
you  successfully  wiped  out  the  NDP,  pretty 
well. 

Mr.  M.  C.  Germa  (Sudbury):  If  they  were 

nearly  wiped  out  what  encouraged  the  pub- 
lic to  vote  for  them? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  That  is  what  happened 

to    the   member's   party. 

Interjections    by   hon.    members. 

Mr.  Reid:  If  the  Premier  will  cast  his  mind 

back  to  1943  and  1948  when  the  CCF  Party 
was  at  its  zenith,  they  were  barking  then, 

as  they  still  do  now.  What  the  election  in- 
dicated, I  think  most  strongly,  was  that  the 

people  of  Ontario  did  not  want  a  socialist 

government- 
Mr.  Germa:  Or  Liberal! 

Mr.  Reid:  —and  they  will  not  get  a  socialist 
government  in  this  province;  but  they  will 
get  a  Liberal  government  in  the  very  near 
future. 

Mr.  M.  B.  Dymond  (Ontario):  The  mem- 

ber's group  has  said  the  same  thing  for  25 

years. Mr.  Reid:  I  will  put  that  to  the  Premier 
for  some  thoughtful  consideration.  In  my  own 
riding  of  Rainy  River,  where  according  to 

the  pundits  in  the  NDP— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Does  the  member  always 
dream  standing  up? 

Mr.  Dymond:  He  doesn't  even  call  himself 
a  Liberal. 

Mr.  Reid:  Who's  that;  the  great  philoso- 
pher speaking  there?  That  is  a  Liberal,  by 

the  way,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  fellow  down  there. 
If  he  could  only  control  himself!  That  is  his 

problem. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I'm  reading  Dalton  Camp. 

Mr.  Reid:  He  has  no  control,  and  therefore 
he  is  really  Where  he  belongs;  but  if  he  ever 

gets  hold  of  himself,  so  to  speak,  we'd  be 
glad  to  take  him. 

We  might  even  take  the  member  for 

Thunder  Bay,  because,  basically,  he  isn't  a 
bad  fellow.  He  certainly  isn't  a  socialist,  I'll 
tell  you  that  much. 
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As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  only  socialists  left 
in  Ontario,  Mr.  Speaker,  are  the  Waffle 
group;  and  nobody  wants  to  have  anything 
to  do  with  them,  strangely  enough. 

Mr.  R.  Gisborn  (Hamilton  East):  Let's  see what  kind  of  a  blood  test  the  member  is 
going  to  administer. 

Mr.  Reid:  I  think  we  all  have  a  fairly  good 
idea  of  what  a  socialist  is. 

Mr.  Lawlor:   Free  enterprise! 

Mr.  Reid:  I  say  to  the  Premier  that  he  was 
successful  in  decimating  them.  They  are  now 
in  the  process  of  carving  up  good  old  Stephen 
Lewis.  They  are  kind  of  running  out  of  lead- 

ership material.  I  don't  know  who  they  are 
going  to  get  this  time.  Perhaps  the  member 
for  Sandwich-Riverside  (Mr.  Burr)  is  willing 
to  take  a  crack  at  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

An  hon.  member:  Perhaps  the  member  is 
willing  to  take  a  crack  at  it. 

Mr.  Dymond:  He  is  talking  about  the 
leadership?  How  many  leaders  have  his 
group  carved  up? 

Mr.  Reid:  Perhaps.  I'm  a  Liberal-Labour 
member,  Mr.  Speaker.  They're  pretty  hard  up 
for  any  kind  of  competence  or  ability  over 

there.  I'm  willing  and  open  to  any  offers  in 
any  case,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  McNeil:  Is  the  member  running 

against  the  member  for  Grey-Bruce  (Mr. 
Sargent)? 

Mr.  Reid:  I  understand  it  is  wide  open. 

I  don't  know  how  long  the  present  leader  of the  NDP  can  last  with  all  those  knives  in  his 
back. 

An  hon.  member:  The  member  for  Went- 
worth  has  got  his  eye  on  it,  too. 

Mr.  Reid:  It's  nice  to  know  there  is  some- 
body else  alive  in  this  chamber  anyway. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  saying  that  now,  more 
than  ever,  there  is  a  need  for  the  Liberal 
Party  in  Ontario,  and  for  some  of  the  reasons 
I  outlined.  But  also  because  we  are  the  only 
party,  Mr.  Speaker,  which  pays  any  attention 
to  the  individual.  We  believe  that  government 

exists  for  the  individual.  We're  not— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  The 
people   of  Ontario  never  thought  that!   The 

member  can  tell  us,  but  he  had  better  not 
tell  the  people  of  Ontario! 

Mr.  Reid:  It  is  nice  to  see  the  hon.  member 
back;  it  is  nice  to  see  him  ba,ck. 

We  on  this  side,  in  this  party,  Mr.  Speaker, 

believe  a  government  exists  to  provide  serv- 
ices and  to  protect  the  rights  of  the  individual 

against  the  majority.  And  it  is  well  known  in 
political  philosophy  that  both  the  Tories  and 
the  NDP  have  a  corporate  philosophy  and 
agree  that  the  government  is  the  thing  rather 
than  the  person  it  is  supposed  to  serve. 

I'd  like  to  quote,  Mr.  Speaker,  just- 

Mr.  D.  R.  Timbrell  (Don  Mills):  The 
other  great  Liberal  was  Marie  Antoinette. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Rhodes  (Sault  Ste.  Marie):  How 
about  in  Ottawa? 

Mr.  Reid:  Well,  it's  nice  to  see  the  member 
is  back. 

Mr.  Rhodes :  I  never  left! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Dymond:  It  is  nice  to  see  the  hon. 
member  for  Rainy  River  is  back,  too. 

Mr.  Reid:  Right! 

John   Stuart   Mill,   the   father   of   classical 
liberalism,  Mr.  Speaker,  said- 

Mr.  Lawlor:  He  became  a  socialist  before 
he  died! 

Mr.  Reid:  Well,  he- 

Mr.    Singer:    That's   probably  what   killed him! 

Mr.  Reid:  We  all  get  a  little  senile  as  we 

get  older.  And  with  some  of  us  it's  a  speeded 

up  process;  and  perhaps  that's  what's happened  to  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Timbrell:  Rigor  mortis  set  in. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  don't  believe  that  at  all 
about  the  hon.  member  for  Lakeshore.  The 
member  is  being  unkind  to  him. 

Mr.  Reid:  John  Stuart  Mill  said:  "If  all 
mankind,  minus  one,  were  of  one  opinion—" 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Reid:  "—and  only  one  person  were  of 
the  contrary  opinion,  mankind  would  be  no 
more  justified  in  silencing  that  one  person 
than  he,  if  he  had  the  power,  would  be  justi- 

fied in  silencing  mankind." 
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Well  that's  the  kind  of  party,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  the  Liberal  Party  is;  and  I  am  glad  that 
I  belong  to  this  particular  party,  I  can  tell 

you. 
Mr.  Timbrell:  We  are  glad  you  do,  too! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Reid:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  well  as  those 
few  remarks  on  the  characteristics  of  this 

party;  this  party  is  the  party  of  change  and 
reform;  and— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Timbrell:  Change  for  the  sake  of 
change;  change  for  the  sake  of  change! 

Mr.  Reid:  Where  did  members  have  that 

meeting  this  afternoon— down  in  the  lounge? 

It's  nice  to  see  the  rump  over  there,  any- way. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Reid:  We  are  the  party  of  change  and 

reform,  Mr.  Speaker;  and  I'd  like  to  outline 
some  of  the  areas  that  are  in  urgent  need  of 
reform. 

Obviously,  the  first  thing  that  needs 
changing  is  that  front  bench  over  there.  But 
in  terms  of  what  is  going  to  happen  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  in  the  next  four  years,  I 
would  like  to  say  that  basically  we  have  to 
have  a  basic  reform  of  our  taxation  system 
and  our  tax  base. 

For  a  number  of  reasons  we  must  re- 

distribute the  income  more  equally  and  equit- 
ably than  we  have  been  doing.  One  thing  of 

which  surely  even  the  Premier  is  aware  of,  is 
the  fact  that  these  regional  governments  he 

set  up— and  I  believe  personally  that  they  are 
a  good  thing— but  they  have  to  be  accom- 

panied by  basic  tax  reform  at  the  same 
time. 

Now  we  have  seen  Lord  Darcy  running 
around  the  province  with  his  little  black  bag 
full  of  dollars  to  try  to  quieten  down  the 
criticism  of  the  various  regional  governments 

that  have  been  set  up— a  million  dollars  to 
the  Niagara  region;  three-quarters  of  a 
million  to  the  York  regional  government;  a 
quarter  of  a  million  to  Muskoka. 

If  the  basic  tax  reform  that  has  to  be  done 

in  this  province  had  accompanied  the  advent 

of  regional  government,  it  would  have  pro- 
vided a  new  basis  and  a  new  scheme  of 

things  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  But,  as 
usual,  the  government  only  did  it  halfway. 

I  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  another  thing  that  has 
to  be  changed  is  the  way  we  finance  our- 

elections.  I  don't  go  into  the  fact  that  the 
Premier  had  some  $4  million— estimates  range 
between  $4  million  and  $8  million— to  finance 
his  election  campaign.  But  I  think  it  is  im- 

perative to  restore  the  confidence  of  the 

people  in  the  electoral  process  and  in  the 
democratic  system;  that  they  realize  and  see 
that  big  money,  big  corporations,  or  unions, 

don't  control  any  political  party,  or  any  gov- ernment. 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  Talk  to  Trudeau 
about  that. 

Mr.  Reid:  I  talk  to  the  member  about  his 

union  affiliation.  I  don't  think  any  political 
party  should  be  in  the  hands  of  either  the 
corporations  or  other  unions;  one  or  the 
other. 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  That 
rules  the  member  out  then. 

Mr.  Reid:  The  members  both  have  to  sleep 
in  the  same  bed  in  that  regard. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  The  member  sleeps  in  the 
same  bed  with  corporations. 

Mr.  Reid:  I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  it  is 
incumbent  upon  the  Premier  to  bring  forth 
legislation  that  will  provide  for  funds  out  of 
the  revenues  of  this  province  so  that  we  can 
do  away  with  this  suspicion  in  the  public 
mind  that  governments  are  controlled  by  big 

corporations— 

An  hon.  member:  The  member's  group 
takes  the  money  and— 

Mr.  Reid:  And  secondly,  so  it  won't  deter 
anyone  who  hasn't  got  money  from  running. 

I  speak  a  little  personally  on  the  latter 

issue,  because  when  I  ran  in  1967  I  didn't 
have  any  money  at  all,  personally  or  other- 

wise. I  still  don't,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  and 

it  I  stay  around  here  I'll  never  have  any.  I 
think  it  should  be  incumbent  upon  the 
Premier  to  reform  this  section  of  the  electoral 

process. I  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  in  the  years  ahead 
we  are  going  to  have  to  do  many  innovative 
things  in  the  field  of  housing.  We  are  going 
to  have  to  have  a  better  policy  on  Hydro, 
and  the  supplies  of  energy  and  power  for 
this  Province  of  Ontario.  We  are  going  to 
have  to  do  something,  Mr.  Speaker,  about  the 
high  cost  of  medical  and  dental  care. 

Once  more— I  shouldn't  say  once  more— 
we  are  going  to  have  to  dedicate  ourselves 
to  a  greater  degree  to  the  environmental  is- 

sues in  this  province. 
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I  would  be  remiss,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  didn't 
say  something  about  the  realignment  between 
municipalities,  the  cities  and  the  Province  of 
Ontario.  We  are  still  working  under  laws 
some  100  years  old  in  which  the  munici- 

palities, the  cities,  are  held  in  virtual  fiefdom 
by  this  government. 

I  want  to  say  one  more  word,  Mr.  Speaker, 
about  the  issue  of  foreign  control  of  our 
economy.  I  want  to  say  only  this,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  Premier  rose  in  his  place 
and  criticized  the  Ottawa  government  and 

said,  if  I  recall  his  words  correctly,  "They 
didn't  go  far  enough."  We  have  yet  to  hear  a definitive  statement  from  the  Premier  of  this 

province!  A  Premier  whose  province  has  60 
to  70  per  cent  of  the  manufacturing  concerns 
in  Canada,  who  depends  largely  on  foreign 
trade— we  have  yet  to  hear  a  definitive  state- 

ment from  him. 

While  he  was  criticizing  the  federal  gov- 
ernment—and I  think  there  are  areas  which 

should  be  criticized  in  regard  to  foreign  pol- 
ciy— his  Minister  of  Industry  and  Tourism  (Mr. 
White)  let  slip  by  accident  that  they  are 
thinking  of  cutting  off  performance  loans  and 
interest-free  loans  to  American  corporations. 

You   can't   have   it  both  ways. 
I  say  to  the  Premier  that  while  he  was 

making  noises  about  Ottawa's  policy  on 
foreign  investment,  his  government  and  his 
Ministry  of  Industry  and  Tourism  was  pro- 

viding 77  foreign  firms  with  some  $15.5 
million,  while  Ontario  firms  were  receiving 
only  $13.8  million. 

I  hope,  Mr.  Speaker,  when  the  Premier 
rises  to  address  his  remarks  to  this  House, 
he  will  give  us  some  indication  of  which 
way  he  is  thinking  and  which  way  his  gov- 

ernment  is    thinking. 

I  want  to  say  one  more  thing  about  foreign 
investment  in  Canada.  While  I  take  second 

place  to  none  in  being  an  economic  nation- 
alist, I  live  in  an  area  that  always  hungers 

and  thirsts  for  capital,  and  we  can't  get  it 
from  our  friends  in  Toronto.  When  any  money 
is  to  be  invested,  they  would  rather  look  out 
of  their  offices  on  Bay  St.  and  be  able  to 
point  over  the  skyline  and  say  that  is  where 
their  money  is.  It  is  not  up  in  Atikokan, 
Rainy  River,  Fort  Frances,  Ignace,  Kenora, 
Schreiber,  or  anywhere. 

I  think  we  have  to  be  assured  by  this  gov- 
ernment, and  by  the  federal  government,  that 

adequate  pools  of  investment  capital  will  be 
made  available.  I  think  it  wouldn't  be  remiss 
on  the  Premier's  part  if  he  would  look  into 
the  prospects  of  setting  up  some  kind  of  a 
corporation,  a  government  corporation  if  need 

be,  in  which  capital  of  the  private,  indi- 
vidual corporations,  and  of  government, 

could  be  used  and  made  available  to  those 

areas    outside   of   the   "golden   horseshoe." 
Mr.  Speaker,  those  fairly  well  conclude 

my  remarks.  I'd  just  like  to  repeat  the 
amendment  as  put  by  my  leader  on  March  6, 
1972.  Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  moved,  seconded  by 
Mr.   Singer: 

That  this   House   regrets: 

The  lack  of  effective  policy  to  stimulate 
employment,    attempting   instead   to   place 
all    responsibility    on    the    federal    govern- 
ment; 

The  downgrading  of  programmes  and 
policy    to    improve    the    environment; 
The  absence  of  a  farm  programme, 

strengthening  egg  marketing  and  pro- 
viding incentives  for  the  expansion  of  the beef    industry; 

The  reorganization  of  government  and 
cabinet,  seriously  tangling  lines  of  respon- 

sibility   and    reducing    efficiency. 

That  is  our  amendment,  Mr.  Speaker,  and 
I  know  that  if  you  were  able  to  remove 
yourself  from  your  Throne  and  your  high 
office  and  to  sit  in  your  place,  no  doubt  you 
would  support  that  amendment  also. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Prime  Minister. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): What  would  the  Premier  do  without 

that  rump  there? 

An  hon.  member:  It's  a  good  solid  rump! 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  Mr.  Speaker, 
in  answer  to  that  question,  I  can  only  ob- 

serve as  I  have  observed  before,  that  I 
know  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  just 
wishes  he  had  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  at  the  outset  may  I  state 
that  this  Throne  Speech  debate  tradition- 

ally gives  all  members  the  opportunity  to 
express  their  views  on  just  about  every 
subject,  some  of  them  relevant  and  others 
not  always  relevant,  and  on  matters  that 
touch  the  lives,  of  course,  of  every  citizen  in 
this  province  and  in  particular,  on  occasion, 
the  people  that  they  represent. 

Some  of  the  matters  are  of  mutual  interest, 
others  relate  to  a  regional  situation,  and  some- 

times are  debated  and  put  on  record,  I  think, 
for  a  very  understandable  reason.  But  as  I 
have  read  many  of  the  contributions  made 
during  the  course  of  this  Throne  Speech 
debate,   it   really   presented    to    me    a   very 
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representative  picture  of  the  state  of  our 
society  in  this  province,  and  many  of  the 
contributions  really  weTe  of  a  very  positive 
nature. 

I  was  taking  a  look  at  some  of  this,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  while  the  leader  of  the  govern- 

ment hasn't  always  participated  in  the  Throne 
Speech  debate,  I  have  chosen  to  do  so  for  a 
number  of  reasons.  Firstly,  when  I  compare 
the  amount  of  verbiage  contributed  by  others 
with  my  own,  I  find  that  I  am  really  lagging 
behind  some  others  in  the  House  during  this 
current  session  and  perhaps  I  should  make 
up  for  that  lost  round. 

Secondly,  I  think  the  member  for  Peel 
North  should  state  on  this  occasion  that  he 
owes  it  to  his  constituents  to  say  a  word  or 
two  on  their  behalf  in  this  address  in  reply 
to  the  Speech  from  the  Throne.  It  might  be 

felt  in  my  riding  that  if  I  didn't  make  some 
observations,  perhaps  I  was  not  looking  after 
their  interests.  I  will  sum  it  up  by  saying 
this,  Mr.  Speaker- 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  I  am  sure 
he  is  looking  after  their  needs. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  people  of  Peel  North 
have  treated  me  extremely  well  over  the  past 

several  years  and  it's  an  honour  to  represent 
them  here  in  this  Legislature.  I  would  only 
wish  that  all  members  were  as  fortunate  in 
their  constituency  as  I  feel  I  am.  I  will  not 
trespass  further  on  the  time  of  the  House  by 
saying  anything  further  about  Peel  North- 

Mr.  Reid:  What  did  the  Premier  say  about 
things  being  said  for  certain  reasons? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  have  found  it  also 

rather  traditional  in  the  Throne  Speech  de- 
bate, Mr.  Speaker,  to  comment  on  the  ob- 

servations made  by  the  members  opposite 
who  wind  up  the  debates  for  their  respective 
parties.  I  would  say  to  the  member  from  the 
New  Democratic  Party  that  while  he  may 
have  made  that  speech  six  or  seven  times,  as 
observed  by  the  member  for  Rainy  River, 

I  hadn't  heard  it  six  or  seven  times.  I  found 
it  constructive,  I  found  it  helpful  and,  in 
fact,  in  some  respects  I  found  it  almost  pro- 

gressively, conservatively  oriented  as  it  re- 
lated to  the  financial  aspect  of  the  mining 

industry.  I  would  only  invite  him,  on  occasion, 
if  he  wishes,  to  come  over  here  and  listen  to 
some  of  our  deliberations  on  occasion. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  I  would 
be  happy  to. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —because  I  assess  that 
philosophically  he  is  probably  well  right  of 

the  rather  left  wing  tendencies  of  some  mem- 
bers of  his  caucus  on  that  particular  issue. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  And  I  say  most  sincerely, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  I  did  enjoy  it. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 

Well,  they're  all  mature,  you  know. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would  say  this  to  the 
member  for  Rainy  River,  who  quite  obviously 
started  his  campaign  for  the  leadership  of 
that  great  traditional  party— when  he  started 

it,  heaven  knows— 
Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  And 

he  has  nowhere  to  go  but  down. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —and  I  sometimes  sensed 

that  he  may  have  concluded  it  here  this  after- 

noon, but  whether  he  did  or  didn't  is  perhaps 
not  relevant.  I  would  only  make  this  observa- 

tion—and I  say  it  very  kindly  as  one  who, 

perhaps,  is  a  little  older- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  Watch  out  now.  Watch 

out  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —and  perhaps  has  served 
here  for  a  little  longer  period  of  time— that 
there  are  periods,  I  guess,  when  the  House 

isn't  as  exciting  or  isn't  as  interesting  as  one 
might  like  it.  There  may  be  occasions  after 
elections  where,  because  of  the  results  of 

elections,  there  isn't  quite  the  same  incentive. I  would  also  make  this  observation:  If  the 

hon.  member  for  Rainy  River's  own  political 
philosophy  and  his  method  of  operation  is  to 
wait  until  two  years  before  the  election,  that 
indicates  to  me  the  reason  for  the  results 
last  Oct.  21,  because  we  started  on  Oct.  22, 

1971- Mr.  Reid:  Campaigning,  yes.  Campaigning. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —to  win  the  next  election. 
Yes,  and  you  know  something,  it  can  be 
called  campaigning,  it  can  be  called  meeting 
with  the  people,  it  can  be  called  anything 
you  want,  but  I  warn  him  now,  Mr.  Speaker- 

Mr.  Reid:  It  depends  on  which  side  you're on. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —through  you,  that  as 

long  as  I  lead  this  party,  that  as  long  as  I'm Premier  of  this  province,  I  will  continue  to 
do  it,  because  I  think  this  is  the  way  the 
democratic  process  must  work  in  this  day 

and  age  and  I  defy  him  to— 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 



JUNE  15,  1972 3727 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  can  only  say,  sitting 
on  this  side  of  the  House,  as  I  listened  to 
his  observations  this  afternoon,  that  we  did 
miss  something,  we  did  miss  something.  We 

didn't  always  agree  with  him,  and  on  occa- 
sion the  member  for  Downsview  (Mr. 

Singer)  has  wound  up  and  he  has  done  it  in 

a  more  positive  way— not  always  in  a  way 
that  we  enjoyed^but  none  the  less,  in  a 

more  positive  way— and  I  would  say  to  the 
hon.  member  for  Rainy  River,  if  he  really 

wants  to  stay  in  the  political  process,  there's 
great  merit  in  taking  something  of  a  positive, 
constructive  nature.  Certainly  we  all  have 

our  shortcomings— I  will  even  confess  to 
some  myself,  none  that  I  would  enunciate 

to  him,  Mr.  Speaker- 

Mr.  MacDonald:  What  are  they? 

Mr.   Reid:   We're  aware  of  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —but  none  the  less,  I 
think  there  is  great  merit  in  taking  a  positive 
approach  to  political  life  in  this  province. 
Be  less  unhappy  in  your  work,  I  would  say 
to  the  hon.  member  for  Rainy  River,  be  less 
unhappy  in  your  work;  recognize  that  there 
are  certain  positive  things  occurring,  and  I 
think  you  will  find  that  your  own  political 
career  might  be  better  served. 

I  would  say  also,  when  I  say  I  miss  certain 
people,  there  was  a  day,  in  the  windup  of 
the  Throne  or  the  budget  debate,  the  former 

member  for  Sudbury— as  I  say,  we  did  not 
always  agree  with  him,  Mr.  Speaker,  but  he 
was  very  successful  in  reorganizing  the  front 
benches  in  a  way  that  even  we  enjoyed.  We 

didn't  agree  with  him;  it  never  happened. 
He  had  more  success  in  reorganizing  the 
Liberal  Party  front  benches  and  conventions 

than  he  did  our  party,  but  none  the  less- 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Even  that  was  pretty 
minimal. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —it  was  done  with  a 
certain  enthusiasm,  a  certain  commitment,  a 
certain  feeling  and  a  certain  understanding 
of  the  parliamentary  process,  which  I  think 
the  hon.  member  for  Rainy  River  really 

hasn't  quite  appreciated  yet. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  didn't  intend  to  get  into 
any,  shall  we  say,  discussion  of  this  kind, 
because  I  did  intend  to  deal,  for  just  a  few 
moments,  with  I  think  fairly  serious  issues. 
I  may  end  up  my  contribution  by  relating 
my  own  observations  as  to  the  results  of 
last  October,  because,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  notice 
the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  in  his 
remarks  at  the  outset  had  some  observations. 

The  leader  of  the  New  Democratic  Party 
had  a  rationalization  for  his  lack  of  success 

which  doesn't  really  quite  correspond  to  my 
own  analysis  of  the  situation.  And  if  time 
permits  I  may,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  other 

parts  of  my  contribution- 

Mr.  MacDonald:   You  have  57  minutes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —have  something  to  say 
about  my  assessment,  at  least,  of  what 
transpired. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  We  can- 

not even  be  positive  of  what  you're  going  to 
say  in  half  an  hour. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  who  knows?  But  I 

have  it  here,  and  to  me  it's  a  matter  of  some 
real  interest  and  real  urgency.  I  intend  to 
deal  really  with  three  matters.  I  know  it  is 
not  always  traditional  to  take  a  somewhat 
serious  approach  in  the  Throne  debate,  but 
I  intend  to  do  so. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  as  leader  of  the 

government  there's  a  responsibility  to  deal 
with  a  wider  constituency  than  just  the  pro- 

cess of  the  Legislature,  my  constituents  and 
you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  imagine  that 

every  member  of  this  House,  on  the  consti- 
tuency level,  finds  that  the  condition  and 

the  direction  of  our  economy  is  a  recurring 

topic  of  conversation  or  correspondence  with 
both  employers  and  employees,  just  as  it  is 
a  recurring  topic  of  debate  and  examination 
in  this  chamber. 

Accordingly,  I  shall  begin  by  offering  a 
summation  of  current  economic  conditions  in 

the  province,  plus  an  outline  of  the  direction 
that  our  economic  policies  will  take  in  the 
future. 

First,  Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  happy  to  report  that 
the  Ontario  economy  has  recovered  steadily 
since  late  1970.  Real  growth  in  1971,  after 
discounting  price  increases,  is  estimated  at 
about  5.3  per  cent,  compared  to  3.5  per  cent 
in  1970.  This  trend  is  continuing  and  I  am 
confident  that  real  growth  in  Ontario  this 
year  will  reach  about  6.3  per  ,cent. 

The  introduction  of  corporate  tax  incen- 
tives to  the  manufacturing  sector  by  the  gov- 

ernment of  Canada,  as  announced  in  this 

year's  federal  budget,  is  welcomed  by  this 
province,  and  we  hope  that  these  measures 
will,  among  other  things,  help  offset  the 
impact  of  the  United  States  DISC  incentives 
on  businesses  in  this  province. 

I  think  it  should  be  noted,  however,  that 

Ontario's  fiscal  and  economic  policies  have 
been  consistently  two  steps  ahead  of  those  of 
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the  federal  government.  We  therefore  wel- 
come any  measures  that  distribute  the  costs 

of  stabilization  policies  more  equitably  be- 
tween the  federal  and  the  provincial  govern- 

ments. 

This  year  I  expect  that  all  sectors  of  the 

economy  will  share  in  the  growth  in  activity; 
housing  starts— a  most  important  indicator  of 
economic  activity— were  for  the  first  three 

months  of  1972  well  above  last  year's  levels. 
I  anticipate  retail  trade  to  continue  growing 
rapidly  as  tax  cuts,  along  with  a  significant 
rise  in  employment,  lead  to  higher  disposable 
incomes  for  the  citizens  of  this  province. 

In  1971,  gains  in  retail  trade  were  most 
pronounced  in  durables  such  as  motor 
vehicles,  and  Canadian  consumers  in  1972 
will  probably  buy  more  than  one  million 
cars— and  before  the  member  for  York-Forest 

Hill  (Mr.  Givens)  says,  "Will  they  be  able 
to  use  them  going  down  the  Spadina?"  I 
would  say  that  the  policy  and  position  of  the 
government  has  not  changed  in  that  regard. 

Mr.  Singer:   Not  this  week! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  This  surge  in  motor 
vehicle  sales  will  give  a  significant  boost  to 

Ontario's  automobile  industry,  and  also  to  a 
wide  range  of  supporting  industries.  In  short, 
I  expect  that  the  manufacturing  sector  will 
be  a  strong  component  of  the  Ontario  econ- 

omy in  1972. 

I  am  also  confident,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 

under  the  impact  of  Ontario's  fiscal  initiatives 
and  the  new  federal  incentives,  the  corporate 
sector  will  gradually  accelerate  its  capital 
investment  programmes.  Many  of  these  pro- 

grammes were  either  slowed  down  or  post- 
poned because  of  the  uncertain  international 

economic  conditions  prevailing  in  1971.  Most 
of  the  increased  investment  spending  will 
probably  take  place  towards  the  end  of  the 
year,  as  the  economic  expansion  takes  a  firm 
hold  and  surplus  industrial  capacity  is  re- 
duced. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Two 
years  after  the  government  tried  to  get  it 
established. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Actually  it  was  one  year 

and  three  months,  but  I  really  wouldn't  want 
to  correct  the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre. 

As  a  former  academic  he  always  intrigues  me 
with  the  inaccuracies  with  which  he  comes 

out  in  this  House.  It  is  really  very  simple; 
if  he  checks  the  date  of  what  happened  we 
will  find  that  it  is  not  two  years  ago. 

An  hon.  member:  But  he  can't  add. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  With  the  renewed  eco- 

nomic activity— 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  ( Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Button  up  for 
a  change  and  just  listen. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —that  the  province  is  now 
experiencing  a  slow  but  continuous  decrease 

in  unemployment  should  occur  and  by  year- 
end  the  unemployment  in  Ontario  should  be 
approaching  a  little  above  four  per  cent  of 
the  work  force  on  a  seasonally  adjusted  basis. 

It  is  of  some  concern  to  the  Ontario  gov- 
ernment that  the  improvement  in  the  unem- 

ployment situation  is  being  impeded  by  the 
rapid  rate  of  growth  in  our  labour  force, 
which  is  among  the  fastest  growing  in  the 
western  world.  For  this  reason,  Mr.  Speaker, 

we  have  pressed  for  a  continuous  and  vigor- 
our  federal  fiscal  policy  to  stimulate  growth. 

In  this  regard,  our  readings  of  the  basic 
trends  have  been  borne  out  by  recent  histoiy. 

The  federal  government's  recent  fiscal  moves, 
although  very  welcome,  are  really  no  more 
than  we  have  been  advocating  in  principle 
for  the  past  2Vz  years. 

Recent  years— and  even  recent  months- 
have  brought  home  to  all  of  us  the  radically 
altered  nature  of  the  challenges  and  stresses 
with  which  all  sectors  of  our  economy  are 
now  being  confronted.  New  aspirations  at 
home  and  developments  abroad  tax  our 
ability  in  our  view  to  meet,  let  alone 
transcend,  basic  economic  objectives  such 
as  full  employment  and  a  decent  standard  of 
living  for  all. 

On  the  international  front,  we  face  a 
dramatic  change  in  outlook  and  philosophy 

by  our  major  trading  partners.  The  United 
States  has  adopted  a  tough  new  bargaining 
stance  backed  up  with  new  policies  with 
profound  implications  for  Canada  and  for Ontario. 

In  Europe,  the  entry  of  the  United  King- 
dom and  others  into  the  Common  Market, 

and  their  conversion  to  value-added  tax,  pos- 
sibly threaten  existing  trade  patterns,  all  of 

which  must  be  of  concern  to  Canada  and 

especially  to  this  province. 

At  home,  Mr.  Speaker,  our  economy  is 
straining  to  sustain  healthy  growth  while 
absorbing  a  growing,  highly  trained,  labour 
force.  New  and  pressing  priorities  in  such 
areas  as  the  environment  add  a  further  bur- 

den and  a  further  challenge. 

If  we  are  to  retain  and  improve  our  com- 
petitive stature  internationally,  if  we  are  to 
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meet  the  economic  and  social  priorities  of 
the  people  of  Ontario  and  Canada,  I  believe 
we  must  begin  immediately  to  re-examine 
our  economic  structure  and  policies— not  in 
the  light  of  the  past,  but  in  the  anticipation 
of  the  future. 

It  was  this  theme  that  I  enunciated  in  a 

speech  I  made  on  Oct.  14  of  last  year  out- 
lining a  new  economic  strategy  for  Ontario. 

I  should  note  in  passing  that  the  need  for  new 
and  comprehensive  approaches  to  economic 
policy  was  correctly  foreseen  by  the  select 
committee  on  economic  and  cultural  national- 

ism in  its  preliminary  report. 

Similarly,  this  theme  has  pervaded  On- 

tario's approach  to  federal-provincial  discus- 
sions in  this  area.  In  proposals  that  both  I 

and  the  Treasurer  of  Ontario  (Mr.  McKeough) 
have  laid  before  federal-provincial  meetings 
during  the  past  year,  we  have  emphasized 
the  twin  needs  of  more  careful  co-ordination 
and  integration  of  economic  policies,  and  for 
joint  economic  policy  formulation  by  both 
federal  and  provincial  governments. 

The  importance  of  these  priorities,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  well  demonstrated  by  the  dam- 

aging consequences  of  the  disjointed  and 
uncertain  economic  climate  that  was  created 
by  recent  federal  policies.  Ontario  continues 
to  be  disheartened  by  the  absence  of  a  full 
federal  commitment  to  joint  formulation  and 
policy  co-ordination  in  such  areas  as  com- 

petition, taxation,  foreign  ownership  and  re- 
gional development  policies. 

At  the  same  time,  Ontario  recognizes  that 
it  has  an  important  role  and  responsibility 
to  discharge,  not  only  through  its  own 
policies,  but  in  making  constructive  sugges- 

tions that  may  lead  to  federal  action. 

So  to  give  more  concrete  form  to  this 
task,  I  am  now  announcing  a  new  initiative 
in  economic  policy  development  for  this 
province. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  government  is  establish- 
ing a  Joint  Committee  on  Economic  Policy  to 

bring  together  the  talents,  the  experience  and 
research  capacities  of  business,  labour  and 
government,  to  develop  a  more  cohesive  and 
co-ordinated  set  of  policies  and  programmes 
to  maximize  economic  growth  and  employ- 

ment opportunities  in  this  province. 

In  terms  of  policy  proposals  the  work  of 
the  joint  committee  will  be  scheduled  in 
three  main  phases: 

Firstly:  Preparation  of  a  position  paper  and 
status  report  on  the  Ontario  economy  and 
directions  for  the  future.  This  first  phase 
would  lay  the  groundwork  for  policy  analysis 
and  policy  development. 

Secondly:  Preparation  of  a  statement  of 
suggested  priorities  and  objectives,  to  specify 
feasible  goals  and  objectives  and  indicate 
economic  policy  priorities  for  this  province. 

Thirdly:  Reports  and  recommendations  to 
the  government  on  policy  design  and  inte- 

gration. This  would  include  detailed  recom- 
mendations in  specific  policy  areas  and  pro- 

vide the  structure  of  a  comprehensive  policy 

approach. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  Premier  did  say  the  On- 
tario Economic  Council? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Be  patient! 

The  Joint  Committee  on  Economic  Policy 
will  consist  of  two  groups:  The  Economic 

Studies  Steering  Committee  and  the  Premier's 
Advisory  Committee  on  Economic  Policy. 

Let  me  deal  first,  Mr.  Speaker,  with  the 
Economic  Studies  Steering  Committee.  Under 
the  chairmanship  of  Mr.  Ian  Macdonald, 
Deputy  Treasurer  of  Ontario  and  Deputy 
Minister  of  Economics  and  Intergovernmental 
Affairs,  it  will  consist  of  senior  Ontario  gov- 

ernment officials  with  policy  responsibilities, 
who  will  co-ordinate  and  direct  in-depth 
policy  analysis  in  five  key  areas: 

The  first  area  is  manpower  potential  and 
manpower  policy.  The  measure  of  success  of 
any  economic  strategy  must  be  the  benefits 
it  yields  to  people.  More  effective  employ- 

ment of  human  resources  and  the  provision  of 
jobs— jobs  that  are  remunerative,  continuous 
and  personally  satisfying— are  basic  goals  of 
our  economic  policy.  The  manpower  group 
will  focus  on  a  number  of  specific  problem areas. 

Ontario  and  Canada  have  a  substantial  in- 
vestment in  the  health  and  education  of  our 

people,  and  at  the  same  time  there  is  a  con- 
cern that  our  development  of  manpower  is 

out  of  phase  with  the  development  of  our 
economy.  As  recent  high  levels  of  unemploy- 

ment have  indicated,  there  are  deficiencies  in 
the  processes  of  employment  and  deployment 
of  manpower  resources.  These  are  some  of 
the  broad  problems  that  the  working  group 
on  manpower  policy  will  examine. 

The  second  key  area  is  the  structure  of 
the  Ontario  economy  by  sector  and  by  region. 

A  major  part  of  the  effort  to  increase  On- 
tario's industrial  and  economic  prospects 

through  more  productivity,  must  focus  on 
the  makeup  of  industrial  organization  in  this 
province.  Well  integrated  policy  analysis  is 
required  in  several  related  areas. 

The  first  problem  is  the  question  of  scale 
and  specialization  in  the  Ontario  and  Cana- 

dian economies.  There  are  continuing  indica- 
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tions  that  Ontario  industries  have  been  en- 

couraged by  public  policy  to  develop  on 
scales  that  are  small  by  international 
standards.  There  is  a  need  to  re-examine  our 
priorities  in  this  area.  There  is  a  need  to 
ensure  effective  domestic  competition  in  the 
context  of  economic  sectors  that  are  inter- 

nationally competitive. 

There  is  also  the  question  of  the  relation- 
ship between  the  balance  of  the  various 

sectors  within  the  industrial  structure  and  the 
achievement  of  these  economic  and  social 

goals.  What  mix  of  primary  resources,  manu- 
facturing industries  and  the  service  sector 

will  lead  to  higher  performance  toward  these 
goals,  including  the  full  development  of  all 
regions  in  this  province? 

What  kinds  of  industrial  activity  will  most 
productively  employ  a  rapidly  growing  labour 
force?  What  regional  strategy  will  most  effec- 

tively reconcile  economic  forces  with  other 

policy  goals?  What  degree  of  Canadian 
ownership,  what  degree  of  Canadian  partici- 

pation and  control  of  the  economy  will  best 
achieve  our  objectives?  These  and  other  ques- 

tions will  be  the  concern  of  the  working 
group  examining  this  particular  area. 

A  third  area  is  that  of  capital  needs  and 
capital  markets.  The  capital  market  working 
group  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Economic 
Policy  will  be  identifying,  for  review,  prob- 

lems of  capital  needs  and  availability  in  On- 
tario, as  well  as  means  that  will  assure  the 

most  effective  channelling  of  Canadian  sav- 
ings into  Canadian  enterprises.  Means  will 

also  be  sought  to  improve  the  performance 
of  all  sectors  of  the  financial  industry. 

A  fourth  key  policy  area  is  that  of  tech- 

nology, management  and  marketing.  The 
quality  of  labour  and  capital,  and  the  effec- 

tiveness with  which  they  are  mobilized,  play 
a  major  part  in  determining  economic  per- 

formance. Technology,  management  and 
marketing  are  therefore  identified  as  areas 

requiring  more  substantial  policy  attention. 
There  is  concern  that  these  functions  have 

yet  to  be  fully  developed  in  Ontario  and, 
quite  frankly,  in  Canada. 

To  a  noticeable  extent,  Mr.  Speaker, 

Canada's  technological  and  managerial  re- quirements are  imported,  and  at  a  significant 
cost  which  is  reflected  in  annual  payments  of 
dividends,  royalties  and  licences  and  manage- 

ment fees.  The  Ontario  government  is  com- 
mitted to  exploring  ways  to  decrease  our  re- 

liance on  foreign  sources  of  management  and 
technology,  at  the  same  time  increasing  On- 

tario and  Canadian  technological  and  man- 
agerial strength. 

Marketing  proficiency  is  a  key  factor  in 

high-return  investment  decisions  and  in  the 
allocation  of  funds  for  worthwhile  research 

and  development.  In  terms  of  access  to 
foreign  markets,  weak  marketing  ability  can 
be  as  effective  a  barrier  as  tariffs  and  quotas. 
Even  though  Canada  is  a  major  exporter,  its 
marketing  and  market  research  capacity 

appear  underdeveloped,  particularly  in  com- 
parison with  major  industrial  competitors 

such  as  West  Germany,  Japan  and  the  United 

States.  The  development  of  effective  eco- 
nomic policy  requires  that  more  direct  atten- 

tion be  given  to  these  considerations. 

A  fifth  and  final  major  area  of  policy  con- 
cern is  Ontario,  Canada  and  the  world  econ- 
omy. The  effective  formulation  of  economic 

policy  requires  consideration  of  the  chang- 

ing context  of  Canada's  interrelationships 
with  the  world  economy.  In  this  era  of  large 

trading  partners  and  large  trading  blocs  it  is 

no  longer  feasible  to  promote  efficient  indus- 
trial development  by  means  of  tariff  pro- 

tection. 

Other  options  must  be  explored,  such  as 
specified  trade  arrangements  with  major 
marketing  areas,  product  specialization, 

strengthening  of  marketing  capability,  multi- 
lateral market  access  arrangements  and  ex- 
change rate  adjustment. 

Another  equally  important  matter  is  the 
role  of  the  multinational  firm— both  foreign- 
and  Canadian-based— in  the  Canadian  eco- 

nomy. The  high  level  of  foreign  ownership 

in  Canadian  industry  and  the  growing  signi- 
ficance of  Canadian  firms  with  operations 

abroad  gives  a  different  institutional  charac- 

ter to  Canada's  international  economic  af- 
fairs than  that  associated  with  conventional 

international  trade  and  capital  transactions. 
The  new  character  of  all  these  considerations 
and  the  new  economic  environment  in  which 

we  find  ourselves  must  be  carefully  examin- 
ed as  an  essential  basis  for  effective  policy 

design. 

It  is  very  apparent,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  all 
these  five  key  policy  areas  are  very  closely 
interrelated.  It  will  be  a  major  task  of  the 
Joint  Committee  on  Economic  Policy  to 
achieve  the  maximum  in  co-ordination  and 

integration  in  policy  analysis  and  develop- 
ment across  all  these  areas.  The  task  of  co- 

ordination and  integration  will  not  be  easy. 
Without  any  question,  it  will  challenge  our 
skills  and  expertise. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  the  second  group 
within  the  Joint  Committee  on  Economic 

Policy  will  be  the  Premier's  Advisory  Com- 
mittee on  Economic  Policy  and  will  consist 
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of  the  following  distinguished  representatives 
of  business,  labour  and  the  private  sector: 
David  B.  Archer,  Roy  F.  Bennett,  Robert 
Butler,  Harold  Corrigan,  John  B.  Cronyn, 

John  Dinnick,  Neil  McKinnon,  Grant  L.  Reu- 
ber  and  Donald  G.  Wilmot.  It  will  also  ad- 

vise me  directly  on  comprehensive  economic 

policy  development.  It  will  work  closely 
with  the  Economic  Studies  Steering  Com- 

mittee to  review  the  progress  of  analytical 
studies  and  policy  proposals.  It  will  also 
provide  a  sounding  board  for  the  private 
sector  response  to  provincial  economic  policy 
development.  It  will  also  strengthen  the 
research  and  policy  development  capacities 
of  the  steering  committee  by  providing  access 
to  the  information  and  opinions  that  emanate 
in  the  private  sector. 

I  would  like  to  emphasize,  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  importance  the  government  attaches  to 

the  participation  of  private  sector  representa- 
tives in  this  process.  The  government  is  look- 

ing to  this  partnership  with  business  and 
labour  to  produce  a  comprehensive  economic 

policy  designed  to  benefit  all  facets  of  On- 
tario society.  I  am  confident  that  it  will 

make  a  significant  contribution  to  the  role 
Ontario  will  play  in  forging  a  joint  economic 
policy  with  the  federal  government  and  our 
sister  provinces. 

I  should  also  like  to  make  reference,  Mr. 

Speaker,  to  the  role  of  the  Ontario  Economic 
Council  in  this  process.  The  government  and 

the  people  of  Ontario  continue  to  be  ex- 
ceedingly well  served  by  the  work  of  the 

Ontario  Economic  Council  and  the  time  and 

careful  attention  devoted  to  public  service 
by  the  members  of  that  group. 

The  government  will  continue  to  look  to 
the  Economic  Council  for  review  and  com- 

mentary on  broad  questions  of  economic  and 

social  policy  in  this  province.  While  the  On- 
tario Economic  Council  has  not  been  estab- 

lished for  quite  the  same  kind  of  systematic 

and  comprehensive  involvement  in  the  devel- 
opment of  government  policies  as  will  be 

the  joint  committee,  we  will  be  looking  to 
the  staff  and  members  of  the  Economic 
Council  to  make  continuous  contributions  to 

the  work  of  the  joint  committee.  Indeed  I 

should  point  out  that  a  member  of  the  Eco- 
nomic Council  will  serve  on  the  advisory 

committee. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  a  back-handed  kind 
of  compliment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  a 
second  area  where  I  would  like  to  announce 
some  new  Ontario  initiatives  and  that  is  in 

the  area  of  economic  and  cultural  nation- 
alism. 

In  both  words  and  action  the  Ontario 

government  has  demonstrated  its  concern 
about  the  implication  of  widespread  foreign 
investment  in  Canadian  industry.  We  have 

launched  detailed  studies  of  important  ques- 
tions of  economic  and  cultural  nationalism  in 

Canada. 

The  Ontario  conference  on  economic  and 

cultural  nationalism,  the  interdepartmental 
task  force  on  foreign  investment,  the  select 
committee  on  economic  and  cultural  nation- 

alism, the  royal  commission  on  book  publish- 
ing and  the  Ontario  Securities  Commission 

have  all  made  a  substantial  contribution  to 

the  continuing  development  for  Ontario  and, 
indeed,  for  Canada.  My  colleagues  and  I 
have  on  numerous  occasions  articulated  our 

commitment  to  a  policy  of  positive  economic 
and  cultural  nationalism  in  five  fundamental 
elements  that  we  feel  should  be  included  in 

a  Canadian  foreign  investment  policy: 

1.  There  should  be  more  prominent  Cana- 
dian participation  in  new  enterprises. 

2.  Canadians  should  be  dominant  on  the 

boards  of  directors  of  subsidiary  firms  in 
Canada. 

3.  Means  should  be  found  to  increase 

Canadian-based    enterprises. 

4.  We  should  encourage  portfolio  rather 
than  equity  investment  from  foreign  sources. 

5.  Clear  guidelines  should  apply  to  the 
performance  of  foreign  industry  and  unions 
in  Canada. 

This  commitment,  Mr.  Speaker,  has  already 
been  translated  into  action  in  a  number  of 

areas  where  the  province  has  jurisdiction.  I 
am  referring,  for  example,  to  the  key  sectors 

of  investment  and  natural  resources  process- 
ing, the  important  and  sensitive  area  of  book 

publishing  and  distribution,  and  the  broaden- 
ing of  opportunities  for  Canadians  to  partici- 

pate in  the  economy  through  tax  relief  and 

incentive  programmes.  As  part  of  this  con- 
tinuing process,  I  am  pleased  to  announce 

further  action  that  Ontario  is  taking  in  re- 
sponse to  the  recommendations  of  the  select 

committee  on  economic  and  cultural  national- ism. 

In  its  preliminary  report,  the  select  com- 
mittee recommended  that  Canadian  participa- 

tion on  boards  of  directors  of  companies 

within  Ontario's  jurisdiction  should  be  in- 
creased. This  is  in  line  with  what  I  believe 

to  be  the  essentials  of  a  sound  foreign  invest- 
ment policy.  Canadians  should  be  dominant 

on  the  boards  of  directors  of  subsidiary  firms 
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in  Canada.  Accordingly,  the  government  will 

be  announcing  very  shortly— perhaps,  if  the 
House  will  agree,  either  later  this  afternoon 

or  this  evening— measures  to  ensure  that  a 
majority  of  boards  of  directors  of  all  firms 

within  Ontario's  jurisdiction  are  Canadian 
citizens  ordinarily  resident  in  Canada. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  Premier's  own  back- 
benchers vetoed  that  idea  from  the  Senate. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  We  don't  have  back- 
benchers over  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  Minister  of  Consumer 

and  Commercial  Relations  will  be  introducing 
the  legislation  to  implement  this  policy. 

The  select  committee  further  recommended 

that  an  investment  capital  information  service 
be  established  to  list  available  sources  of 

investment  capital  for  small  and  medium-sized 
companies  and  Canadian  entrepreneurs.  As 
I  have  indicated,  it  is  our  view  that  means 

should  be  found  to  increase  Canadian  equity 
participation  in  Canadian-based  firms,  and  so 
the  Ontario  government  endorses  this  recom- 

mendation. The  Ministry  of  Industry  and 
Tourism  has  been  asked  to  establish  an  in- 

vestment capital  information  service  to  be 
available  to  all  residents  and  companies  in 
Ontario. 

As  Ontario  has  emphasized  time  and  again, 
Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  imperative  that  the  federal 
and  provincial  governments  co-operate  in 
economic  policy  development  and  implemen- 

tation. Nowhere  can  a  more  dramatic  example 
be  found  than  in  the  area  of  foreign  invest- 

ment in  the  Canadian  economy.  Ottawa  has 
only  just  announced  its  takeover  review  policy 
and  published  its  background  study.  As  I 
indicated  in  the  Legislature  on  May  4,  the 
federal  policy  in  my  view  falls  well  short  of 

Canada's  needs. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  Tories  supported  it 
too. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  We  are  carefully  examin- 
ing both  the  policy  and  the  study. 

Ontario  is  very  concerned  by  statements 
by  the  Prime  Minister  of  Canada  to  the  effect 
that  each  province  should  implement  its  own 
policy  on  foreign  investment  flows. 

I  could  almost  digress  here  and  point  out 
some  of  the  contradictions  inherent  in  that 

particular  position  as  stated  by  the  Prime 
Minister  of  Canada,  but  I  will  not  be  pro- 

voked into  doing  so  on  this  occasion. 

Mr.  Singer:  Compare  him  with  Stanfield. 
Compare  him  with  your  federal  leader. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Aside  from  the  question  of 
what  the  Prime  Minister  means,  Ontario  does 
not  consider  this  to  be  a  responsible  approach 
to  policy  development  in  this  area.  We  really 

don't. 
We  know  that  there  are  important  areas 

of  provincial  jurisdiction.  We  have  already 
acted  in  some  and  are  prepared  for  further 
measures  when  appropriate. 

We  also  know  there  is  a  need  for  a 

national  policy  and  federal  leadership  to  deal 
with  the  economic  and  cultural  implications 
of  foreign  investment  in  Canadian  industry. 

Mr.  Singer:  And  here  I  am! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  This  has  been  a  consistent 

theme  in  Ontario's  approach  to  foreign  in- 
vestment. Ontario  hopes  that  the  recently 

announced  federal  policy  is  only  a  first  step; 
that  before  too  long  we  will  have  a  clear 
national  policy. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  Premier  is  a  greater 
threat  to  Stanfield  than  Diefenbaker. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Is  the  Premier  going  to  run  in 
the  federal  election? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  only 
making  these  observations  because  I  think 

they  are  in  Ontario's  interest;  I  also  think 
they  have  some  national  relevance.  I  would 

only  suggest  that  the  hon.  member  from 
Ottawa  Centre- 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  He  knows 
the  national  relevance. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —surely  isn't  that  parochial 
in  his  point  of  view  that  he  doesn't  want  to 
have  some  interest  in  matters  that  may  go  on 
beyond  the  borders  of  Ottawa  Centre,  even 
Ontario  and  to  the  rest  of  Canada.  We  happen 
to  think  this  is  pretty  relevant  and  relatively 
important,  and  I  shall  carry  on  now  with  my 

speech. 
Mr.  MacDonald:  Your  own  federal  Tories 

are  in  greater  need  of  this  enlightenment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Meanwhile,  the  govern- 
ment will  be  asking  the  Legislature  to  recon- 
vene the  select  committee  on  economic  and 

cultural  nationalism  as  soon  as  possible  to 
examine  the  federal  Foreign  Takeovers  Re- 

view Act,  the  background  study  titled, 

"Foreign  Direct  Investment  in  Canada"  and 
the   implications   for   this   province. 

I  anticipate  the  select  committee  will  con- 
tinue its  work  in  soliciting  and  hearing  briefs 

and  presentations  from  members  of  the 
public.  In  its  programme  of  work,  I  also  hope 
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the  select  committee  will  examine  the  prac- 
tice and  experience  of  other  jurisdictions— 

I'm  sure  it  won't  be  too  hard  to  persuade 
them  to  do  that— with  respect  to  foreign  in- 

vestment and  the  multinational  firm. 

The  Leader  of  the  Opposition  cast  some 
doubt  on  the  validity  of  the  select  com- 

mittees; I  really  don't  share  that  view.  As  I 
said  the  other  day,  I  think  a  number  of  them 
have  done  and  are  doing  very  excellent  work, 
and  this  happens  to  be  one  of  them. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  policy  in  Fiji  would  be 
very  constructive. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  I  would  anticipate 
the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  might  just 
learn  something  in  Fiji. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Want  to  bet? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would  recommend  that 

he  go  there. 

An  hon.  member:  Why  doesn't  he  stay there? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  My  colleague  says  "stay" 
but  I  wouldn't  go  that  far. 

to  become  Prime  Minister  of  Canada,  I  cer- 
tainly will  do  so,  because  I  think  the  country 

needs  him. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  He  needs  assistance. 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  He  needs 
all  the  help  he  can  get. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  suspect  that  some  of 
those  people  across  the  road  realize  this. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  He  needs  some  policies  to 
fill  the  vacuum— some  charisma. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Listen,  I  really  don't  think he  needs  that  much  help,  but  if  he  does,  any 
help  I  can  give  him  he  is  going  to  get. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  "Look  out,  Bob,  here  I 

come." 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Incidentally,  is  your  leader 

going  to  help  the  federal  leader? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

An  hon.  member:  Who's  the  leader? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

An  hon.  member:  Don't  inflict  him  on  Fiji.  An  hon'  member:  "Daddy,  dea
r  old  daddy.' 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Secretary 
for  Justice):  Borneo  might  be  better. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That's  discrimination. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  One  thing  is  for  certain: 
The  member  for  Chatham-Kent  can  be  sure 
there  is  going  to  be  room  at  the  top  sooner 
than  he  thinks. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  It  might  be  of  some  in- 
terest to  the  member  for  York  South  that 

unlike  the  experience  in  his  own  political 
party— and  I  sense  there  is  something  going 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Do  you? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —we  don't  do  business 
that  way.  While  I  read  from  time  to  time  of 
certain  federal  interest  that  other  people  may 
have,  I  can  only  assure  the  member  for  York 
South  that  I  rather  enjoy  what  I  am  doing 
right  here  and  intend  to  do  it,  God  willing, 
for  some  many  years  to  come. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  is  obvious  the  Premier's 
enjoyment  extends  beyond  these  boundaries. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mind  you,  I  have  to  add 
this:  If  I  can  assist  the  federal  Tory  leader 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  A  family  killing  like 

that  is  called  patricide,  isn't  it? 
Mr.  Cassidy:  The  family  relationships  in 

our  party  are  stronger. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  was  a  little  worried,  Mr. 

Speaker,  that  I  wasn't  going  to  make  it  by 
6  of  the  clock.  I  think  that  I  am.  Has  any- 

body any  other  interjections  that  I  can  re- 

spond to? 
It  must  not  be  forgotten,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 

cultural  nationalism  is  also  an  important  part 

of  the  select  committee's  terms  of  reference. 
We  are  anxious  that  the  select  committee 

broaden  its  inquiries  to  include  an  examina- 
tion of  the  extent  and  implications  of  non- 

resident control  of  essential  cultural  processes 
in  Canada  and  Ontario. 

The  final  report  of  the  royal  commission  on 
book  publishing  is  expected  in  the  near 
future.  We  will  be  asking  the  select  com- 

mittee on  economic  and  cultural  nationalism 

to  comment  on  the  royal  commission's  recom- mendations. In  the  broader  context  of  cultural 
nationalism  we  will  be  proposing  new  terms 
of  reference  for  the  committee. 

The  government  will  recommend  that  the 
select  committee  be  asked  to  study  the 
impact  of  foreign  influence  on  the  broad 

range   of   Ontario's   cultural   life,   to   include 
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consideration  of  both  classical  culture  and 

the  more  popular  manifestations— and  don't ask  me  to  define  that.  I  tried  to  explore  this 
with  three  younger  members  in  my  own 
household  and  there  was  some  debate  as  to 

what  popular  manifestations  of  our  existing 
culture  might  determine.  I  will  try  to  explain 
that  in  greater  detail  to  the  House  on  some 

other  occasion,  and  to  establish  their  respec- 
tive importance  in  any  policies  promoting 

cultural  nationalism. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Premier's  young  ad- 
visers must  be  knowledgeable  in  gobblede- 

gook  by  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No,  I  sense,  I  sense- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  They  were  born  with  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  If  they  take  after  their 
father,  that  could  be  the  case. 

We  hope  the  select  committee  study  will 

focus  on  such  important  issues  as  the  prob- 
lem of  maintaining  full  access  to  the  great 

cultural  traditions  of  the  world  without  sup- 
pressing or  homogenizing  Canadian  creative 

expression,  the  promotion  of  accessibility  to 
cultural  facilities  for  the  various  regions  of 
the  province  and  the  proper  balance  of 
support  between  creative  and  performing 
artists. 

We  hope  the  select  committee  will  also 
direct  its  attention  to  the  broad  area  of 

culture  as  "life  style"— and  I  will  ask  the 
member  for  Rainy  River  to  define  what  he 
means  by  lifestyle  compared  to  the  member 

for  Sarnia  (Mr.  Bullbrook),  where,  I  under- 
stand, the  member  for  Sarnia  says  that  his 

lifestyle  would  be  affected,  that  is  why  he 
is  not  running  for  the  leadership  of  that 

party,  and  I  couldn't  see  any  great  distinc- 
tion between  his  lifestyle  and  the  Rainy 

River  member's  lifestyle. 

Mr.  Reid:  That  was  last  night,  as  a  matter 
of  fact. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Oh,  was  it  last  night? 
Sorry  to  digress,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Reid:  It  was  the  only  interesting  part 
of  your  speech. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  continue— to  identify 
the  range  of  social  activities  which  may  be 
defined  as  broadly  cultural  in  nature  and 
susceptible  to  influence  from  outside  Canada. 

As  a  second  main  area  of  concern,  we 
will  be  asking  the  select  committee  to  make 
recommendations  concerning  appropriate 
action  in  support  of  the  cultural  life  of  On- 

tario,   with    particular    reference    to    a    role 

which  might  be  played  by  the  provincial 

government. 
We  anticipate  the  select  committee  will 

consider  the  broad  range  of  government  op- 
tions in  this  area,  including  the  sponsorship 

of  promotional  activities  to  create  a  greater 
awareness  of,  and  commercial  viability  for, 
Canadian  creative  work  and  direct  financial 

assistance  to  cultural  activity  in  this  juris- 
diction. 

Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  government  looks 
forward  with  anticipation  to  an  early  report 

by  the  select  committee  on  the  matters  re- 
ferred to  it.  The  government  is  considering 

the  desirability  of  proceeding  with  other 
recommendations  the  select  committee  made 

in  its  preliminary  report  in  the  light  of 
Ontario   priorities   and   federal   policies. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Better  make  it  clear  or  they 
will  never  report  at  all. 

Mr.  W.  Newman  (Ontario  South):  Will 
the  member  be  quiet? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  really 

getting  a  little  late  in  the  day  and  I  am  really 
enjoying  this.  I  will  perhaps  not  reply  on 
every  occasion  to  the  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre,  but  I  will  only  urge  upon  him  a 
greater  understanding  and  respect  for  this 
Legislature  and  for  the  members  in  it.  I  can 
only  say  to  him  that  I  know  one  or  two  of 

his  own  colleagues  who  are  on  that  com- 
mittee who  work  very  diligently,  want  to 

report  it,  have  done  a  very  excellent  job,  and 

one  can  only  assume— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  This  is  the  fourth  sermon 

the  Premier  has  preached  in  the  last  hour. 

Hon.  Mr*  Davis:  —that  the  criticism  that 

was  expressed  a  moment  or  two  ago— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  He  is  too  young  a  man  to 
be  so  avuncular. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —was  directed,  I  guess, 
at  his  own  colleagues  in  caucus.  It  is  the 
only  assumption  one  can  make. 

Mr.    MacDonald:    The    Premier's    hair    is 
getting  grey. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It  is  a  good  thing 

the  Premier  didn't— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We'll  find  him  a  pulpit  when 
he  gets  out  of  the  job. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Of  these  recommendations 

that  are  under  consideration,  Mr.  Speaker, 

I  should  mention  particularly  the  recom- 
mendation that  Ontario  establish  a  register  of 
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foreign  takeovers.  This  has  already  been 

provided  for  in  part  in  the  Foreign  Take- 
overs Review  Act  and  blanket  registration 

was  a  provision  of  the  proposed  Competition 
Act  now  under  review.  The  government  is 

also  examining  the  question  of  non-resident 
ownership  of  land  posed  by  the  select  com- 

mittee and  is  re-examining  incentive  pro- 
grammes for  both  foreign-based  and  Cana- 

dian-owned firms. 

In  announcing  today,  during  this  discus- 

sion, Mr.  Speaker,  the  government's  continu- 
ing efforts  in  the  twin  areas  of  economic 

policy  and  economic  and  cultural  national- 
ism, I  am  demonstrating  our  concern  that 

the  provinces— and  Ontario  in  particular— play 
a  useful  role  in  the  Canadian  federation 

and  in  Canadian  policy  development.  The 

joint  government-private  sector  committee 
on  economic  policy  will  move  us  forward 
to  that  end.  The  work  of  the  select  com- 

mittee will  continue  to  advance  our  knowl- 

edge and  sharpen  our  responses  to  im- 
portant questions  of  economic  and  cultural 

nationalism.  In  combination  with  what  we 

hope  will  be  more  effective  co-operation 
between  the  federal  and  provincial  jurisdic- 

tions, we  look  forward  to  a  challenging  and 

productive  period  in  Canadian  policy  devel- 
opment on  these  urgent  issues. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  deal  briefly  with 
another  subject  that  has  been  referred  to 
here  in  the  past  day  or  so.  Almost  a  year 

ago,  on  July  7  to  be  exact,  I  made  a  state- 
ment in  the  Legislature  on  behalf  of  the 

government  with  regard  to  our  position  on 
the  subject  of  offtrack  betting. 

At  that  time,  I  informed  hon.  members 
that  the  federal  Minister  of  Justice  had 
written  to  the  provincial  Attorney  General 

inviting  Ontario's  view  in  relation  to  an amendment  to  the  Criminal  Code  of  Canada 

which  would  allow  the  provinces,  if  they  so 

desired  to  license,  operate  and  regulate  off- 
track  betting  activities.  On  June  8,  1971, 
the  Attorney  General  informed  him,  on 
behalf  of  this  government,  that  we  would 
favour  such  an  amendment. 

I  made  it  clear,  furthermore,  that  we,  as 

a  government,  were  convinced  that  the  exist- 
ing situation  in  this  regard  was  not  at  all 

satisfactory,  that  the  public  interest  was 
not  being  properly  served,  and  that  the 
racing  industry,  including  all  of  its  various 
interests,  fully  shared  our  opinion  and  our 
concern. 

I  regret  to  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 
government    of   Canada    has    not   taken    any 

initiative  in  the  intervening  months  and 

legislation  has  not  been  introduced  in  Par- 
liament to  amend  the  Criminal  Code.  While 

Ontario  regrets  this  fact  and  wishes  it  were 
otherwise,  the  fact  remains  that  nothing  has 

been  done  and,  so  far  as  I  know,  the  indi- 
cations are  that  nothing  will  be  done  at 

least  until  after  the  next  election,  whenever 
that  may  be. 

The  lack  of  federal  action  has  been,  and 
continues  to  be,  costly  to  the  people  of 
Ontario.  It  has  prevented  us  from  establishing 
a  properly  controlled  offtrack  betting  system 

and,  as  a  result,  has  deprived  the  govern- 
ment  of   revenues    from   such  a   facility. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  took  the  government  18 
months  to  make  up  its  mind  to  have  an 

opinion! 

Hon.    Mr.    Grossman:    That's    not    true. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  We're  doing  it. 

Mr.  Singer:  But  it  took  them  18  months. 

Now  they  complain— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  If  the  member  for  Downs- 

view  wants   to   defend   the  lack   of   amend- 
ment   to    the    Criminal    Code- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  took  the  government  18 
months  to  have  an  opinion. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  In  addition- 

Mr.  Singer:  It  took  them  18  months. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Not  true! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  In  addition,  the  provincial 

taxpayer  has  had  to  bear  the— 

Interjections   by  hon.   members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —increasing  cost  of  the 
present  efforts  of  provincial  courts  and  law 
enforcement  agencies  in  their  efforts  to  police 
the  present  offtrack  wagering  outlets  and  to 
ensure,  as  best  they  can,  that  these  operate 
within  the  law. 

All  in  all,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  there  has 
been  some  cost  in  this  delay.  Hon.  members 
are  aware  that  an  interdepartmental  task  force 
has  been  at  work,  under  the  leadership  of  the 
Provincial  Secretary  for  Justice,  preparing  his 
report  with  respect  to  various  systems,  various 
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methods  and  procedures  involved  in  the  con- 
sideration of  establishing  government-con- 

trolled and  administered  offtrack  betting.  The 

task  force  has  completed  its  initial  work  and 
I  am  distributing  copies  of  the  report  to  the 
members  of  the  House  today. 

Because  of  the  complexity  of  such  an 
undertaking,  because  we  would  naturally 
want  to  provide  the  best,  surest  and  safest 
system  in  the  interests  of  all  concerned,  and 

because  the  establishment  of  such  a  govern- 
ment board  or  commission  would  involve  a 

good  deal  of  planning,  it  is  our  intention  to 
continue  our  preparations,  in  the  confidence 
that  inevitably,  perhaps  before  another  year 
has  passed,  the  government  and  Parliament  of 
Canada  will  have  acted.  At  such  a  time  we 

would  then  be  ready,  or  as  near  ready  as 
possible  to  introduce  a  proper  system  without 
further  unnecessary  delay. 

Meanwhile,  the  government  would  wel- 
come the  advice  and  opinion  of  hon.  mem- 
bers, and  of  others  with  an  interest  in  this 

subject,  now  that  the  task  force  report  is 
available  for  their  study. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  recommendations  of  the 
task  force  are  summarized  in  chapter  15  of 
its  report  and  the  government  considers  these 
recommendations  as  suitable  guidelines  for 
determining  its  ultimate  policy  with  respect 
to  this  matter. 

Hon.  members  may  have  noted  in  the  press 

this  morning  a  report  stating  that  the  govern- 
ment of  Ontario  was  likely  to  take  over  off- 

track  betting  in  the  province  without  waiting 
further  for  the  federal  government  to  act  in 
amending  the  Criminal  Code. 

While  it  is  true,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  gov- 
ernment could  establish  its  own  offtrack 

wagering  outlets,  it  is  very  doubtful  that  it 
could  establish  the  system  it  desires,  which 
is  to  say,  a  system  of  conveying  wagers  to 
the  track  by  electronic  means  without  the 

federal  amendment.  In  other  words,  the  gov- 
ernment would  only  be  in  competition  with 

the  existing  messenger  betting  shops  and 
this,  as  the  hon.  members  will  recognize,  does 
not  go  far  enough  in  meeting  the  situation 
and  solving  the  basic  problems  and  achieving 
the  desired  results. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it  should  also  be 
pointed  out  that  the  racing  industry  in  this 
province  has  a  reputation  for  integrity  that 
is  unrivalled  by  any  other  in  the  racing 
world.  The  government  of  Ontario  has  an 
interest  in  supporting  and  maintaining  the 
industry  and  the  protection  of  its  reputation 
and  interests. 

The  hon.  member  for  High  Park  (Mr. 

Shulman ) —perhaps  just  by  implication,  be- 

cause I  checked  Hansard  and  I  don't  think 
it  really  was  stated  in  that  way,  but  perhaps 

it  appeared  that  way  in  the  press— implied 
that  there  were  perhaps  two  tracks  in  the 
province  which  were  still  employing  Dominion 
Sportservice,  the  subsidiary  of  an  American 
organization  which  is  presently  before  the 
courts  and  under  investigation  in  the  United 
States.  For  the  record,  it  should  be  said  that 

neither  Windsor  Raceway,  nor  Rideau-Carle- 
ton  Raceway  employ  Dominion  Sportservice, 
and  the  Jockey  Club  of  Ontario  has  recently 

announced  that  it  has  given  notice  to  ter- 
mination of  its  contract  with  Dominion 

Sportservice. 
The  truth  is,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  racing 

industry  of  Ontario  is  as  anxious  to  protect 
its  good  reputation  as  is  the  government, 
and  I  believe  that  it  is  unfair  to  the  industry 

to  make  general  allegations  lacking  the  sub- 
stance of  fact,  which  can  only  create  sus- 

picion and  doubt  in  the  minds  of  the  general 

public. Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  say  that  the 

government  has  made  progress  towards  clear- 
ing up  this  situation  and  will  continue  to 

do  so,  and  all  we  need  now  is  the  co- 
operation of  the  federal  government  so  that 

we  can  reconcile  the  need  of  the  public, 
for  an  offtrack  wagering  system,  the  demand 
that  I  think  is  consistent  with  the  public 
interest. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  just  very 
briefly  sum  up  some  of  the  steps  that  have 
been  taken  since  the  Throne  Speech.  There 
has  been  some  reference  by  the  member  for 

Rainy  River  (Mr.  Reid)  to  the  restructur- 
ing of  government  that  has  taken  place.  I 

was  very  intrigued  by  some  of  the  misin- 
formation upon  which  he  was  delivering  his 

observations— shall  we  say,  the  corporate  in- 

put, the  number  of  corporate  people  involv- 
ed in  government  today.  I  can  only  make  a 

personal  observation  that  from  my  stand- 
point at  least  within  that  very  limited  struc- 

ture of  the  Premier's  office  I  believe  there 
is  one  person- 

Mr.  Reid:  Limited  structure? 

Hon.    Mr.    Davis:    Very    limited    structure 

within  the  Premier's  office,  that  there  is  only 

one  person- 
Mr.   I.   Deans   (Wentworth):    The   Premier 

should  be  limited  too. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —really  who  has  been 
added    who    might    be    construed    as    being 
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from    the    corporate    sector,    although    as    I 
read  articles- 

Mr.   R.   F.   Nixon:   There  isn't  a  seat  left 
under    the    gallery;    they    are    all    full    of 
strangers. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —as  I  read  articles  about 
him,  very  good  ones,  from  time  to  time,  I 

couldn't  quite  determine  whether  he  was  a 
representative  of  the  corporate  structure  or 
the  academic  community.  But  really  at  a 
senior  level  he  is  basically  the  only  one  of 
those  that  the  hon.  member  for  Rainy  River 

suggests  have  come  in  by  the  hundreds  to 
help  manipulate  or  control  this  government. 

It  just  isn't  factually  the  case,  Mr.  Speaker. 
It  just  hasn't  happened. 

But  this  has  been  done;  the  reorganization 
has  taken  place.  And  I  would  say  this  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  I  say  it  very  objectively,  that 
while  we  can  in  this  House  discuss  these 

issues,  and  should  so  properly,  that  the  ra- 
tionale and  the  change  that  has  taken  place 

with  respect  to  government  reorganization 

is  in  my  view— and  I,  as  the  hon.  member 
for  Rainy  River  said,  must  take  the  ultimate 

responsibility— certainly  has  made  the  task 
of  decision-making  as  it  relates  to  policy 
matters  a  much  easier  job  for  me  from  the 
standpoint    of    my    responsibilities. 

It  is  fair  to  state  that  the  provincial  sec- 
retaries in  the  policy  fields  have  been  able 

to  integrate  and  reconcile  many  differing 
opinions  emanating  from  different  ministries 

in  a  way  that  gives  a  far  more  rational,  in- 
telligent and  logical  policy  suggestion  to  the 

cabinet  and  to  me.  I  think  without  any  ques- 
tion this  aspect  of  the  reorganization  is  be- 

coming  increasingly   effective. 

We  stated  in  the  Throne  Speech,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  we  would  be  implementing 
plans  for  regional  government  in  Sudbury, 
Kitchener  and  Waterloo  and  we  have  done 

so.  We  said  in  the  Throne  Speech  that  we 
would  be  doing  something  with  respect  to 
the  Grange  report  and  this  will  also  be  done. 
It  was  indicated  that  there  will  be  an  en- 

largement and  diversification  of  boards  of 
directors  of  ODC  and  Northern  Ontario 

Development  Corp.  These  are  now  at  the 
stage  of  third  reading. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  went  over— and  I  won't 
burden  the  House  with  them— the  many 
items  that  were  contained  in  that  very  excel- 

lent progressive  document  of  last  February 
I  can  I  think  say  without  hesitation  that 
even  at  this  point,  with  the  House  not  yet 
nearing  completion,  that  many  of  the  items 

that  were   suggested   in  the   Throne   Speech 
have  now  in  fact  been  covered. 

So  Mr.  Speaker,  as  one  reviews  this  and 
one  goes  back  over  the  events  of  the  past 

few  months,  I  do  want  to  take  this  oppor- 
tunity—before the  members  opposite  decide 

whether  or  not,  in  their  wisdom,  they  will 

vote  with  the  government— to  pay  a  very 
personal  word  of  tribute  to  the  Leader  of 
the  Opposition.  I  say  this  because  I  can  only 
assume  from  reports  which  may  or  may  not 
be  factual,  that  certain  reservations  have 
been  made  in  January  of  1973  for  events  to 

take  place  which  may  possibly— may  pos- 

sibly— Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  He  is  reconsidering. 

He  may  run. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Is  he  reconsidering,  be- 

cause if  he  is  I  won't  say  any  of  these things? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  reports  are  factual 
and  there  will  be  no  reconsideration,  so  why 

doesn't  the  Premier  get  on  with  his  speech. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  In  that  case  the  Pre- 
mier can  say  something  nice! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  All  right.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  must  confess  that  if  the  hon.  member  for 
Brant  were  reconsidering  it,  I  might  have  to 
reserve  some  of  this. 

Mr.  Reid:  He  could  rebut  that  part  of  the 

speech.   We'll   use  it  in   our  campaign. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  However,  I  do  want  to 

say  this  personally  and  on  behalf  of  my  col- 
leagues on  this  side  of  the  House.  Over  the 

past  number  of  years  that  while  the  mem- 
ber for  Brant  and  I— in  our  capacities  as 

education  critic  and  as  Minister  of  Educa- 
tion and,  more  recently,  as  Leader  of  the 

Opposition  and  mine  as  head  of  government 
—while  we  have  disagreed,  while  we  have 
on  occasion  exchanged  certain  verbal  blows, 
I  would  say  this,  Mr.  Speaker.  It  has  been 
done  in  the  spirit  of  the  democratic  process; 
a  recognition  that  we  have  points  of  view 
and  that  it  is  our  responsibility  to  express 
them. 

I  think  I  can  say  that  in  my  experience  in 
this  House  as  it  relates  to  the  member  for 

Brant,  these  observations  have  never  really 
become  personal  in  nature.  They  have  never 

intended  to  reflect  on  one  another's  integrity 
or  capacity  and  it  has  been  done  in  the 

process  as  we  know  it  here  in  this  Legisla- 
ture and  as  heads  of  political  parties  in  this 

province. 
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I  would  say  to  the  member  for  Brant 
that  we  sincerely  will  miss  his  contribution. 
I  said  during  the  discussions  on  some  other 

issue  a  few  week  ago— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  am  not  going  anywhere. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  We  thought  he  was 
going  to  listen  to  the  onions  grow! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would  have  to  say  to 
the  member  for  Brant,  I  sense  that  when 
you  move  from  that  particular  seat,  even  if 

it's  only  one  seat  to  the  right  or  to  the  left, 
you  are,  in  fact,  going  somewhere.  Who 
knows,  with  that  party  in  its  present  form, 
it  may  be  something  of  a  promotion.  But 
you  are  going  somewhere! 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  thought  the  Premier 
was  going  to  end  up  on  some  kind  of  a 
friendly,  kind  note.  This  is  a  verbal  blow. 

Interjections  by  hon  members. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  member  is  be- 
ing  rebuked. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  just  want  to  observe, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  when  the  member  for 

Brant  steps  down  as  head  of  the  party— not 
as  member  of  this  House,  of  course— that 
really,  he  will  leave  I  think,  a  very  con- 

siderable vacuum  in  the  political  life  of 
this  province. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  was  going  to  make 
some  general  observations  about  those  who 

might  wish  to  succeed,  but  I  haven't  been 

invited,  and  I  don't  think  any  of  my  col- 
leagues have  been  invited  to  become  dele- 

gates to  the  Liberal  convention. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Elmer  wasn't  invited  but 
he  rearranged  your  front  benches,  so  you  go 
ahead  and  rearrange  theirs. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Do  you  think  we  should 
rearrange  them  here  this  afternoon? 

Interjections    by   hon.    members. 

Mr.   MacDonald:   You   go  ahead— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  was  giving  this  matter 
some  thought  and  I  was  talking  about  off- 
track  betting  and  I  guess  there  are  some 
people  in  the  public  who  would,  shall  we 
say,  look  upon  the  convention— this  process- 
as  being  something  of  a  horse  race.  I  would 
assume,  Mr.  Speaker,  there  will  be  a  lot  of 
candidates  in  that  particular  horse  race— two 
or  three  have  partially  declared  themselves— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  They're  all  offtrack. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  And  I  can  only  say,  from 
our  standpoint  on  this  side  of  the  House, 
that  any  one  of  them  would  be  entirely 

acceptable. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That's  damning  with 
faint  praise. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  wouldn't  they  be 
acceptable  to  you? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Yes,  since  you  ask  me! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  In  fact,  I  think,  Mr. 

Speaker,  if  I  were  a  handicapper  talking 
about  a  bit  of  a  horse  race— and  a  convention 

is  a  bit  of  a  horse  race,  let's  face  it— I  would 
offer  my  own  prediction  of  win,  place  show, 

but  I  shan't— An  hon.  member:  The  dark  horse  will  win. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —because  I  think  I  would 

have  to  volunteer  that  that  kind  of  pre- 
diction and  it  would  be  pointless,  because  in 

terms  of  aptitude  I  think  we're  talking  really 
about  a  probable  dead  heat  on  a  very  slow 
track. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  They  will  all  be  "also 

rans." 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  You  know,  Mr.  Speaker, 

I'm  not  being  critical  of  him— because  I  was 
also  unavoidably  detained  when  the  leader  of 
the  New  Democratic  Party  was  making  his 
usual  constructive  contribution  to  the  Throne 
debate— that  he  cannot  be  with  us  here  this 

afternoon.  I  just  hope  that  he  is  not  having 
further  problems  with  his  digestive  tract  as  it 
relates,  perhaps,  to  too  much  consumption  of 

waffles.  I  won't  use  it  again  here  today. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  Premier  is  certainly 
not  ending  on  a  high  note  anyway.  I  would 

say  it  is  a  flat  note. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would  only  observe  as 
I  read  his  contribution  and  his  rationale  for 

the  defeat— and  it  was  something  of  a  defeat, 

I  think,  one  must  recognize  this— of  the  New 
Democratic  Party  the  concern  with  respect 
to  media,  the  concern  with  respect  to  fund- 

ing and  so  on.  I  would  make  this  observation, 

Mr.   Speaker,  and  I've  looked  back  a  little 
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bit.  I've  read  what  some  of  the  gentlemen 
and  ladies  to  my  left,  geographically  and  also 
elevated  somewhat,  have  written  since  in 

rationalizing  why  some  of  their  own  pre- 

dictions weren't  always  totally  accurate.  I 
must  confess,  I  know  something  of  the  pool 
that  was  going  on. 

I  think  it  should  be  mentioned  because 
we  heard  a  great  deal  about  the  volunteers, 
the  number  of  people  who  were  working  for 
the  New  Democratic  Party  across  the  prov- 

ince. When  I  analysed  it,  I  think  the  truth 
of  the  matter  was  that  while  all  the  cam- 

paign was  important— all  these  things  had  a 
bearing,  no  one  will  deny  this— the  fact  re- 

mains that  the  Progressive  Conservative  Party 
politically  outhustled,  outworked,  outcan- 
vassed,  outvolunteered— 

Mr.  Reid:  Outfunded. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —the  New  Democratic 
Party  in  almost  every  riding  in  this  province. 

There's  no  question  that  that  kind  of  com- 
mitment, that  kind  of  work- 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Almost  every  riding? 
What  about  accuracy  there  now? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —was  more  instrumental 
than  any  other  single  cause  in  the  fact  that 
you  have  had  to  rationalize  your  lack  of 
success  since  Oct.  21.  I  say  that  not  as  a 

political  scientist  but  as  one  who's  been  look- 
ing at  it  very  carefully.  One  can  talk  about 

campaign  expenses,  one  can  talk  about  many 
other  peripheral  aspects  and  no  one  is  going 
to  say- 

Mr.  Deans:  All  of  which  are  vitally  im- 
portant. 

Mr.  Reid:  Send  that  $6  million  over  here. 
Give  us  that  $6  million. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —that  they're  not  some- 
what related  but  I  would  only  say  that— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  All  right.  Call  the  election 

again  and  don't  spend  the  $6  million. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  once  again 
the- 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Secre- 
tary for  Resources  Development):  Call  it 

again  and  the  member  won't  be  back. 
Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —member  for  Ottawa 

Centre  is  blessed  with  knowledge  far  beyond 
my  own  limited  capacity.  I  have  to  bow  to 
his  greater  knowledge  as  it  relates  to  the 
amount  of  funding  that  was  available- 

Mr.  Deans:  Nice  of  the  Premier  to  admit it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —I  find  that  the  figure 
does  go  up  progressively  as  we  move  further 
away  from  the  date  itself. 

Mr.  Reid:  It  was  sufficient,  though,  wasn't it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would  observe  to  him 

that   I   really   think  he   has  been   somewhat 

high  in  his  estimates- 
Mr.  Deans:  How  much  was  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  don't  know. 
Mr.  Deans:  Come  on! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:   I  don't  know. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Why  doesn't  the  Premier find  out? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  will  tell  you  something, 

I  would  say  to  the  member- 

Mr.   Deans:    How   does  he  know  we   are 

wrong  if  he  doesn't  know  how  much  it  was? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would  say  to  the  hon. 
member  who  has  now  become  deputy  leader 
of  the  party,  as  designated  by  the  Speaker 

of  the  House- 
Mr.  Stokes:  He  is  the  House  leader. 

Hon.   Mr.  Davis:    Isn't  he  the  deputy? 

Mr.  Stokes:  We  don't  have  a  deputy  over here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  correct  me 

if  I'm  wrong,  did  you  not  call  him  the 
deputy  leader  the  other  day? 

Mr.  Deans:  How  much  did  the  Tories 

spend? 
Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 

idea  and  I  say  that  I  doubt  that— 

Mr.  Deans:  We  think  they  spent  $6  mil- 
lion. How  much  did  they  spend? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —the  deputy  leader  does. 
I  don't  even  know  whether  the  official 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  does.  I  really 

don't  know.  I  would  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  If  the  Premier  has  to  guess, 
our  guess  is  as  good  as  his. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Certainly  the  member's 
guess  is  as  good  as  mine.  I  just  say  it's  not— 
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Mr.  MacDonald:  Does  the  Premier  realize 

something?  He  finished  his  speech  five  min- 

utes  ago.   Doesn't  he  know  it? 
Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No,  I  have  one  other 

final  word  to  make. 

Mr.   MacDonald:    He  really  did. 

Hon.   Mr.   Davis:    One  final  suggestion  to 
make,  Mr.  Speaker- 

Mr.    MacDonald:    Has   he? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  do. 

An  hon.  member:  He  didn't  like  the  end, 
eh? 

•  Mr.  MacDonald:  The  Premier  was  begin- 
ning to  match  the  hon.  member  for  Rainy 

River  and  that  is  getting  pretty  low. 

Mr.  Singer:  Can  we  expect  the  member 
back  as  the  leader  soon? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Cheer  up. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Now  that  I've  analyzed 
the- 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —lack  of  success  of  the 
New  Democratic  Party,  I  was  going  to  ask 
the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  —  because  I 
never  could  understand  this  during  the  cam- 

paign and  I've  saved  it  ever  since— whether 
or  not  after  those  some  six  weeks  and  what 
has  happened  since,  he  could  explain  to  me 
this  particular  ad— the  cultural  impact  of  the 
Statue  of  Liberty  holding  the  Ontario  red 
ensign  or  whatever  it  may  be— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  was  the  mem- 
ber for  York-Forest  Hill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —I  can  only  observe  as 
one  looks  at  the  final  words  on  the  bottom 

of  this  ad  as  there  were  on  sundry  ads,  who- 
ever is  the  next  leader  of  the  Liberal  Party, 

please  retain  another  firm  of  public  relations 
consultants  who  will  take  something  of  a 
positive  approach  to  the  political  process, 
because  I  think  really  it  might  have  been 
more  effective.  That  is  just  my  own  partial 
analysis,  because  quite  obviously  on  Oct.  21 
the  people  of  Ontario  said  yes,  we  have  had 
enough  of  that  kind  of  political  process. 

I  won't  go  into  all  the  television  ads  of 
the  automobiles  out  in  front  of  the  building. 
I  happened  to  be  driving  by,  Mr.  Speaker, 
when  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  was  out 
being  filmed  with  all  these  chauffeur-driven 

Cadillacs.  I  couldn't  help  but  say  to  myself, 
how  in  heaven's  name,  did  he  afford  all  of 
those  Cadillacs?  I  mean  I  am  saying  to  my- 

self, how  could  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
with  his  party  campaign  expenses  do  this? 
I  understand  he  only  ran  it  once  for  a  very 

good  reason. 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:   He  ran  out  of  gas. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  really  didn't  mean  to 
digress  into  some  of  these  other  items.  I 
would  like  to  say  to  the  mover  and  seconder 
of  the  Throne  Speech  just  how  excellent  a 
contribution  they  made.  I  am  sure  that,  while 
my  own  remarks  this  afternoon  will  not  pre- 

vail upon  the  members  opposite  to  recon- 
sider the  very  questionable  amendments  they 

have  put  forward,  perhaps  the  contributions 
of  the  member  for  York  West  ( Mr.  MacBeth) 
and  the  member  for  Middlesex  South  (Mr. 
Eaton)  will,  in  fact,  be  sufficient  to  persuade 
the  members  opposite  of  the  enlightenment 
contained  in  the  Throne  Speech.  Pardon? 

Mr.  Deans:  Where  is  the  member  for 
Middlesex  South? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  He  may  be  doing  a  little 
bit  of  work  within  his  riding,  maybe  even 
doing  a  little  campaigning;  who  knows? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  He  is  out  campaigning 
for  the  Ministry  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  Deans:   He  can't  stand  this  either. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  don't  really  remember what  he  had  to  say? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  do;  I  remember  very 
well  what  he  had  to  say.  The  member  for 
Middlesex  South  had  some  very  cogent 

thoughts  to  present  with  respect  to  the  agri- 
cultural industry  which  I  am  sure  escaped 

the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre. 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer,  and 
Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs):  Or 
the  previous  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Or  the  previous  member. 
My  colleague,  the  Treasurer,  is  going  back  to 
ancient  history  to  the  previous  member  for 
Middlesex  South,  but  in  that  he  is  not  here 

to  defend  himself,  I  won't  make  the  observa- 
tions that  were  suggested  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  urge  upon  the  mem- 
bers opposite  a  recognition  of  the  very  posi- 
tive direction  the  province  is  going,  the  poli- 
cies, some  of  which  we  have  recapitulated 

here  this  afternoon,  the  areas  of  economic 
and    cultural    nationalism,    and    our   concern 
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about  economic  directions.  Perhaps  this  will 

prevail  upon  the  members  opposite  to  sup- 
port the  address  from  the  Lieutenant  Gov- 

ernor, which  was  enlightenedly  presented  by 
him  and  so  well  drafted,  in  a  recognition  of 
the  progress  that  this  government  has  made. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  urge  through  you 
the  support  of  the  gentlemen  opposite  which, 
I  know,  will  be  forthcoming  in  about  30 
seconds  time.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  In  view  of  the  hour,  is  it  the 
pleasure  of  the  House  that  we  proceed  with 
the  vote  at  this  time  or  recess?  Proceed? 

The  Throne  debate  now  being  concluded 
I  shall  call  for  the  vote  as  follows: 

Mr.  MacBeth  moves,  seconded  by  Mr. 
Eaton,  that  a  humble  address  be  presented 
to  the  Honourable  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
as  follows: 

To  the  Honourable  W.  Ross  Macdonald, 
PC,  CD,  QC,  LLD,  Lieutenant  Governor 
of  Ontario. 

May  it  please  Your  Honour: 

We,    Her    Majesty's    most    dutiful    and 
loyal  subjects   of  the  legislative   assembly 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario  now  assembled, 
beg  leave  to  thank  Your  Honour  for  the 
gracious   speech   which  Your  Honour  has 
addressed  to  us. 

Mr.   R.   F.   Nixon   moves,   seconded  by   Mr. 
Singer,  the  following  amendment: 

But  this  House  regrets  the  lack  of  ef- 
fective policy  to  stimulate  employment, 

attempting  instead  to  place  all  responsi- 
bility on  the  federal  government;  the 

downgrading  of  programmes  and  policy  to 
improve  the  environment;  the  absence  of 
a  farm  programme  strengthening  egg  mar- 

keting and  providing  incentives  for  the  ex- 
pansion of  the  beef  industry;  the  reorgan- 

izing of  government  and  cabinet,  seriously 
tangling  lines  of  responsibility  and  reduc- 

ing efficiency;  and  rejects  the  cynicism  of 
the  government  bringing  forward  many 
expensive  programmes  in  the  months  im- 

mediately prior  to  the  election,  then  em- 
barking on  a  policy  of  retrenchment  im- 

mediately following. 

Mr.   Lewis  moves,  seconded  by  Mr.  Deans, 
that  the  address  in  reply  to  the  speech  of 
His    Honour    the    Lieutenant    Governor    of 
Ontario  be  further  amended  as  follows: 

And  this  House  further  regrets: 

1.  The  lack  of  action  by  this  government 
to  ensure  housing  for  the  citizens  of  On- 

tario of  medium  and  lower  incomes; 

2.  The  failure  to  initiate  programmes 
for  public  participation  in  the  growth  of 
the  economy  of  Ontario  and,  in  particular, 
in  the  areas  of  the  resource  industries; 

3.  The  failure  to  initiate  programmes  to 

expand  and  develop  the  secondary  manu- 
facturing sector  of  the  economy  so  that 

it  will  be  modern,  efficient  and  able  to 
compete  in  world  markets; 

4.  The  government's  refusal  to  guaran- 
tee adequate  no-fault  automobile  insur- 

ance at  the  lowest  possible  cost  to  the 
consumer  by  the  introduction  of  a  public 
automobile  insurance  plan; 

5.  The  inability  of  this  government  to 
effect  meaningful  electoral  reform  in  the 
area  of  campaign  costs  and  to  ensure  full 
disclosure  of  election  expenditures  and 
contributions; 

6.  The  failure  to  initiate  procedures  for 
review  of  managed  prices  and  marketing 
practices  to  maintain  stability  in  the 
price  and  quality  of  goods,  services  and utilities; 

And  urges  the  government  to  adopt,  in 
its  discussions  with  the  federal  govern- 

ment about  the  auto  pact,  that  there  be: 

(a)  no  abandonment  of  present  safe- 
guards; (b)  no  decline  whatsoever  in  the 

present  share  of  production,  and  a  guar- 
antee from  the  government  of  the  United 

States  and  the  automobile  manufacturers 
that  Canadian-value-added  would  equal  the 
value  of  the  Canadian  market  for  North 
American  cars;  and  (c)  parity  of  consumer 

prices. We   will   vote  first  on   the   amendment 
to  the  amendment  moved  by  Mr.  Lewis. 

The  vote  is  on  the  amendment  to  the 
amendment  moved  by  Mr.   Lewis. 

The  House  divided  on  the  amendment  to 
the  amendment  by  Mr.  Lewis,  which  was 
negatived  on  the  following  vote: 
Ayes  Nays 

Braithwaite  Allan 
Breithaupt  Apps 
Burr  Auld 

Cassidy  Bales 
Davison  Beckett 
Deacon  Belanger 
Deans  Bennett 
Dukszta  Bernier 
Edighoffer  Carruthers 
Ferrier  Carton 
Gaunt  Clement 
Germa  Davis 
Gisborn  Downer 
Givens  Drea 
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Ayes Nays 
Good Dymond 
Haggerty Eaton 

Laughren Gilbertson 
Lawlor Grossman 
MacDonald Guindon 
Newman Handleman 

(Windsor-Walkerville)  Havrot 
Nixon Hodgson 
(Brant) (Victoria- Haliburton) 

Reid Hodgson 
Ruston (York  North) 
Singer Kennedy 

Spence Lawrence 
Stokes (Carleton  East) 
Worton Lawrence 

Young-28 (St.  George) 
Leluk 
MacBeth 
Maeck 
Mcllveen 
McKeough 
McNeil 
McNie 
Meen 
Morrow 
Newman 
(Ontario  South) 

Nixon 

(Dovercourt) 
Nuttall 
Parrott Reilly 

Rhodes 
Rollins 
Root 
Rowe 
Scrivener  (Mrs.) 
Smith 
(Simcoe  East) 

Smith 
(Hamilton  Mountain) 

Stewart 
Timbrell 
Villeneuve 
Walker 
Wardle 
Welch 
White 
Winkler 
Wiseman 
Yaremko— 57 

Clerk    of    the    House:    Mr.    Speaker,    the 

"ayes"  are  28,  the  "nays"  57. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  declare  the  amendment  to 
the  amendment  lost. 

We    will    now    vote    on    the    amendment 
moved   by  Mr.    Nixon. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  are  prepared  to 
accept  the  same  vote. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  it  agreed  the  same  vote  be 
recorded? 

Agreed. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  vote  on  the  amendment 
is  lost. 

We  will  now  vote  on  the  motion  moved 
by  Mr.  MacBeth. 

All  those  in  favour  of  the  motion  will 

please  say  "aye." 
All  those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion,  the  "ayes"  have  it.  The same  count  in  reverse,  I  should  say.  Is  that 

agreed? 

Agreed. 
Mr.  Speaker:  I  declare  the  motion  carried. 

Resolved:  that  a  humble  address  be 
presented  to  the  Honourable  W.  Ross 
Macdonald,  Lieutenant  Governor  of  On- 
tario: 

May  it  please  Your  Honour: 

We,  Her  Majesty's  most  dutiful  and  loyal 
subjects  of  the  legislative  assembly  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  now  assembled,  beg 
leave  to  thank  Your  Honour  for  the  gracious 
speech  which  Your  Honour  hath  addressed 
to  us. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr.  Speaker,  if 
the  House  would  permit  and  give  me  two 
minutes,  I  could  introduce,  by  consent,  the 
two  bills  the  Prime  Minister  made  reference 
to  in  his  address. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  we  have  consent  to  revert 
to  the  order,  introduction  of  bills? 

Agreed. 

BUSINESS  CORPORATIONS  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Business 
Corporations  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  when 
the  Business  Corporations  Act  came  into  ef- 

fect on  Jan.  1,  1972,  the  government  under- 
took to  carry  out  an  annual  review  of  the 

statutes.  Timely  adjustments  to  the  needs  of 
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change  in  the  area  of  the  law  is  significant 
if  Ontario  is  to  continue  in  its  commercial 

pre-eminence. 

Of  the  70-odd  sections  of  the  bill  many 
are  of  an  updating  nature  as  a  result  of  ad- 

ministrative experience.  There  are,  however, 
a  number  of  amendments  that  I  do  want  to 
bring  to  the  attention  of  the  hon.  members. 

The  rules  for  disclosure  of  interest  by 
directors  in  respect  of  their  dealings  with  a 
corporation  are  tightened.  Dissident  share- 

holders are  given  access  to  up-to-date  lists 
of  shareholders  and  registered  warrant  hold- 

ers. Provision  is  made  for  conference  tele- 
phone meetings  of  directors  and  executive 

committees.  The  "carry-forward"  of  pre- 
Business  Corporation  Act  charter  provisions 
is  cut  off  on  Jan.  1,  1975. 

The  most  important  provision  of  this  bill 
is  the  new  requirement  that  a  majority  of 
the  directors  of  every  Ontario  corporation  be 
resident  Canadians,  defined  as  Canadian 
citizens  ordinarily  resident  in  Canada. 

Collateral  amendments  require  the  presence 
of  a  majority  of  resident  Canadians  at  every 
meeting  of  the  board  of  directors  and  of 

executive  committees  of  Ontario  corpora- 
tions; and  that  a  majority  of  the  meetings  of 

the  board,  in  any  financial  year,  be  held  in 
Canada. 

The  "Canadian  director"  requirements 
come  into  force  on  Oct.  1,  1973. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  requirement  is  part  of  a 
continuing  initiative  by  this  ministry  and 
this  government  in  the  area  of  economic 
nationalism. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  On  a  point  of 
order,  does  the  minister  have  a  similar  state- 

ment to  make  about  this  other  bill? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  No!  This  is  a  com- 
panion bill  and  merely  clarifies  the  word 

"citizenship." 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  We  are 
just  accepting  the  recommendations  of  the 
committee. 

CORPORATIONS  INFORMATION 
ACT,  1971 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Cor- 

porations Information  Act,  1971. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  House  leader 
want  to  call  the  next  order  of  business? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  This  evening  we  will 
proceed  with  consideration  of  the  estimates 
of  the  Ministry  of  Revenue. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  the  hon.  minister  going 
to  call  committee  of  supply? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Certainly!  At  the  re- 
quest of  the  Speaker,  and  for  his  con- 

venience, I  call  order  No.  40. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  40th  order,  House 
in  committee  of  supply;  Mr.  R.  D.  Rowe  in 
the  chair. 

It  being  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House  took recess. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 

The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.m. 

ESTIMATES,  MINISTRY  OF  REVENUE 

( concluded) 

On  vote  804: 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  ( Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):   Carried. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downs view):  No,  no. 

Mr.    Chairman:    Vote   804? 

Mr.    M.    Cassidy    (Ottawa    Centre):    Mr. 
Chairman- 

Mr.   Singer:   I  was  in  the  midst  of  some- 
thing. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  would  hesitate  to  interrupt 
you  in  full  flight. 

Mr.  Singer:  You  should. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Downs- 
view  should  be  allowed  to  continue. 

Mr.  Singer:  Let  me  get  my  papers  for 
condominiums.  If  the  hon.  member  for 
Ottawa  West  wants  to  carry  on  for  a  bit, 

I'll  come  back  to  condominiums  as  soon  as  I 
find  my  papers. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
West  is  not  in  the  House  but  the  member 
for  Ottawa  Centre  is  here. 

Mr.   Singer:   Ottawa  Centre— I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Ot- 
tawa Centre  is  recognized. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  having  a  bit  of  trouble 
getting  through  my  papers  here  as  well.  I 
wanted  to  make  a  few  short  comments  be- 

fore getting  into  the  main  things  that  1 
wanted  to  talk  about  here,  Mr.  Chairman. 
These  are  really  comments  on  some  of  the 

things  that  have  gone.  I  haven't  been  able 
to  be  in  all  the  debates  here  but  I  can 
assure  you  that  I  have  made  very  great  ef- 

forts to  be  here,  including  sitting  in  an  air- 
port for  two  hours  on  Monday  for  a  plane 

which  never  showed  up,  because  I  have  an 
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interest  in  this.  I've  looked  through  his  com- 
ments and  listened  to  the  minister  (Mr. 

Grossman)  with  interest  about,  for  example, 
the  70,000  units  that  Ontario  Housing  has 
and  the  fact  that— 

Mr.  Singer:  I  am  ready  now. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —the  point  system  is  uni- 
formly observed  throughout  the  province  and 

the  fact  that  people  are  applying  for  public 

housing  when  they  don't  really  need  it  and 
things  like  this.  I  really  found  it  awfully 

difficult  to  reconcile  the  minister's  concep- 
tion of  public  housing  with  those  things 

which  I  happened  to  have  learned  or  those 
things,  in  fact,  which  I  have  read  about  in 

the    minister's    own    publicity. 
For  example,  the  minister  claimed  that 

Ontario  Housing  has  approximately  70,000 

units  and,  in  fact,  Ontario  Housing's  own 
booklet  on  Ontario  Housing  for  March, 
1972,  which  you  will  agree  is  pretty  current, 
states  that  OHC  has  42,000  rental  dwellings 
under  management;  12,000  under  construc- 

tion; and  12,000  or  13,000  in  pre-construc- 
tion  stages.  That  means  a  tender  call  has 
gone   out   or  something  like  that. 

In  other  words,  it  isn't  really  70,000  al- 
though you  are  working  in  that  direction. 

We  are  glad  to  see  that  the  government  is 

working  in  that  direction  but  it's  sort  of  a 
twisting  around  the  truth,  which  rather 
bothers  me. 

The  minister  devoted  a  lot  of  time  yes- 
terday talking  about  the  point  system  and 

stating  how  fairly  this  has  gone  through.  I 
don't  know  whether  this  is  true  in  other 
parts  of  the  province.  I  believe  it  is.  But, 
certainly,  in  the  city  of  Ottawa,  the  points 
are  not  the  only  thing  that  matter  when 
you  are  trying  to  get  into  Ontario  Housing. 
In  fact,  there  are  hundreds  of  families  with 
higher  points  than  people  who  are  being  put 
into  public  housing  in  the  Ottawa  area. 

Their  disadvantage  is  that  they  are  dis- 
abled or  they  are  single  mothers  or  they 

are  receiving  welfare  or  in  some  way  they 
are  receiving  provincial  assistance.  There  is 

a  quota  under  the  Ottawa  Housing  Author- 
ity of  approximately  25  per  cent  of  the  units, 
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that  is  made  available  to  people  in  this  sit- 
uation despite  the  fact  that  50  or  so  per 

cent  of  the  applications  come  from  people 
in  that  particular  category. 

I  think  the  minister  will  agree  that  every 
one  of  the  people  in  that  category  has  a 
real  need  for  housing,  if  he  knows  the  hous- 

ing situation  in  Ottawa,  and  in  the  rest  of 
the  province;  yet  their  chances  of  getting 

into  public  housing  in  Ottawa  are  from  one- 
third  to  one-sixth  as  good  in  the  same  situa- 

tion as  somebody  who  is  earning  an  income. 
I  understand  the  reason  why  the  welfare 
quota  exists  in  Ottawa  in  housing  and  why 
it  exists  in  other  parts  of  the  province.  It  is 
because  of  an  intention  on  Ontario  Hous- 

ing's part  that  public  housing  should  not 
become  a  ghetto. 

I  appreciate  that,  but  what  we  deplore 
over  here,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the  fact  that 
the  government  and  the  minister  have  done 
nothing  else  to  provide  alternatives  to  people 
who  are  paying  50,  60  and  70  per  cent  of 
their  income  in  rent  for  substandard  accom- 

modation; who  are  kicked  around  from  pillar 

to  post  by  landlords  who  don't  give  a  damn 
for  them  and  who  find  that  when  they  knock 
on  the  doors  of  the  Ottawa  Housing  Author- 

ity they  have  absolutely  no  realistic  chance 
of  getting  housing  through  that. 

I  wanted  to  comment,  as  well— and  that 
is  another  point  in  the  credibility  of  the 
minister— on  the  problems  of  communica- 

tion within  the  Ottawa  Housing.  Presumably, 
this  applies  in  other  parts  of  the  province. 
Certainly  the  member  for  Riverdale  (Mr. 
Renwick),  and  other  speakers  here  have 
spoken  about  this  problem  of  communication. 
Why  is  it  that  so  many  people  come  to 

elected  members  and  say:  "What  are  my 
chances?  Can  you  get  me  in?"  The  reason, 
I  would  judge,  in  many  of  the  cases  with 
which  I  deal,  is  that  they  cannot  get  good 
information.  They  cannot  get  information 
that  they  trust,  from  the  local  housing  people. 
There  is  a  conspiracy  of  silence  which  leads 
them  to  come  to  the  political  level  in  order 
to  find  some  better  information. 

Those  are  just  a  few  preliminary  com- 
ments I  wanted  to  make.  I  want  to  turn, 

though,  to  an  area  of  the  debate  which  I 

don't  think  has  really  been  touched  upon 
here.  That  is  the  question  of  the  government's 
overall  housing  policy.  The  minister  has  been 
noticeably  silent  about  that.  I  have  to  assume, 
and  this  has  been  confirmed  by  inquiries 
that  I  have  made,  that  if  the  Minister  of 
Revenue  is  not  responsible  for  housing  policy 
in  the  province,  then  nobody  else  is. 

There  is  certainly  no  question  that  the 
minister,  through  OHC,  is  responsible  for 
programmes,  such  as  those  that  were  an- 

nounced by  the  federal  government  in  the 
federal  House  of  Commons  just  the  other 

day.  While  other  ministers  share  certain  re- 
sponsibilities—I'm thinking  of  the  Attorney 

General's  responsibility  for  the  Landlord  and 
Tenant  Act  —  the  overall  responsibility,  any 
kind  of  monitoring,  any  kind  of  planning, 
any  kind  of  target  setting,  surely  rests  with 

that  minister  over  there  because,  if  it  doesn't 
rest  with  him,  then  the  government  has  no 
overall  housing  policy.  In  fact,  it  is  my 

strong  suspicion  that  the  government  doesn't 
have  one  anyway,  even  though  they  have  a 
minister  who  should  be  responsible  for  it. 

I  just  don't  detect  from  what  I've  seen 
from  the  government,  that  there  really  is 
any  overall  approach  to  the  question  of  hous- 

ing, any  overall  goal.  Ontario  Housing,  from 
the  figures  that  we  have  in  Ottawa  and  from 

the  figures  we've  seen  in  the  housing  registry 
in  Toronto  and  in  other  parts  of  the  province, 
is  simply  not  capable  of  keeping  up  with  the 
demand  that  it  is  receiving  for  public  hous- 

ing. There  is  no  attempt  that  I'm  aware  of, 
by  the  government,  by  the  minister  and  by 
his  people,  to  determine  the  reasons  for  this 
demand  for  public  housing,  to  analyse  these 
hundreds  and  thousands  of  applications  that 

are  pouring  in  every  month— not  hundreds  of 
thousands;  it  hasn't  got  quite  that  bad,  but 
it  may.  What  are  the  reasons  for  this  de- 

mand? What  are  the  causes  and  what  other 
policies  can  the  government  make  in  order 
to  relieve  those  causes? 

The  minister  will  get  up  and  say,  "We 
don't  want  to  see  every  house  built  in  On- 

tario built  by  the  Ontario  Housing  Corp." 
And  I  suspect  that  we  on  this  side  of  the 
House  would  tend  to  agree.  We  would  like 
to  see  a  lot  more  housing  built  by  the  non- 

profit sector,  and  that  includes  the  Ontario 
Housing  Corp.,  limited  dividend  co-ops  and 
all  sorts  of  enterprises  like  that.  We  would 
like  to  see  less  of  the  total  housing  stock  in 
the  province  being  put  up  by  the  speculative 
private  sector.  But  to  have  it  all  built  by 
Ontario  Housing?  Well,  if  the  minister  says 

that's  not  his  goal,  we  probably  would  agree— 
although  perhaps  for  different  reasons. 

But  then  we  have  to  get  at  the  problems 
that  are  making  people  come  and  hammer 

away  at  Ontario  Housing's  door  and  begin to  find  fundamental  solutions.  It  seems  to 

me  that  the  government  is  not  really  looking 
for  fundamental  solutions;  where  it  is  doing 
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so,  it  is  doing  it  in  a  very  patchwork  kind 
of  way. 

I  don't  find  12,000  acres  of  development 
land,  for  example,  particularly  impressive  as 
a  land  bank  of  any  credibility  and  any  real 
impact  in  bringing  down  the  overall  level 
of  the  cost  of  housing  for  purchase  in  the 
province.  It  is  simply  a  matter  of  the  gov- 

ernment getting  aboard  on  the  market.  The 
minister  must  surely  be  aware  from  the 
studies  done  by  his  experts  that  it  cannot  be 
done  in  that  small  a  way;  in  fact,  we  have 
to  go  in  land  banking  in  a  much  more  com- 

prehensive way.  In  our  case,  I  think  we 
would  go  all  the  way  to  the  control  of  de- 

velopment land,  rather  than  leaving  this  in 
private  hands.  Certainly  there  are  very  many 
major  house  builders  who  would  endorse 
this;  I  would  include,  among  others,  the  NDP 
candidate  in  the  federal  riding  of  Ottawa 
Centre,  who  happens  to  be  the  former  presi- 

dent of  the  second  largest  builder  in  the 
city  of  Ottawa. 

Another  reason  that  we  find  in  Ottawa— 
and  it  certainly  happens  in  the  other  major 
cities  like  Toronto— why  people  are  coming 

and  hammering  at  OHC's  doors  is  the  fact 
that  they  are  victims  of  private  landlords 
who  are  taking  speculative  profits  out  of 
sitting  tenants  in  a  very  unjust  and  unfair 

way.  And  that's  very  mild  language  for  me 
to  use  after  the  kinds  of  things  that  I've 
been   exposed  to  and  run   into. 

We've  had  situations  over  and  over  again 
in  the  last  three  or  four  years  in  my  riding 
in  Ottawa,  where  rents  have  been  raised 
by  40,  50,  80  and  100  per  cent  when  a  new 
landlord  takes  over  a  property.  The  cycle 
gets  all  too  familiar:  Somebody  has  a  six- 
plex  with  six  units  worth  about  $8,000  a 
piece  and  renting  them  for  a  comfortable 
profit  at  $90  a  month  each.  He  sells  the 
place  for  $10,000  a  unit,  and  the  rents  go 
up  to  $110.  Then  it  changes  hands  again  at 
$12,000  a  unit  and  the  rents  go  up  to  $130. 

Each  time  a  new  landlord  takes  over,  he 
raises  the  rent  in  order  to  pay  the  previous 

owner's  speculative  profit.  And  the  dizzy 
spiral  goes  on  and  on.  There's  absolutely  no restraint  on  that  and  I  understand,  from  a 
letter  from  the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Jus- 

tice {Mr.  A.  F.  Lawrence)  that  there  seems 

to  be  no  intention  to  restrain  it.  It's  not  in 
the  philosophy  of  the  government  over  there. 

I  just  don't  understand  how  the  govern- 
ment, which  is  capable  of  forcing  foreign 

corporations  to  put  Canadians  on  their 
boards    of    directors,    can    stand    aside    and 

not  act  in  this  area  that  affects  so  many 

Ontario  residents  so  intimately  in  their  day- 
to-day  lives. 
The  minister  asked  me  the  other  day, 

"Well,  what  would  you  do?"  Surely  he 
could  claim  some  ideological  compatibility 
with  the  government  of  the  Province  of 
Quebec.  I  have  here  a  copy  of  an  Act  to 
promote  Conciliation  between  Lessees  and 
Property  Owners,  which  is  otherwise  known 
as  the  rent  tribunal  law  of  the  Province  of 

Quebec.  It's  a  law,  Mr.  Minister,  which  has 
been  in  force,  and  in  force  successfully— 
at  least  in  Montreal,  where  the  need  is 
greatest— in  the  Province  of  Quebec  for  the 
past  20-odd  years,  ever  since  the  end  of 
the  wartime  rent  controls  in  the  early  1950s. 

And  what  it  simply  says,  Mr.  Minister,  is 
that  landlords  and  tenants  should,  in  fact, 
bargain  together,  but  that  the  powers  of 
the  state  are  needed  in  order  to  protect  the 
tenant  who  is  inherently  the  weaker  partner 
in  any  bargaining  over  a  rent  situation, 
particularly  when  the  vacancy  rate  is  as 
low  as  it  is  and  there  is,  therefore,  pres- 

sure by  landlords  and  pressure  by  tenants 
on  the  supply  of  rental  accommodation. 

What  this  law  says  is  that  if  the  tenant 
and  landlord  cannot  agree  they  go  to  a 
rent  tribunal  and  there  the  landlord  and 
the  tenant  basically  argue  their  case.  The 

tenant  says  Why  he  doesn't  think  the  $10 
or  $15  increase  in  rent  is  fair  and  the  land- 

lord shows  his  books  and  shows  why  he 

thinks  it's  fair,  because  of  increases  in 
maintenance  costs  or  fuel  oil,  or  the  fact 
that  he  did  $1,000  worth  of  improvements 
or  something  like  that. 

It  is  a  system  which  does  not  discrimi- 
nate against  landlords  because  it  allows 

them  to  continue  to  draw  a  fair  return  from 

their  property.  It's  a  system  which  does 
not  discriminate  against  tenants  because  it 

assures  them  against  speculative  gains  be- 
ing taken  out  of  their  backs  by  landlords. 

The  system  also  does  something  which  I 
think  the  government  should  very  seriously 
consider  as  part  of  its  housing  policy,  and 

that  is,  it  removes  the  discriminations  be- 
tween landlords  and  tenants  in  terms  of 

tenure. 

As  the  minister  knows,  a  property  owner 
or  a  householder  who  owns  his  home  has 
a  lifelong  tenure  which  can  be  broken  up 

basically  only  by  expropriation,  by  some- 
thing like  the  Pickering  airport.  Possibly 

that  peace  and  quiet  enjoyment  that  the 
homeowner  enjoys  can  be  spoiled  by  ex- 

pressways   or    new    developments,    highrises 
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and  that  sort  of  thing,  but  there  are  sub- 
stantial protections  for  that  quiet  enjoy- 

ment in  Ontario  planning  law  and  through 

'tihe  Ontario  Municipal  Board  which,  in 
fact,  leans  over  backwards  to  protect  home- 

owners and  to  protect  the  kind  of  residen- 
tial environment  they  have. 

But  in  the  case  of  tenants,  how  many 
tenants  in  this  province  can  say  with  cer- 

tainty that  they  know  they  can  remain  in 
the  place  they  are  now  living  for  more 
than  a  year,  a  year  and  a  half  or  two  years? 
There  are  very,  very  few,  Mr.  Minister. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Mr.  Chairman,  on  a  point  of  order,  I  have 
been  listening,  hoping  the  hon.  member 

Would  get  to  the  point  where  he's  debating 
the  votes  in  these  estimates.  The  hon.  mem- 

ber is  producing  an  ideological  argument  for 
rent  control  and  different  types  of  landlord- 
tenant  laws  and  regulations  which  really  are 
not  within  the  competence  of  this  particular 

ministry  or  the  estimates  we're  debating  here. 
If  the  hon.  member  wants  to  discuss  these 

general  ideological  philosophies  there  are 
other  times  at  which  he  can  do  this  in  this 

House.  Really,  he's  talking  about  matters 
which  are  beyond  control  of  those  matters 
which  are  related  to  these  particular  esti- 

mates, and  I  appeal  to  you,  sir,  at  least  to 
obtain  some  relationship  between  the  de- 

bates and  the  votes  in  these  estimates. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Quite  to  the  contrary,  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  minister  is  responsible  for 
housing  policy  and  surely  the  matter  of 
rents  and  tenure  is  very  much  a  matter  of 
housing  policy? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  am  not,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  am  not  responsible  for  housing  policy, 

and  this  is  specifically  delineated  in  the  title 
which  I  have  in  relation  to  my  respon- 

sibilities to  the  Ontario  Housing  Corp.  I  am 
known  as  the  minister  responsible  for  the 
Ontario  Housing  Corp.  Housing  policy,  gen- 

erally, across  the  province  is  not  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  my  ministry. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Who  is? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  is  a  general 
government  policy  and,  indeed,  this  is  what 
the  Premier  (Mr.  Davis)  was  referring  to 
when  he  referred  to  a  task  force  which  will 
be  set  up— and  I  mentioned  this  the  other 
day,  if  the  hon.  member- 

Mr.  Stokes:  There's  got  to  be  a  minister of  this  government  responsible  for  housing 

policy. 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  all  right,  that 

may  be.  That  may  very  well  be  what  I 

think  there  should  be,  but  I  can't  help  it  if 
the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  wasn't 
present  during  the  debate  when  I  pointed 
this  out.  I  pointed  it  out  that  this  is  pre- 

cisely what  the  Premier  was  referring  to 
when  he  was  talking  about  the  setting  up  of 
a  task  force  to  deal  with  overall  housing 
policy,  rather  than  those  responsibilities  to 
the  Ontario  Housing  Corp.,  whose  respon- 

sibility it  is  to  provide  as  much  housing  as 
it  is  possible  to  provide  for  those  who  find 
it  difficult  to  find  accommodation.  Again, 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  doesn't  come  within 
the  estimates  of  this  particular- 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  seems  to  me,  with  all 
respect,  that  the  line  of  discussion  has  been 
the  same  sort  of  discussion  that  we  have 
been  having.  I  would  urge  the  member 
though,  at  least  I  would  point  this  out  to 
him,  that  we  have  covered  many  of  the 
points  which  he  has  been  covering  so  that 
it  is  becoming  a  bit  repetitious.  We  have 
been  discussing  housing  in  the  absence  of 
the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  for  several 
days  now,  and  most  of  the  points  which  you 
are  bringing  up  really  have  been  discussed. 
So  I  would  ask  you  to  avoid  repetition  as 
much  as  possible. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  will  attempt  to  return  to 
the  Ontario  Housing  Corp.  With  great  re- 

spect, I  have  either  been  present  or  read 
all  the  debates  on  housing  that  have  taken 

place  since  this  began  on  the  minister's  esti- 
mates. Certainly,  the  point  I  was  just  touch- 

ing on  had  not  been  touched  on  at  all,  nor, 
I  suggest,  has  this  general  aspect  of  overall 
housing  policy.  The  minister  himself,  I  be- 

lieve, recalls  that  the  Premier  said  some  time 
ago  that  housing  policy  was  a  responsibility 

but  that  he  didn't  know  where  it  would  go, 
and  we  on  this  side  have  got  to  assume  that 
it  belongs  with  that  minister  until  the  Premier 
tells  us  where  else  it  resides. 

Mr.  Minister,  I  commend  to  you  the  Que- 
bec system  of  rent  control.  You  know,  it  is 

very  hard,  despite  what  you  had  to  say 
earlier  in  the  debate,  for  us  to  understand 
why  you  agree  to  rent  supplements  applied 
to  units— which  effectively  remove  the  land- 

lord one  step  from  a  decision  about  who 
comes  into  his  unit— but  do  not  agree  with 
rent  subsidies,  if  you  will,  applied  to  peo- 
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pie.   That  point  has   been  raised  a  number 
of  times  before. 

I  should  like  also  to  suggest  that  in  addi- 
tion to  the  control  of  development  land  that 

the  government  should  very  seriously  con- 
sider in  the  same  way— and  perhaps  this  is  a 

stretched  analogy— that  it  insist  on  a  certain 
proportion  of  directors  on  the  board  of  an 
Ontario  company;  that  in  fact  one  of  the 
solutions  to  the  problem  of  concentration  of 
public  housing,  or  low  income  housing,  is  in 
fact  to  insist  that  low  income  housing  be 

built  in  as  a  component  of  all  housing  de- 
velopments in  the  province,  and  that  any- 

body who  intends  to  put  up  more  than  10 
or  20  units— whether  it  be  in  a  subdivision 

or  a  highrise  development— should  be  re- 
quired to  satisfy  the  government,  or  some 

other  aerency  of  the  government,  that  at  least 
10  or  15  or  20  per  cent  of  the  units  in  that 
project  are  in  fact  available  to,  or  within 
economic  reach  of,  low  and  lower  income 
families.  This  could  be  by  dedicating  them 
to  the  Ontario  Housing  Corporation,  it  could 

be  through  co-ops,  it  could  be  through  con- 
dominium arrangements  at  modest  prices,  but 

there  would  be  an  insistence  on  this  and 

not  simply  a  reliance  on  the  present 
haphazard  kind  of  market  system. 

I  would  like  to  suggest  to  the  minister 
too  that  it  is  not  good  enough  to  simply  give 
us  a  prediction  of  the  number  of  housing 
units  being  built.  The  minister  said  93,000 

units  to  be  built  and  that's  fine.  But  it  is 
not  enough,  as  the  minister  will  know  if  he 
looks  at  studies  about  the  housing  need  in 

the  province,  which  suggest  in  fact  that  some- 
thing more  than  100,000  units  will  be  needed 

per  year  in  this  province  over  the  decade  of 
the  1970s.  And  he  has  not  told  us  how  the 

government  intends  to  get  to  that  level. 

Just  a  minor  point,  Mr.  Minister:  Why  is 

it  that— in  the  city  of  Ottawa  at  any  rate- 
it  is  I  always  companies,  contractors,  linked 
with  the  Conservative  Party  who  get  housing 
contracts  from  your  Ontario  Housing  Corp.? 
I  think  of  Assaly  Construction  and  Catkey 

Construction,  for  example.  Why  do  you  al- 
ways favour  your  friends,  rather  than  look- 

ing for  people  who  can  offer  the  best  quality 
at  the  best  price?  The  coincidences  in  fact 
are  really  too  alarming. 

And  why  is  it  that  you  set  such  rigid  cost 
controls  on  certain  projects  when  that  affects 
the  possibility  of  putting  them  into  socially 

desirable  areas?  In  the  case  of  senior  citizens' 
housing,  for  example— I  am  sure  this  prob- 

lem exists  in  Toronto;  it  evidently  existed 
with  the  Fontainebleau  project  in  Windsor, 

and  it  certainly  exists  in  Ottawa— there  are 
a  number  of  very  good  sites  that  have  be- 

come available  for  senior  citizens'  housing 
in  the  central  part  of  Ottawa.  It  happens  to 

be  in  my  riding,  but  I  don't  particularly 
worry  whether  it's  in  my  riding  or  not;  it's 
also  in  other  ridings,  Ottawa  East  in  par- 

ticular. But  on  numerous  occasions  these 

sites  are  getting  pushed  out  of  court,  ap- 
parently because  the  price  comes  in  above 

an  $11,000  or  $11,500  per  unit  guideline, 
which  is  set  by  the  OHC. 

It's  pretty  obvious  that  if  you  are  buying 
land  at  $1  a  foot,  or  50  cents  a  foot  out  in 
the  suburbs,  you  can  come  into  those  cost 

guidelines  an  awful  lot  easier  than  if  you're 
buying  land  and  putting  up  projects  in  de- 

sirable locations,  close  to  transportation  and 
facilities  and  near  where  senior  citizens  have 

been  accustomed  to  live,  but  where  the  land 
costs  $10  or  $12  a  foot.  And  until  you  and 
your  government  do  something  to  control 
the  land  market,  then  I  suggest  that  you 
do  not  use  the  prices  that  are  charged  by 
the  private  market  for  land  in  downtown 

areas  as  an  excuse  to  keep  senior  citizens' 
housing  out  of  those  areas. 

I  notice  that  in  March  of  last  year  the 

government  promised  120,000  units  as  op- 
posed to  this  93,000  that  the  minister  is 

promising  us   right  now. 

The  last  point  I  want  to  raise— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  On  a  point  of  order, 

so  that  I  can  get  the  information,  would  the 
hon.  member  provide  me  in  the  meantime 
with  the  source  of  the  statement  I  was  al- 

leged to  have  made  that  we  would  provide 
120,000  housing  units? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  My  notes  say  it  was  a  gov- 
ernment  promise,    Mr.    Chairman. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  You  just  left  that  im- 

pression. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Pardon? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  You  said  the  minister 

promised. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  beg  your  pardon.  I  thought 
I  said  it  was  a  government  promise. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  A  government  prom- 
ise? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  wasn't  trying  to  tie  it  to the  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  This  government 

promised? 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  You  are  part  of  the  govern- 
ment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  All  right,  I'm  asking 
the  hon.  member  for  the  source.  When  did 

this  government  say  that? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  March  30  of  last  year,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Where,  in  Hansard? 
Is  that  what  you  are  referring  to. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  will  have  to  get  the  source. 

I'm  sorry  I  didn't  introduce  that  as  the  first 
item  on  that  point. 

The  last  area  I  would  like  to  stress,  Mr. 

Chairman,  is  that  I  haven't  yet  seen  a  real 
response  from  the  government— and  this  is 
specifically  within  the  area  of  the  Ontario 

Housing  Corp.— I  haven't  seen  a  response  to 
the  new  federal  proposals  for  helping  low- 
income  families  to  purchase  homes,  for  fed- 

eral grants  of  up  to  $2,000  to  low-income 
families  to  improve  existing  homes  in  neigh- 

bourhood improvement  areas,  the  new  fed- 
eral moneys  available  for  land  assembly  and 

the  possibility  of  the  province  making  grants 

to  match  federal  grants  to  non-profit  groups 
that   are   putting   up   accommodation. 

Could  the  minister  give  us  some  response 
to  that?  I  know  that  it  has  been  discussed 

by  the  government  with  the  federal  govern- 
ment and,  as  I  recall  from  the  debate,  all  the 

minister  said  was:  "Well,  we've  only  looked 
at  it  six  weeks  ago."  I  think  it  is  about  time 
we  got  an  answer  to  that. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Weritworth):  Five  weeks 

ago. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Five  weeks,  yes.  I  think 

that's  enough  time  for  the  government  to 
make  some  preliminary  responses  and  to  in- 

dicate, for  example,  whether  in  older  areas 
of  cities  like  Sudbury,  Oshawa,  Toronto, 
Windsor,  Ottawa  and  Thunder  Bay,  there 
there  is  some  prospect  that  homeowners 
with  modest  incomes  will  in  fact  get  the 

enthusiastic  co-operation  of  the  provincial 
government  in  these  federal  schemes  or 

whether  they  will  be  thwarted  and  pre- 
vented from  taking— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Would  the  hon. 
member  tell  me  which  federal  scheme  he 

means?  In  the  first  place  you  said  that  we 
only  had  six  weeks.  We  had  to  wait  until 
we  saw  what  the  federal  minister  was  ac- 

tually proposing  by  way  of  legislation.  But 

it  wasn't  quite  the  same  as  what  we  had 
discussed— we  had   discussed  many  types  of 

plans.  Now,  will  the  hon.  member  tell  me 

where,  in  this  particular  programme,  there's 
any  help  for  the  low-income  groups— to  pro- 

vide housing  for  low-income  groups  in  the 
cities? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Certainly.  One  of  the 
schemes  is  in  order  to  aid  the  renovations 

of  older  houses— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  that's  not  going 

to  provide  any  new  stock  of  housing.  That's 
a  good  scheme— we  favour  that— but  that 
is  not  going  to  provide  any  new  stock  of 

housing.  It's  the  rehabilitation  of  older 

homes- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right,  it  certainly  pre- 

vents— Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —which  is  a  good 

programme,  but  that's  not  going  to  provide 
new    housing,    new    accommodation. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  saves  existing  housing  and 
makes  it  habitable  and,  therefore,  reduces 

the  demand  for  public  housing,  the  demoli- 
tion  of  other  units,   Mr.   Chairman. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Not  too  much— not 
so. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  in  other  words,  the 

minister  simply   dismisses   it  with   a— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  No,  I  didn't.  I  didn't 
dismiss  it.  I  made  it  quite  clear  that  we  felt 

this  was  a  good  programme.  All  I'm  trying 
to  do  is  keep  the  hon.  members  clear  and 

straight.  In  the  first  place- 

Mr.  Singer:  All  heart.  All  heart,  Allan. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Oh,  we're  in  for  a 
session  tonight. 

Mr.  Singer:  All  heart. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  I  told 
your  advisers  we  would  close  this  evening, 

but  I  see  that  we  won't. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  No,  I  don't  think  we can. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  I  want  to  apologize  to 
them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Just  to  keep  the 
record  clear:  if  we  are  talking  about  the 
production  of  housing  accommodation  for 
people  in  the  low  income  groups,  I  am  just 
saying  to  the  hon.  member  that  as  a  matter 

of  fact,  there  isn't  a  thing  in  the  federal 
programme  that  we  don't  find  commendable 
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and  support.  I'll  tell  the  hon.  members 
right  here,  I  have  a  statement  to  make— if 
they  want  to  spend  another  10  or  20 

minutes- 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh,  my.  Come  on,  sure  we 
do. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —discussing  it,  I'd 
be  very  glad  to.  Except  that  it  doesn't  pro- 

vide for  the  cities  of  this  province,  by  and 
large,  any  kind  of  promise  for  new  housing 

accommodation  for  low-income  groups.  It 

just  doesn't.  Except  for  the  programme 
which  will  provide  for  co-ops  and  so  on 
which,  hopefully,  will  provide  the  incentive 
for  groups  to  get  together  and  build  some 
more  housing.  This  really  will  only  touch 
the  fringe  of  it  and  to  the  extent  that  it 

will,  we'll  give  it  every  possible  support. 
We  will  support  anything,  everything 

they  brought  out  here,  except  that  we  must 
be  clear  about  those  income  groups  which 
OHC  is  looking  after  now  and  that  is,  by 
and  large,  those  who  make  an  average  of 
$5,000  a  year.  The  average  income  is  about 

$5,000  a  year-$4,800  I'm  told.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  federal  programme  which  is 

going  to  help  us  in  the  cities  of  this  prov- 
ince to  provide  housing  for  that  income 

group.  It's  going  to  do  a  good  job,  we  hope 
—it  appears  it  may  do  a  good  job  for  those 
[in  the  higher  brackets,  who  should  be 
looked  after  as  well.  People  in  maybe  the 
$7,000  to  $7,500  bracket. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Higher. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  people  of 

$7,500  and  higher,  and  that's  a  group,  too, 
which,  to  some  extent,  hasn't  had  the  atten- 

tion and  the  support  it  needs.  But  OHC  is 
providing  accommodation  for  an  income 
group  which  makes  an  average  of  $4,800 

a  year  and  there's  nothing  in  this  pro- 
gramme of  the  federal  plan  which  is  going 

to  help,  by  and  large,  this  group  in  a  prov- 
ince like  Ontario.  There  are  other  prov- 
inces for  which  this  programme  appears  to 

have  a  great  deal  more  promise  than  it  does 

in  Ontario— places  out  in  the  Maritimes, 
where  the  cost  of  a  house  is  much  less  than 
it  is  here  and  where  there  are  all  kinds  of 

ways  of  getting  a  house  built  for  a  lot  less 
than  it  will  cost  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  minister 
is  saying,  in  other  words,  that  his  priority  is 
in  providing  housing  for  the  families  of 

$5,000  or  less— is  that  correct? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That's  our  priority. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is.  Well,  could  the  minis- 

ter then  explain,  from  the  estimates— I  can't 
find  the  page  here— 

An  hon.  member:  Page  74. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Page  74,  thank  you.  I  lis- 
tened with  interest,  in  fact,  when  he  gave 

us  a  breakdown  of  how  his  money  was 

going  to  be  spent,  and  the  money  for  On- 
tario Housing— the  capital  funds,  rather,  for 

Ontario  Housing— included  $24  million  un- 
der the  Ontario  Housing  Corporation  Act, 

and  another  $28  million  for  projects  under 
the  Ontario  Housing  Corporation  Act.  And 
as  I  understood  it,  he  said  $23  million  was 
going  to  go  into  rental  housing  and  $28 
million  into  home  ownership.  Of  that  $23 
million,  $10  million  was  going  into  existing 
projects  as  they  got  built  and  $11  million 

into  new  projects.  But  out  of  the  province's 
money— mind,  because  I'm  aware  that  there 
are  mortgages  from  the  federal  level  that 

match  this— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  you  won't  fall 
any  deeper  in  the  hole.  I  might  as  well  ex- 

plain it  to  him  now.  He's  mixing  capital 
with  operating  cost.  The  $23  million  is 
merely  the  provincial  share  of  the  operating 
cost  for  public  housing.  In  other  words  we 

pay  $23  million,  the  federal  government 
pays  $23  million  and  the  balance,  which  is 

7V2  per  cent,  is  paid  for  them  by  the  mu- 
nicipalities. This  is  just  for  operating  costs 

of  the  low-income  housing,  the  rent-geared- 
to-income  by  and  large,  which  we  are  pro- 

viding. With  the  other  figures,  he  is  com- 
paring that  with  capital  amounts,  which  go 

into  home  ownership  and  so  on;  and  there 
is  no  relationship. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  WTell  then,  let's  have  the 
capital  amounts,  Mr.  Chairman.  As  a  matter 
of  fact  I  think  the  minister  is  confusing 

things,  too.  There  is  a  subsidy  of  $24  mil- 
lion that  goes  as  the  provincial  share  of  pub- 

lic housing  costs;  in  addition,  there  is  $23 
million  that  is  for  the  provincial  capital 

costs  in  rental  housing.  I  believe  that's  cor- rect. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  There  is  $23,566,900 

for  the  capital  disbursement.  The  provincial 
share  of  the  operating  costs  is  $24,151,000. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Right!  So  my  point  is  that 
you  are  spending  $23  million  in  capital  on 
rental  housing,  that  is  for  the  families  of 
$5,000  or  less;  but  then  $28  million  under 
the  home  ownership  programme,  which  is 
going    to    land    purchase,    or    land    servicing 
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and  large-scale  development;  and  then  $82 
million  for  primary  and  secondary  financing 
under  the  HOME  Plan  Condominium  Act 

and  the  Ontario  Housing  Corporation  Act. 
And  I  noted  with  interest  in  another  copy 

of  it- 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  difference,  of 
course,  if  the  hon.  members  wish  to  keep 
this  debate  going  and  follow  the  point  the 
hon.  member  is  making;  in  one  instance  he 
is  talking  about  the  10  per  cent  that  we 
put  in.  And  that  10  per  cent  is  $23,566,000. 
That  is  10  per  cent;  and  yet  there  is  90  per 
cent  on  top  of  that.  In  other  words,  there  is 
$235  million  in  capital  costs  that  go  out  for 
this  particular  programme.  The  $24  million 
that  we  are  talking  about  is  $24  million 

actual  dollars,  and  not  10  per  cent  of  any- 
thing. Well,  it  is  nearly  50  per  cent,  ac- 
tually, of  the  amount  that  is  put  in— 42.5 

per  cent  by  us,  $24  million  by  us,  50  per 
cent  by  the  federal  government  and  IVz 
per  cent  by  the  municipality. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Fine,  but  the  point  is— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —$23  million  is  10 
per  cent  of  the  cost.  So  if  you  are  trying  to 

say  that  we  are  only  prepared— which  is  what 
he  did  say— to  put  out  $23  million  in  capital 

disbursements,  giving  the  impression  that's 
all  that's  going  in  to  capital  disbursements 
for  this  particular  group,  it  is  entirely  wrong; 

because  it  means  that  there's  $235  million 
going  into  that. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  the 

point  is  that  with  100-cent  dollars,  you  are 
putting  in  $82  million  into  mortgages  for 
HOME  and  for  condominiums.  I  read  with 

interest  out  of  the  minister's  publication— 
I  think  this  is  the  April  issue  of  Ontario 

Housing— this  note  from  the  national  survey 
by  condominium  research  and  they  say: 

"Who  are  the  condominium  residents? 
They  are  mainly  young,  well-educated 
couples  starting  families  and  earning  sub- 

stantial incomes  at  good  jobs.  The  vast 
majority  of  those  units  are  occupied  by 
families. 

Now  we  have  no  objection  to  condominums, 
but  obviously  from  the  survey,  and  from 
everything  else  we  have  heard,  these  in  fact 
are  families,  for  the  most  part,  in  the 
$10,000-and-up  bracket. 

The  minister's  own  priorities  in  his  de- 
partment, the  government's  own  priorities, 

are  to  put  out  $80  million  or  $100  million 
for  home  ownership  to  families  with  incomes 

of  $8,000,  $9,000  and  $10,000  and  more  a 
year  and  $23  million  of  provincial  money 

into  housing  for  families  of  the  $5,000-a- 
year  bracket,  or  so. 

If  you  shifted  $20  million,  for  example, 
out  of  the  HOME  plan  and  over  into  your 

rental  housing  plan,  you  would  attract  an- 
other $180  million  in  federal  funds.  But 

the  priorities  in  terms  of  your  own  use  of 
your  own  money  are  to  put  much  more 
into  housing  for  the  middle  income  group 
than  for  the  lower  income  group.  I  really 
find  that  very  hard  to  defend,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Of  course,  the  hon. 
member  must  appreciate  that  merely  because 
we  put  another  $20  million  or  $40  million 

or  $50  million  in  for  our  10  per  cent,  doesn't 
mean  the  federal  government  is  going  to 

say:  "Okay,  we  will  give  you  the  other  90 

per  cent." 
Mr.  Lewis:  No,  but  surely. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  We  are  dealing 

within  the  figures  that  the  federal  govern- 
ment has  allotted  to  the  provincial  govern- 
ment, and  we  provide  then  the  10  per  cent 

over  and  above  the  90  per  cent.  Is  the  hon. 
member  suggesting  then,  over  and  above 
that,  we  start  providing  100  per  cent  of 
the  money? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Why  not?  You  did  it  for 
HOME. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I'll  tell  you  why  not. 
The  more  we  provide  in  100  per  cent  money, 
the  less  the  federal  government  will  give  us 
in  90  per  cent  money.  They  will  allot  that 
money  to  other  provinces.  All  they  have  to 
do  is  find  out  that  we  are  prepared  to  put 
up  another  $20  million  or  $50  million  of 
our  own  money  without  their  90  per  cent, 

and  they'll  say:  "Okay,  then,  we  are  able  to 
allot  this  to  other  provinces,"  and  use  our 
tax  money  to  help  build  up  the  loan  funds 
which  they  will  loan  in  90  per  cent  figures 
to  other  provinces,  leaving  us  with  more 
and  more  of  100  per  cent  money.  I  am  sure 
the  hon.  member,  as  an  Ontario  taxpayer 
and  a  representative  of  the  Ontario  taxpayer, 

doesn't  want  to  put  us  in  that  position. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  started  by  saying  that  it 
was  humbug  for  the  minister  to  say  that 
your  priorities  are  that  way  when  you  put 
more  of  your  own  money,  Ontario  money, 

into  housing  for  the  middle-income  groups. 
And  I  would  stick  with  that.  I  would  hope 

that  with  the  new  plans  coming  out  of  Ot- 
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tawa,  provincial  funds  will  be  made  avail- 
able to  match  the  pious  intentions  that  the 

minister  has  given  in  terms  of  rehabilitation 
of  housing  and  that,  in  fact,  also  the  pro- 

vincial government  would  not  just  sit  idly 
by  but  would  encourage  the  federal  govern- 

ment to  go  further  in  this. 

One  of  the  most  disappointing  parts  of 
the  federal  plan  was  that  some  of  the  most 
promising  of  the  initiatives  being  taken  by 
the  federal  government,  in  terms  of  en- 

couraging co-operatives,  in  terms  of  re- 
habilitation, in  terms  of  startup  funds  for 

non-profit  corporations  and  this  sort  of  thing, 

we're  funded  with  a  piddling  amount  of 
money.  I  think  that  the  Ontario  govern- 

ment, through  the  Ontario  Housing  Corp., 
or  through  other  means,  can  and  should  take 
and  improve  on  those  initiatives  in  order  to 
enlarge  the  non-profit  sector  of  housing  and 
provide  people  with  housing  which  does  not 
ride  at  the  top  of  a  speculative  market  and 
continue  to  pauperize  so  many  citizens  in 
this  province. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  must 

take  exception  to  some  of  the  hon.  member's 
comments.  He  started  off  pretty  early  in  his 
career  in  this  House,  in  his  very  first  session, 

using  terms  like  "twisting  the  truth,"  and 
"the  credibility  of  OHC,"  "the  credibility  of 
the  minister,"  and  all  that.  There  was  no 
need  for  that  at  all;  there  is  no  need  for 
that  at  all.  If  he  wants  to  make  his  points 
there  are  points  that  can  be  made.  We  are 
not  doing  a  100  per  cent  perfect  job;  we 
never  will. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  point  was  raised  because  the 
minister  claimed  there  were  70,000  OHC 
units  and  his  own  publication  says  there  are 
only  42,000  actually  built  in  March  of  this 
year. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Did  we  say  there  were 
70,000  units  in  existence  now?  When  was 
that? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  referred  in  your  opening 
statement  to  OHC,  70,000  units,  yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Where  does  it  say  it? 
Will  the  hon.  member  quote  it  for  me,  please? 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  am  sure  "under  manage- 
ment" is  what  you  meant  to  say. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Never  mind  what  I 
meant  to  say,  what  does  the  booklet  state 
and  what  did  I  say? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  you  have  your  advisers 
there. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  ought  to  know  what  you 
said. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  I  don't  have  it. 
Mr.  Lewis:  What  70,000  units  were  you 

referring  to? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  was  lost  to  the  lyrical 
profundities  of  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  We  are  talking  about 
those  under  management,  those  under  con- 

struction and  those  in  pre-construction  stage 
at  this  present  time. 

Mr.  Lewis:  This  is  the  part  of  the  68,000 
in  six  years,  is  that  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes,  yes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  you  always  neglect  to  say 

how  many  you  inherited  from  other  organiza- 
tions which  you  took  over. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  And  12,000  of  those  68,000 
are  not  even  yet  built. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  What  do  you  mean? 
Are  you  trying  to  get  niggling  about  this 
thing,  and  say,  now,  wait  a  minute,  this  is 
one  you  just  took  over? 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  no.  I  am  just  tired  of  your 
inflated  figures;  just  tired  of  your  inflated 
figures. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Isn't  it  to  the  credit 
of  the  government  that  they  did  take  these 

over?  Isn't  that  to  the  credit  of  the  govern- 
ment? I  mean,  the— 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  are  not  building  houses 
in  the  process;  you  pretend— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Year  after  year- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  have  a 

statement  I'll  quote  from. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  All  right,  let  the  hon. 
member  go  ahead. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  minister  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Chairman:  What's  your  point  of  order? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  minister  asked  for  the 
quotation.  I  happen  to  have  found  it  here. 

"At  the  present  time,"  the  minister  said,  "the 
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total  family  and  senior-citizen  housing  stock 

in  this  province"— and  this  is  very  clever— 
"with  which  the  government  of  Ontario  is 
identified,  is  approaching  70,000  units."  Well, 
there  are  12,000  of  those  units  with  which 
you  are  identified  which  no  one  could  find 

anywhere  in  the  province,  because  you  don't even  have  a  hole  dug  for  them  yet. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Is  the  hon.  member 

referring  to  the  number  of  units  that  are  in 
preconstruction  stage? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  presume  that's  what  the 
minister  was  referring  to.  Does  he  not— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  No,  we  are  also  talk- 
ing about,  for  example,  condominiums,  which 

we  are  helping  finance. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  how  many  are  in  the 
preconstruction  stage?  How  many? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  we  can- 

Mr.   Cassidy:    Mr.    Minister,   it  is  just  im- 
possible to  get  a  straight  answer  here  from 

you. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  In  the  preconstruc- 
tion stage  as  of  April  30— 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  How  many 
are  in  the  preconceptual  stage? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If  the  hon.  member 
will  listen,  we  will  give  him  the  facts.  The 
hon.  leader  of  that  party  always  seems  to 
try  to  make  the  point  that  unless  we  show 
that  we  are  spending  all  kinds  of  money— he 
made  that  point  last  year— that  if  we  are 
building  and  we  are  finding  ways  of— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Not  unless  you  are  keeping 
your  promises. 

Hon.    Mr.    Grossman:    —getting    financing 
from  the  federal  government- 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  just  want  to  see  houses. 
Houses  are  all  we  ask. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —and  that  we  are 
getting  financing  from  the  private  banks  and 

the  chartered  banks,  that  isn't  good  enough. 
He  wants  us,  as  far  as  is  humanly  possible, 

to  spend  as  much  of  the  taxpayers'  money as  we  can. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Oh,  nonsense! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  And  I  tell  him  now— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  You  go  about  beating  your 
breast  and  saying  how  well  you  are  doing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  And  I  tell  him  now 
what  I  told  him  then,  that  if  we  can  build 
more  and  more  housing  with  all  of  the  out- 

side money  we  can  get,  particularly  federal 
government  funds,  we  will  do  so. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Oh,  nuts— you  go  about  pound- 
ing your  breast  and  saying  how  well  you  are 

doing- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Look,  your  whole  programme 

came  crashing  down  around  your  ears  after 
the  last  occasion. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Blatant  and  gross  extrava- 
gance, Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order!  Order! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Are  those  the  units  you  are 
identified  with? 

Mr.  Singer:  The  member  for  Scarborough 
West  is  out  of  order  again. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order!  Order!  The  minister 
has  the  floor. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Now,  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Ottawa  Centre— 111  give  him  the 

figures.  As  of  April  30,  1972,  the  number  of 
units  in  the  preconstruction  stage,  family 

units-6,634- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Are  those  units  that  you  are 
identified  with?  Is  that  what  you  meant  in 
your  statement? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  No,  this  is  public housing. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  but  that  is  what  you  mean 

by  identified— 
Hon.   Mr.   Grossman:    No,   no.    These    are 

not— these   are- 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  part  of  the  70,000  are they? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  just  told  the  hon. 
member,  they  are  family  units  and  senior- 
citizen  units. 

Mr.  Lewis:  So  they  are  part  of  the  70,000? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  There  are  6,000  of  them  in 
the  preconstruction  stage? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh!  Where  are  they  precon- 
structed? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please!  Will  the  hon. 
member  for  Scarborough  West- 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  want  to  see  the  preconstruc- 
tion.   I  want  to  visually  wander  around  the 
property. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  West  does  not  have  the  floor. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  a  lot  of  nonsense.  He  is 
twisting  the  truth. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  am  not  twisting  the 
truth! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Then  where  are  they? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If  I  weren't  trying  to 
tell  you  the  truth  I  wouldn't  tell  you  that 
they  were  in  the  preconstruction  stage. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  you  didn't  mention  it 
in  your  opening  statement. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  There  are  13,706 
family  and  senior  citizen  units  in  the  pre- 

construction stage.  Whether  the  hon.  mem- 
ber believes  it  or  not,  we  have  to  spend  a 

lot  of  time,  effort  and  money  for  plans  to 
produce  surveys  and  plans  and  make  a  de- 

cision that  we  are  going  to  build,  rent  out 

contracts— and  they  haven't  started  the  build- 
ing- 

Mr.  Stokes:  Let's  just  say  that  you  are 
wasting  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Every  day,  at  some 
stage  there  are  some  being  started,  some 
being  finished,  and  some  being  preconstructed. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  fine,  but  don't  claim 
they're  built  and  totally  up. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right.  Just  say  there  are 
another  20,000  in  the  conceptual  stage. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I'm  sorry— yes,  I 
could  tell  you  that,  I  suppose.  I  don't  know 
—the  hon.  member  constantly  gives  the  argu- 

ment which  is  designed  to  bring  out  the 
fact  that  we  are  not  putting  the  gloomiest 

picture  we  can  on  the  government's  pro- 
gramme. Of  course  we  won't  do  that.  We 

are  telling  you  what  the  facts  are. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  nuts.  You  are  not  building 

enough  houses.  That's  what  we're  worried about. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  We  are  telling  the 
hon.  member  what  the  facts  are. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Your  facts  are  dismal. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Are  yours  rose-coloured 

glasses? 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Now  does  the  hon. 

member  want  to  hear  the  figures  or  doesn't he? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Twenty-five  per  cent  of  the 
people  in  the  province  are  poor. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Under  construction 
as  at  April  30,  under  construction,  were 
10,349  units.  Under  management  as  at  that 
time,  were  45,267  units,  for  a  total  at  that 
time  of  69,322  units.  Which  is  a  pretty  good 
record. 

Mr.  Lewis:  So  that  in  six  years  you  have 
built  45,000,  of  which  several  thousand  you 
inherited? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  second  most 
successful  and  biggest  housing  programme 

in  North  America.— 

Interjections   by  hon.   members. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Don't  give  us  that—that  is 
for  elections,  not  between  elections. 

Mr.  Lewis:  In  the  world,  surely,  in  the 
world!  Not  just  North  America. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Probably  in  the 
world! 

Mr.  Lewis:  In  western  Europe,  in  Byelo- 

russia— 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Probably  in  the 

world! 

Mr.  Lewis:   —in  Australasia. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Probably  in  the 

world!  And  it  isn't  "By-elo"  Russia,  it's "Bee-elo"  Russia. 

Mr.  Lewis:  "Bee-elo"  Russia. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  If 

you  keep  (preaching  sermons  you've  got enough  for  50  years  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well  now,  I've  been 
listening  to  a  sermon  from  the  hon.  member 
for  Ottawa  Centre  talking  about  half  truths. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right. 

An  hon.  member:  And  that's  what  you were   doing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  He  never  said  a 

straight  word  without  suggesting  some- 
thing. He  even  got  to  the  stage  where  he 

was  saying  that  we  were  renting  out  con- 
tracts to  all  of  our  friends  in  Ottawa. 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right. 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  And  I  want  to  know 

where  he  was  when  the  Ottawa  city  coun- 

cil of  which  he  is  a  member— I  presume  he's 
still  a  member,  collecting  pay  from  both 
places  at  the  moment,  here  and  Ottawa— I 
presume  that,  he  being  on  that  council,  that 
council  must  approve  of  every  proposal  that 
is  presented  that  is  going  to  be  built  in 
Ottawa  under  our  programmes,  and  he  must 
have  approved  of  those.  Well,  why  did  you 

look  after  "our  friends"  as  you  call  them? 
Why  didn't  you  vote  against  them  and 
say,  "They  are  looking  after  their  friends, 
to  hell  with  this  housing"? 
Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  Ontario 

Housing  presents  these  projects  to  municipal 
councils  on  a  take-it-or-leave-it  basis.  It 
does  not  permit  them  to  get  involved  with 
the  selection  of  sites  and— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  is  entirely 
wrong. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  not— it  is  quite  so, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  is  entirely 

wrong,  because  I  have  had  personal  ex- 
perience already  with  city  council  saying, 

"No,  this  is  not  acceptable  to  us,  we  prefer 
the  other  proposal."  They  have  discussions 
over  it  and  in  many  instances  the  municipal 
council  has  convinced  us  that  another  pro- 

posal is  a  better  one  or  more  acceptable 
than  the  one  that  OHC  has  recommended. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.    Mr.    Grossman:    Let's    stop    talking 
about  looking  after  our  friends  and  all  that 
sort  of  thing- 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  While  the  hon. 
member  for  York  South  is  suggesting  I  am 

standing  up  here  preaching,  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Ottawa  Centre,  as  I  say,  started  out 

his  political  career  in  this  House  by  suggest- 
ing all  kinds  of  nefarious  deals  and  using 

this  violent  language  about  half-truths  and 
misrepresentation  and  all  that  sort  of  thing. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't 
know  of  anybody  in  this  House  who  pro- 

vokes that  kind  of  retort  more  than  the 
minister.  The  minister  got  up  and  spent 
about  the  first  two  or  three  minutes  reading 

a  little  lecture  about  twisted  truth.  We've 
taken    15   minutes   to   try  to   sort  out  your 

own  figures.   Now  if  you  go  back   15  min- 

utes— 
An  hon.  member:  We  sorted  them  out 

though. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  —you  can  start  to  an- 
swer the  specifics  on  this  and  we  would 

have  done  something  in  the  last  15  minutes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Which  is  what  I  was 

doing!  I  didn't  provoke  it  because  I  listened to  him  for  15  minutes  before  I  got  up  on 

my  feet. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  did  provoke  it.  The  last 
time  you  introduced  a  housing  programme 

you  couldn't  explain  it. 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  explained  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  had  to  call  press  confer- 
ences so  that  the  civil  servants  could  ex- 

plain it. 
Mr.  MacDonald:  Right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  not  only  explained 
it   but   we   carried   out  our  promises. 

Mr.  Lewis:   The  devil  you  did. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  We  said  there  would 
be  90,000  units  and  there  would  be  20,000 
with  which  we  would  be  associated  and  we 
exceeded  that. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Put  the  political  podium 

away  and  deal  with  the  facts  as  you've  been 
preaching  to  my  colleagues. 

Hon.    Mr.    Grossman:     There    have    been 
93,000    units    built    in    this    province    since 

last  year- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  Put  the  political  podium away! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  And  20,650  of  them 
were  built  by  us,  or  we  were  associated  with 
building  them. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It's  between  elections. 
Let's  deal  with  the  facts. 

Interjections   by   hon.    members. 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  Are  you 

suggesting  you  don't  deal  with  facts  at election  time? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Now  that  you  are  dropping 

3,000  to  4,000  units  this  year,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, may  I  ask  the  minister  now  that  he 

has  defended  the  amounts  of  money  being 
spent,   did  I  hear  him  correctly,  some  days 
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ago,  suggesting  that  this  year  in  the  public 
sector,  independent  of  the  total  number, 
the  units  would  be  in  the  vicinity  of  16,000 
to   17,000?  Am  I  right  about  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes,  and  one  of  the 
most- 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  a  25  per  cent  drop  from 
last  year! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  One  of  the  most  im- 
portant reasons  for  that— and  that  leads  to 

the  other  point  I  was  making— is  because 
municipal  councils  under  pressure  of  rate- 

payers have  put  pressure  on  us.  They  re- 
fuse to  allow  us  to  go  ahead  with  many  of 

the  proposals  that  OHC  has  made.  It's  ob- 
vious we  are  not  going  to  reach  the  same 

target  that  we  reached  last  year. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  What 
about  the— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If  we  had  control 

of  it  and  the  municipal  councils  didn't  have 
their  say,  we  would  be  able  to  reach  that 
target.  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  Centre 

is  a  member  of  that  council.  I'm  telling  him 
right  now  that  the  municipal  council  must 
be  having  a  say  or  we  would  be  able  to 
say  we  are  going  to  build  20,000  or  21,000 
units  this  year. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  know,  you  are  really 
entering  into  the  field  of  incredulity.  You 
are  saying  that  you  have  to  drop  your  hous- 

ing programme  25  per  cent— or  20  per  cent 
it  is  roughly— in  one  year  because  of  the 
resistance   from   municipal   councils? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That's  one  of  the 
reasons. 

Mr.  Lewis:  How  many  thousands  of  acres 
of  land  have  you  accumulated  in  the  Prov- 

ince of  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Pardon? 

Mr.  Lewis:  How  many  thousands  of  acres 
of  land  have  you? 

Hon.    Mr.    Grossman:    About    12,000. 

Mr.  Lewis:  About  12,000  acres  and  you 

can't  build  more  than  16,000  units  of  public housing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Much  of  this  acreage 
is  not  ready  for  building. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right!  It  is  not  ready  for 
building  because  you  never  use  the  time, 
the    money    or    the    planning    sufficiently    in 

advance  so  that  in  1972  you  could  build 
the  housing.  The  biggest  demonstrable  scan- 

dal in  that  regard  is  the  Malvern  project  in 
Scarborough.  It  is  an  excellent  example  of 
the  way  in  which  the  Ontario  Housing— 
not  the  Ontario  Housing  Corp.— the  cabinet 
played  games  for  eight  years. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  With  whom? 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  you  still  haven't  put  any- 
body in  housing  in  Scarborough,  in  the  Mal- 

vern project. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  They  are  building  it 
in  Scarborough  now  and  the  reason  it  was 

held  up  is  because  the  municipality  wouldn't 
co-operate— 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  that  isn't  the  reason. 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  We  finally  got  the 

municipality  to  co-operate— 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  not  the  reason  it  was 
held  up. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member 

suggested  we  didn't  plan  in  advance.  Some 
of  this  acreage  isn't  ready  now  because  we 
are  planning  in  advance.  We  will  have  it 

when  we  are  able  to  use  it  and  we  won't  have 
to  pay  through  the  nose  for  that  land.  That's 
precisely  what  we  are  doing  now.  We  are 
showing  some  foresight  for  the  future  as 
we  have  in  the  past. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  are  always  showing  fore- 
sight for  the  future  as  you  have  in  the  past 

but  the  reality  of  it  is  that  you  are  always 
falling  short  of  the  legitimate  demand.  Year 
after  year  you  fall  short! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  And  you  never  get  the  job done. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Is  the  hon.  member 

suggesting  that  there  is  any  place  in  the 
world  where  they  are  not  just  falling  short? 
Where  they  have  completely  looked  after 
their  housing  problems? 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  am  not  suggesting  that,  but 

I  am  suggesting  that  it  is  clearly— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  This  is  a  great  gov- 

ernment but  it  isn't  perfect! 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  know  you  have  imperfec- 
tions. You  don't  have  to  tell  me. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It's  a  great  program- 
me but  it  isn't  perfect.  It  is  as  perfect  as 

you  can  get  it. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  I  recall  when  you  introduced 
your  plan  last  year.  It  was  a  great  plan.  It 
was  a  fantastic  plan,  and  I  remember  the 
headlines  that  followed  it  in  the  various 

papers:  "The  Great  Ontario  Housing  Bluff." 
Shortly  after  that  came,  "Vast  Homebuilding 
Plan   Seems   to   Evaporate   Under  Scrutiny." 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It  didn't  evaporate. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  did  evaporate. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It  didn't.  There  were 
93,000  units  built  in  this  province. 

Mr.   Lewis:   All  right.   Fine. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  How  many  did  we 
say  in  the  Throne  Speech? 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  assume  you  said  something 
between  85,000  and  90,000,  if  memory  serves 
me. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  There  were  93,000 
built! 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  I  don't  think  you  would  be that  close! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Ninety-three  thousand! 

Mr.  Lewis:  You're  not  that  good! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Ninety  thousand. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right,  90,000. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Sorry,  I  was  incor- 
rect; it  was  90,000. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  How  many  did  we 

say  we'd  build? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  I'm  just— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  About  90,000! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  that's  fine. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Fine.  We  said  we'd 
be  associated  with  20,000  of  them,  and  the 
balance  would  be  in  the  private  sector. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right.  And  that's  20,650. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That's  20,650.  Not bad! 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  in  fact,  it  is  deplorable. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  So  we  did  deliver! 

Mr.  Chairman:   Order.   Only  one  person- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Because,  Mr.  Chairman- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  has  subsided. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West  can  continue,  but  there  have 

been  two  people  up  most  of  the  evening. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  deplorable,  because  you 

continue  to  fall  behind  in  terms  of  the  ob- 

vious demand.  And  I'm  not  going  to  drive 
home  the  obvious  truths.  Many  of  us  sat  in 
this  House  through  the  years  that  the  Hon. 
Stanley  Randall  was  head  of  the  Ontario 

Housing  Corp.  and  all  of  us  know  the  reason 
the  Malvern  project  is  only  in  the  first  stage 

of  development  is  because  of  the  procrastina- 
tion of  the  government  of  the  Province  of 

Ontario. 

You  could  have  had  20,000  to  25,000  units 
of  public  housing  this  year,  had  there  been 
no  such  irresponsibility  as  characterized 

housing  policy  on  the  part  of  the  govern- 
ment for  the  last  several  years.  It  reached 

its  height  in  1968  and  1969  when  you  spent 
much  less  than  that  for  which  you  budgeted, 
because  you  refused  to  spend  the  dollars  on 
public  housing  unless  you  received  federal 
government  subsidy.  And,  with  great  respect, 

that's  entirely  inexcusable. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  between  1969  and 

1971  a  capital  shortfall  of  $38  million  was 
allowed  by  the  government  of  the  Province 
of  Ontario— and  $38  million  would  have  built 

a  couple  of  thousand  units  at  least,  Mr.  Chair- 

man, I'd  like  to  point  out  to  you.  What's 
more,  given  the  new  availability  of  mortgage 
money,  it  could  have  set  underway  a  great 
deal  more  than  that. 

There  is  absolutely  no  justification  for  you 
to  have  budgeted  $49  million  in  1969  and 
to  have  spent  $15  million,  to  have  budgeted 
$48  million  in  1970  and  to  have  spent  $41 
million,  and  to  have  barely  overspent  in  1971. 
In  1972  you  are  budgeting  for  a  reduced 
number  of  public  housing  units,  and  your 
demand  is  overwhelming. 

I'd  like  to  know  where  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  because  I  think  it  would  be  rather 

instructive— I'm  not  going  to  take  long,  be- 
cause I  realize  this  estimate  is  coming  to  an 

end— I  want  to  ask  the  minister  where  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  have  you  been  turned 

down  to  the  extent  that  you're  falling  4,000 
units  short  of  last  year?  Where  have  you 
been  turned  down  to  the  extent  of  4,000 
units? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  it  turns  into  the 

many  hundreds— 
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Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  come  on! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  will  you  let  me 
finish  my  statement? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  sure. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It  may  be  in  the  figure 
of  thousands  in  Metro  Toronto  alone.  There 

have  been  others;  I  think  we've  had  some 
in  North  Bay,  Sault  Ste.  Marie— right  across 
the  province.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  hon. 
member  is  attempting  to  make  an  argument 
by  quoting  newspaper  articles;  editorials,  I 
think.  I  think  there  was  an  editorial  in  one 
of  the  papers  today  or  yesterday,  which 

pointed  out  that  it's  not  such  a  popular  thing 
today  to  be  in  favour  of  public  housing.  The 

pendulum  is  beginning  to  swing,  and  that's 
what's  making  it  a  little  more  difficult  for  us. 
We  discussed  this  the  other  day:  As  the 

units  are  going  up,  and  as  people  see 
more  and  more  of  these  people  being  pro- 

vided with  decent  good  accommodation,  there 
is  a  resentment  on  the  part  of  many  people 
who  feel  that  while  they  are  struggling  to 
pay  for  their  own  homes  and  their  own  ac- 

commodation, here  are  other  people  getting 
very  good  accommodation— and  in  many  in- 

stances better  than  they  have— and  the 
pendulum  is  swinging  in  the  other  direction. 

That's  one  of  the  problems  we  have  to 
struggle  with,  and  we're  doing  our  best  to 
struggle  with  it.  You  know,  this  year  was 
the  first  occasion  I  have  had  to  see  such  re- 

sistance to  public  housing  projects  right  across 
the  province.  I  get  the  clippings  myself  and 
almost  daily  there  is  some  municipality  in 
which  they  are  fighting  an  OHC  project. 

They  just  don't  want  it  and  that  is  one  of the  factors. 

I  am  not  saying  that  is  the  only  factor; 
there  are  many  factors  in  Metro  Toronto. 
One  of  the  factors  is  the  shortage  of  land. 
The  hon.  member  knows  that  perfectly  well. 
These  are  the  facts  of  life.  Having  regard 
for  all  of  it  I  still  say  we  have  every  reason 
to  be  proud  of  the  work  that  OHC  has  done 

over  the  past  6Vz  years.  Don't  try  to  make 
it  sound  like  we  are  smug  and  complacent- 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  I  am  not. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —because  we  are 
going  at  full  speed,  attempting  as  much  as 
possible,  to  get  this  job  done  under  very 

trying  circumstances.  We'll  continue  to  do 
that  in  spite  of  the  flak  we  get  from  those 
who  think  we  are  building  too  many  of 
these,  and  those  who  think  we  are  not 
building  enough  of  them.   There  is  nothing 

new  in  that.  This  is  what  governments  gen- 
erally have  to  struggle  with  anyway.  We 

are   going  to  proceed  with  it. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Do  not  be  so  persecuted! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  tell  the  hon.  mem- 
ber that  when  he  asks  why  are  we  project- 
ing less  it  is  because  we  are  attempting  to 

be  truthful  in  this.  This  looks  like  what  the 
projection  will  be  for  the  coming  year. 

Mr.   Lewis:   I  understand  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  hope  we  are 
wrong.  I  hope  we  are  able  to  build  twice 
as  much. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  know  it  is— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  The  hon. 
minister   was   still   on  his   feet. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  know  it  is  comfortable,  Mr. 
Chairman,  for  the  minister  to  say  that  some 
are  harassing  him  on  one  side  and  others 
are  harassing  him  from  the  other  vantage 
point.  I,  for  one,  am  kind  of  weary  of  this 
new  recitation  which  you  have;  the  new 

conventional  wisdom  which  you  are  deter- 
mined to  perpetrate  across  the  province— 

that  there  is  su,ch  massive  public  resistance 
to  social  housing  that  your  government  is 
prevented  from  doing  what  it  would  like  to 
do.   It  is  a  fantasy  of  your  own  creation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:   It  isn't. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  most  certainly  is.  You  may 
have  resistance  from  some  ratepayer  groups. 
You  may  have  some  people  in  Ontario  who 
feel  perverse  about  public  housing  recipients. 

You  may  have  resistance  from  municipali- 
ties, as  in  the  housing  project  near  the  as- 

bestos plant  in  Scarborough,  which  on  the 
face  of  it  was  not  an  illegitimate  antagonism 
to  the  project— on  the  face  of  it,  I  think,  in 

any  event;  I  don't  know  enough  about  it. 
You  haven't  been  able  to  tell  me  in  this 
House  or  anybody  else  how  you  lost— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  involved  1,200 

people  by  itself. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  I  realize— 

Hon.    Mr.    Grossman:    I   know  but— 

Mr.  Lewis:  How  many  units  did  it  in- 
volve—152,  something  like  that? 

Hon.   Mr.  Grossman:   There  were  158. 

Mr.   Lewis:   Yes,   158.   I  want  to— 
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Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:   If  the  hon.  member 

will— this    is    what   came   to   his   attention.    I 
can  tell  him  right  now  there  are  dozens  of 

units- 

Mr.    Singer:    Both  of  you  talking- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Chairman- 

Mr.  MacDonald:   Where  is  the  chairman? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please!  The  hon. 
member  for  Scarborough  West  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Good. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  perceptive  of  you, 
sir.  I  thank  you  for  recognizing  my  looming 
hulk  and  drawing  the  minister  to  order  as 
quickly  as  you  draw  me  to  order.  I  have 
now  heard  the  reasons  why  you  had  to 

cancel  158  units  in  the  borough  of  Scarbor- 
ough. I  have  not  yet  heard  the  reason  for 

the  need  to  cancel  over  4,000  units  because 
of  municipal  resistance.  You  may  be  able  to 
pile  up  a  few  hundred  but  it  is  absolutely 

clear  that  the  failure  of  the  housing  pro- 

gramme is  the  failure  of  the  government's 
commitment  to  social  housing. 

You  will  make  all  kinds  of  rhetorical 

speeches  at  the  beginning  of  your  estimates 
to  demonstrate  how  difficult  it  is  and  under 

what  trials  and  tribulations  you  work.  This 
minister  inherits  one  portfolio  after  another 
which  are  positively  indefensible  in  his 
mind.  His  civil  servants  are  always  under 
attack.  In  fact,  1  think  the  civil  servants 
move  with  him.  He  sees  the  same  faces  in 
the  crowd.  You  know,  the  demonstrators 

follow  him  around,  from  ministry  to  min- 
istry and  place  to  place. 

His  poor  civil  servants  in  the  Department 
of  Correctional  Services  obviously  all  ran 
to  the  Ontario  Housing  Corp.,  because  they, 

too,  have  to  be  defended  against  the  nefari- 
ous attacks  of  the  opposition  who  would 

undermine  their  integrity,  their  morale,  their 
capacity  to  function  and  all  the  other  bogies 
that  the  minister  creates  in  order  to  answer 

for  a  programme  which  is  failing. 

You  have  not  acquired  sufficient  acreage 

in  your  land  bank— 12,000  acres  is  really 
quite  small.  I  presume  a  lot  of  that  is  in 
Malvern,  is  it  not?  What,  6,000  to  7,000 
acres  in  Malvern?  I  can  no  longer  recall. 

Hon.   Mr.  Grossman:   About   1,600. 

Mr.  Lewis:  About  1,600  acres  in  Malvern? 
When  did  you  acquire  it,  in  1953? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  In  1953. 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside): 
Only  20  years  ago. 

Mr.  Lewis:  When  was  the  land  acquired 

that  my  colleague  from  Wellington  South 
mentioned?  In  1953? 

Mr.  H.  Worton  (Wellington  South):  That 

was  a  big  year,  that  was. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  acquired  a  lot  of  land  in 

the  early  1950s.  Pity  you  didn't  get  around 
to  developing  it  for  housing  purposes  until  20 

years  later. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  have  thousands  of  acres 

in  the  pre-acquisition  stage. 

Mr.   Lewis:   And  now  this  pre-acquisition 
stage,     preconceptual     stage,     prediagnostic 

stage- Mr.  Lawlor:  Prenatal. 

Mr.  Lewis:  There  are  things  going  on  in 
Ontario  Housing  Corp.  which  we  never  hear 
about,  thank  God!  I  may  say,  Mr.  Chairman, 

16,000  to  17,000  units  in  1972-1973,  given  the 
need  in  Metropolitan  Toronto  alone!  I  have 
never  heard  such  gymnastics  played  with 
figures  as  was  played  the  other  night  by  the 
minister  with  those  on  the  waiting  list,  but 

I  shan't  go  back  to  that  at  the  moment. 
There  will  be  other  opportunities  in  the  fall. 

The  idea  that  that  will  begin  to  meet  the 
needs  must  surely  cause  the  minister  some 
chagrin.  We  are  the  biggest  province  in  this 
country,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  get  the  largest 
chunk  of  CMHC  money.  The  amount  of 
money  is  rising  every  year,  and  in  1972  we 
take  a  20  per  cent  cut  in  public  housing 
while  all  the  waiting  lists  in  Windsor,  Ottawa, 

Toronto,  Sudbury,  Thunder  Bay,  enumerated 
in  this  House,continue  to  rise.  That  puts  the 

fallacy  to  the  minister's  programme  and  it 
also  demonstrates  why  all  of  us  feel  that  there 
is  so  much  bluster  and  bravado  in  everything 
the  minister  says  that  it  is  very  hard  to  take 
it   seriously. 

That's  why  we  are  not  generous  to  him 
as  he  would  wish  us  to  be.  That's  why  he 
suffers  such  terrible  persecution  personally 
and  clearly  carries  it  with  him  from  day  to 
day  in  a  way  that  some  of  his  other  colleagues 

don't.  They  bob  and  weave  with  the  attack 
whereas  this  minister  crumbles  under  it. 

I  want  to  ask  another  question  of  the 
minister  as  well.  I  would  like  to  know 
whether  he  has  taken  a  look  at  the  vacancy 

rate  for  apartments  across  Metropolitan  To- 
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ronto.  I  would  like  to  know  what  the  vacancy 
rate  is  in  three-  and  four-  and  five-bedroom 
apartments.  I  would  like  to  know  what  that 
means  in  terms  of  number  of  units  and  I 
would  like  to  know,  therefore,  why,  when 
that  figure  emerges,  we  are  only  able  to 
rent  a  couple  of  hundred  of  those  on  the 
basis  of  rent  supplement  plans  for  1972. 

There  has  to  be  some  response  to  the 
housing  predicament  in  this  province,  other 
than  the  response  that  municipal  councils 
are  resisting  housing  projects.  Surely  there 
has  to  be  something  better  than  that?  The 

minister  can't  buy  that.  He  can't  allow  the 
waiting  lists  to  mount  while  the  muni- 

cipalities put  an  impasse  in  his  way,  if  that 
is  what  is  happening.  He  has  to  find  other 
avenues  and  we  are  asking  what  are  those 
avenues. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  First,  I  should  point 

out  that  we  have  met  Metro's  needs  every 
year.  The  metropolitan  council  has  re- 

quested us  to  provide  4,000  units  per  year. 
We  have  met  that  every  year.  Indeed,  just 
so  the  hon.  members  can  have  an  idea  what 

the  problems  are- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Needs  that  are  supplied  by 
the  Metro  government. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes,  that's  right;  it's 
the  same  as  in  Ottawa;  we  don't  go  into 
Ottawa  and  build,  unless  the  Ottawa  city 
council  has  asked  us  to  and  agrees  that  we 

should  build  X  number  of  units.  I  don't  know 
how  the  hon.  member  has  voted  in  the  past 
on  the  city  council  in  Ottawa,  but  I  wonder 
what  his  attitude  would  have  been  if  we 

had  forced  our  way  in  there  and,  as  some- 
body suggested,  used  the  big  stick  and  said, 

"We  are  going  to  build  1,000  units  here 
whether  you  like  it  or  not." 

The  fact  is  we  do  it  on  the  basis  of  the 
requirements  of  the  city,  on  a  survey  that  is 
made,  with  the  agreement  of  the  city  that  we 
should  proceed  and  their  approval  in  every 
instance  of  every  project  that  we  build.  We 
have  an  agreement  with  Metro  that  we  will 
provide  4,000  units.  To  date  we  have  met 
that.  Indeed,  some  time  ago,  not  too  long 
ago  it  was  moved  in  the  metropolitan  council 
that  it  increase  that  to  4,500  and  I  am  ad- 

vised it  was  turned  down.  They  wanted  us  to 
stay  at  4,000,  which  is  evidence  of  the  validity 
of  what  I  am  saying. 

The  hon.  member  asked  me  about  the 
vacancy  rate.  It  appears  that  it  is  virtually 
nil  in  respect  of  three-,  four-,  and  five-bed- 

room units.  Across  the  board,  it  is  about  three 

in per  cent  in  rental  units.  The  vacancy  rate  in 
Metro  across  the  board  is  about  three  per  cent 
—3.6  per  cent  is  the  figure. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  that  leaves  you  a  fair 
flexibility. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Three  per  cent.  But 
in  threes,  fours  and  fives  the  vacancy  rate 

is  virtually  nil.  Obviously  it  would  be,  be- 
cause we  would  attempt  to  have  used  all 

of  our  allowance  for  rent  supplements  in 
the  city  last  year  if  they  had  been  available. 
We  were  only  to  reach  462  out  of  500  that 
we  were  prepared  to  rent  because  there 

just  weren't  those  numbers  available. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  where  do  you  get  your 
figures   and   at  what  point? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  From  the  Central 
Mortgage    and   Housing   Corp. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  I  have  Central  Mort- 
gage and  Housing  Corp.  figures  for  Decem- 
ber, 1971,  which  are  the  most  recent  avail- 

able. They  show  that  the  three-plus  bed- 
rooms vacancy  rate  in  Metro  is  4.3  per  cent, 

considerably  higher  than  bachelor  or  one- 
or  two-bedroom  apartments.  It  was  6.4  per 
cent  in  Toronto  city  east,  3.2  per  cent  in 

Etobicoke  north,  4.1  per  cent  in  Scarbor- 
ough and  5.1  per  cent  in  York,  14.5  per 

cent  in  East  York,  4.1  per  cent  in  North 
York  and  4.4  per  cent  in  North  York  east, 
3.7  per  cent  in  North  York  west,  and  4.5 
per  cent  across  Greater  Metro.  That  must 
represent  a  considerable  number  of  three-,  or 
four-  and  five-bedroom  units.  These  are 
CMHC  figures. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Are  they  rental 
units? 

Mr.  Lewis:   Yes,  they  are  rental  units. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  my  staff  tells 
me  the  figures  must  include  areas  beyond 
the  Metro  boundaries  —  Mississauga  and 
places  like  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  figure  for  Metro  is  4.3 

per  cent;  if  you  include  Mississauga,  Streets- 
ville,  Port  Credit,  Oakville  and  Milton,  it 
rises  to  4.5  per  cent.  It  is  4.3  per  cent  across 
Metro. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  I'll  check  those 
figures. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  I'd  like  to  suggest  that 
you  do  check  them.  I  went  to  the  computer 
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bank  at  CMHC  and  tried  to  draw  the  equiv- 

alent number  of  units  and  couldn't,  because 
it  is  lost  in  the  bank;  in  these  blessed  days 
of  computers  you  can  never  get  numbers. 
I  then  went  to  the  real  estate  board,  I  went 
to  UDI,  I  went  to  all  the  other  sources  I 

could  find,  and  on  the  basis  of  applying  a 
4.3  per  cent  rate  across  the  board— and  it 
rises  higher  in  some  of  the  other  bedroom 

levels— I  came  to  the  conclusion  that  we  are 

talking  about  many  hundreds  of  units  con- 
ceivably more  than  that.  And  I  am  still  a 

bit  perplexed  as  to  why  it  is  not  possible 
to  have  a  greater  number  of  apartments 
rented   under    the    supplement   plan. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  the  hon.  mem- 
ber apparently  is  doing  a  lot  of  work  and 

so  on,  but  perhaps  he  can  give  us  an  exam- 
ple. If  he  can  just  give  somebody  a  tele- 

phone call  to  find  out  whether  in  fact  they 
are  prepared  to  do  this,  and  we  find  out  that 
these  people  have  not  been  contacted,  we 
will  find  out  why.  We  do  this  through  the 
real  estate  boards  and  as  I  mentioned  in 

the  House  a  few  weeks  ago,  we  have  adver- 
tised in  the  papers;  I  am  sure  the  hon.  mem- 

ber has  seen  the  ads.  If  these  places  are 

available,  why  aren't  they  made  available to  us? 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  don't  know. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  they  are  not 
available  to  us  because,  first,  the  rent  may 
be  too  high.  I  am  sure  many  of  those  units, 
if  they  are  indeed  rental  units,  are  luxury 
units  where  they  might  want  $400,  $500  or 
$600  a  month.  Obviously  we  are  not  in  the 

business  of  providing  that  kind  of  accommo- 
dation. If  we  were  that  would  help  build 

up  the  figures. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  might  tell  the  devel- 
opers. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Then,  of  course, 

some  of  them  don't  want  any  tenants  we 
send  them.  We  have  advertised  for  them; 
obviously  they  are  there.  Landlords  must  be 
anxious  to  get  their  places  rented.  Why 

wouldn't  they  come  forward? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  804? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Just  one  question,  which  I 
hope  will  be  brief,  Mr.  Chairman.  The  min- 

ister expects  to  drop  from  20,000  to  16,000 
units,  with  which  he  will  be  identified  this 

year.  What  is  the  breakdown  between  pub- 
lic housing  units— that  is,  family  and  senior 

citizens'   units— and   other   units   financed   by 

the  OHC,  projected  for  the  current  year? 

How  many  public  housing  units  do  you  ex- 

pect to  actually  begin  this  year?  It  isn't 
16,000;  it  is  far  less  than  that.  I  would  like 
to  know  what  the  figure  is.  I  have  searched 
the  debates  in  vain;  that  is  the  one  figure 

you  have  not  given. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  figure  for  fam- 

ily and  senior  citizens'  housing  is  around 

7,000. 
Mr.  Cassidy:  Seven  thousand?  Then  what 

about  condominiums,  HOME  plan  and  that 
sort  of  thing?  What  are  the  figures  for  those? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Student  housing, 

2,400;  condominiums,  3,350;  singles  and 
semis,  most  on  HOME  lots,  3,350.  Incident- 

ally, the  figures  I  have  here  from  the  Cana- 
dian housing  statistics,  show  that  the  figures 

for  December,  1971,  in  Toronto  at  3.6  per 
cent.  The  hon.  member  must  have  been 

quoting  figures  which  are  not  just  rental 

units,  because  this  is  headed  up  "vacancy 
rates  in  privately  initiated  apartment  struc- 

tures of  six  units  and  over  by  area."  I  have 
3.6  per  cent. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  I  have  vacancy  rates  in 

privately  initiated  accommodation  by  bed- 
room count. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  doesn't  say 
"rental".  That  would  probably  include  con- 

dominiums, and  there  are  thousands  of  those. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  no. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Those  are  rental  accommo- 

dations, Mr.  Minister,  if  you'll  look. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:   Does  it  say  rental? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It  doesn't  really 
prove  anything,  anyway.  The  hon.  member 

says  if  there  are  that  many,  why  don't  we 
get  them  on  our  rent-supplement  pro- 

gramme? Again,  I  repeat,  we  have  adver- 
tised; we  have  done  everything  possible; 

we  have  got  in  touch  with  the  associations; 
we  have  got  in  touch  with  rental  agents 

and  so  on,  and  we  just  aren't  able  to  place 
more.  We  weren't  able  to  place  more  than this  last  year. 

Mr.   Chairman:   Vote   804? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Just  one  final  comment,  Mr. 

Chairman- 
Mr.     Chairman:     The     hon.     member    for 

Downsview. 
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Mr.  Singer:  No,  I  will  defer  to  the  mem- 
ber for  Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  will  be  just  a  minute,  and 
I  think  it  is  the  last  thing  we  have  to  say 
in  these  estimates.  But  it  really  is  very  sad. 
The  minister  now  admits  that  from  11,630 
units  which  were  commenced  by  OHC  last 
year,  the  total  has  gone  down  to  7,000 
units  of  public  housing  projected  in  the 

current  year.  That  is  approximately— 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman- 

Mr.    Cassidy:    -out    of   the   93,000,    about 
eight   per  cent   of   the   housing   units    going 

up.  And  really— 

Mr.  Singer:  I  don't— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —a  government  that  can 
only  do  that  much  in  the  field  of  social 

housing— I  am  ashamed  for  the  minister  and 
I  think  that  he  should  properly  consider 
finding  himself  a  fresh  portfolio  where  he 

doesn't  have  to  announce  such  tragedies. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Downs- 
view. 

Mr.    Singer:   Well,    Mr.    Chairman,    I   was 
talking    when     the     debate     adjourned     the 

other  day   about  condominiums- 

Mr.  Cassidy:   Sorry  about  that,  Vern. 

Mr.  Singer:  Pardon? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Sorry  about  that. 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh,  no,  that's  all  right.  No, 
no,  I  told  the  chairman  I  was  quite  pre- 

pared to  let  you  finish. 

An  hon.  member:  Just  an  hour  and  a 
quarter. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  had  made,  I  think,  three  or 

four  points  about  condominiums.  I  don't 
know  if  the  minister  has  had  a  chance  to 

refer  to  this  excellent  newspaper,  the 
Don  Mills  Mirror,  and  all  they  say  about 

condominiums,  and  particularly— oh,  Mr. 

Goyette's  giving  the  copy  back  to  him  again; 
I  guess  the  minister  didn't  take  it  home with  him. 

However,  there  is  an  excellent  article  in 

there  about  the  pros  and  cons  of  condo- 
miniums, and  I  commend  to  the  minister  a 

number  of  very  serious  criticisms,  particu- 
larly in  light  of  the  fact  that  there  have 

been    some    very    dramatic    advertisements, 

paid  for  by  OHC,  urging  upon  the  com- 
munity at  large  that  condominiums  are  the 

answer  to  all  the  housing  problems.  And 
there  are  a  number  of  serious  difficulties 
that  result  from  the  whole  condominium 
concept. 

I  am  not  going  to  repeat  tonight,  Mr. 
Chairman,  what  I  started  on  the  other  day. 

I  think  I  got  as  far  as  point  four,  and— 

Mr.  Worton:   About  six  more  to  go. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  oh,  I  have  six  or  seven. 
The  hon.  member  from  Guelph  is  quite 

right.  It's  a  very  important  thing  and  I 
wouldn't  want  to  omit  any  one  of  these 

points. But  point  four  was  assurance  from  On- 
tario Housing,  or  CMHC,  or  private  lend- 

ers, if  the  developer  is  capable  of  proper 
management  of  the  property.  And  if  the 
lender  does  not  deem  the  developer  capable 
of  proper  management,  then  the  lender 
should  arrange  for  competent  professional 

management  before  the  first  mortgage  fi- 
nancing is  concluded. 

I  would  think  that  this  is  something  that 

has  to  be  most  important  to  the  whole  con- 
cept of  condominium  buying  and  selling 

and  the  role  of  Ontario  Housing  in  connec- 
tion with  it.  And  I  would  ask  the  minister 

the  extent  to  which  his  officials  have  gone 

into  this  particular  aspect  of  the  condo- 
minium concept,  and  the  extent  to  which 

they  have  embarked  upon  any  investigation 
of  the  ability,  the  authenticity,  the  integrity 
of  the  condominium  developers. 

The  fifth  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  a  pub- 
lic information  programme  prepared  by  On- 

tario Housing,  CMHC,  the  people  who  deal 
in  development  of  housing,  detailing  the 

pros  and  cons  and  the  responsibility  of  con- 
dominium ownership.  Because  I  say,  Mr. 

Chairman,  and  I  say  deliberately,  that  while 
the  condominium  concept  is  an  interesting 

one,  it's  not  all  plus.  There  are  substantial 
warnings  that  should  be  sounded  and  the 
minister,  through  his  arm,  Ontario  Housing, 
should  accept  the  responsibility  of  saying 
that  there  are  dangers  in  condominiums  and 
warn  the  people  who  might  buy  these  units 
that  there  are  things  they  have  to  watch 
out  for. 

I  certainly  haven't  noticed,  in  the  elaborate 
advertising  that  the  minister  has  done— or 

the  minister's  arm,  the  Ontario  Housing  Corp. 
has  done— in  the  daily  papers,  anything  other 

than  the  glories  of  condominiums.  I  haven't 
noticed  the  minister  pointing  out  to  the 
members     of     the     public     that     there     are 
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dangers;  that  they  should  watch  for  points 

A,  B,  C-or  points  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  up  to  12- 
that  I  am  going  to  delineate. 

I  think  this  is  a  very  serious  detriment. 
Because  when  the  minister  lends  all  the 

weight  and  authority  of  public  endorsement 
to  this  concept,  unfortunately  the  ordinary 

gullible  citizen  of  Ontario— good  citizens,  but 
often  gullible— would  accept  the  minister  at 
his  word  and  not  to  be  able  to  recognize 
that  maybe  there  is  some  possibility  of  dif- 

ficulty. I  think  the  minister  should  accept 
the  responsibility  of  setting  out  the  pros  and 
cons. 

The  sixth  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  pur- 
chaser protection  in  the  event  that  the  com- 

pany becomes  insolvent  through  the  setting 
up  of  an  escrow,  or  trust  agreement,  which 
terminates  when  the  purchaser  receives  title. 
I  know,  from  my  dealings  many  years  ago 
with  the  Premier,  for  instance— and  he  was 
a  good  real  estate  lawyer  in  his  day— that 
he  would  be  very  watchful  about  this  kind 
of  thing.  When  people  put  up  money  he 
would  have  protected  his  clients  most  care- 

fully from  the  possible  misuse  of  trust  funds. 
There  have  been  instances,  quite  seriously, 
where  moneys  are  put  up  by  way  of  deposits 
insofar  as  the  purchase  of  condominium  units 
are  concerned  and,  if  the  company  gets  into 
difficulty,  there  is  serious  abuse  of  those 
trust  funds. 

I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  have  to 
legislate  protection  for  those  trust  funds, 
those  funds  that  are  put  up  in  advance  of  the 
final  ability  to  produce  title  deeds,  so  that 
the  funds  are  held  in  a  separate  account  and 
protected  by  government  action,  so  that  the 
people  who  put  them  up  will,  in  fact,  be 
protected. 

There  is  no  legislation  on  the  statute 
books  of  Ontario  that  so  provides.  It  presents 
a  very  serious  difficulty  to  the  people  who 
are  lulled  into  a  false  sense  of  security  by 
the  minister,  and  by  his  advertisements,  and 
by  the  very  substantial  and  successful  pro- 

motion put  out  by  the  condominium  de- 
velopers. 

Surely,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  not  asking  too 
much  that  the  least  step  forward  that  the 
government  could  take  would  be  some  pro- 

tection set  up  in  the  legislation  to  protect 
those  moneys  paid  in  advance  of  the  obtain- 

ing of  title. 

The  minister  may  think  this  is  very 
humourous,  but  the  public  is  entitled  to  this 
kind  of  protection  and  I  see  no  humour  about 
it   at   all.   The   reason   I   drew   the   Premier 

into  this  at  all  is  because  many  years  ago 
he  and  I  had  the  occasional  real  estate  deal 

and  he  was  very  careful  in  the  steps  that 
he  took  to  protect  his  clients.  I  think  now 
that  the  government  becomes  a  promoter, 
more  important  than  the  role  of  the  lawyer 

protecting  his  client  is  the  role  of  the  gov- 
ernment in  advising  the  citizens  of  Ontario. 

I  think  the  government  should  take  steps 
to  make  sure  that  these  funds  put  up  in  ad- 

vance of  the  obtaining  of  title  by  individual 
citizens  be  protected  by  legislation,  so  that 
they  cannot  be.  abused  and  so  that  the  funds 
cannot  be  taken  away. 

The  seventh  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the 

question  of  standardization  of  documents  re- 
lating to  bylaws  and  declarations,  to  man- 

agement agreements  and  insurance  trust 
agreements;  in  other  words,  standard  forms 
of  bylaws  and  declarations.  So  that  dealing 
with  the  public  by  condominium  developers 
and  condominium  vendors  is  uniform 

throughout  the  Province  of  Ontario  and  that 

if  a  condominium  unit  is  bought  in  Wind- 
sor, or  Kapuskasing,  or  in  Toronto,  or  in 

Peel  North,  or  wherever  it  is  bought,  that 

the  ground  rules  are  exactly  the  same.  Peo- 

ple should  be  able  to  say:  "Yes,  we  are 
told  by  the  government  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario  that  the  rules  and  the  regulations 

are  the  same." 
I  would  urge  the  minister  not  just  to  shake 

his  head.  I  would  suspect  from  our  con- 

versations earlier  that  the  minister  doesn't 
know  very  much  about  this.  He  has  never 
really  looked  into  it  any  more  than  thinking 

it's  a  good  idea.  I  would  urge  the  minister 
to  begin  a  serious  investigation.  And  with 
the  greatest  respect  to  his  advisers,  who  I 

think  are  honest  and  sincere  people,  I  don't 
think  that  a  series  of  problems  about  con- 

dominiums have  been  directly  the  focus  of 
their  attention.  Condominiums  were  a  great 

idea  and  they  were  going  to  promote  pri- 
vate home  ownership;  apparently  it  was  going 

to  cost  less  money.  Lastman  points  out 
in  this  newspaper  that  the  minister  is  look- 

ing at  now  that  it  will  cost  more  money. 

Lastman  is  a  controller  in  North  York, 
which  is  the  fastest  developing  municipality 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  It  went  from 

26,000  the  end  of  the  war  to  520,000  or 
530,000  now.  Surely  a  member  of  council 
in  that  kind  of  a  municipality  should  have 
some  kind  of  an  ongoing  knowledge  of  the 
problems  of  development?  Now  whether  or 
not  Lastman  is  entirely  correct,  surely  the 
opinion  of  an  elected  controller  who  has 
bothered  to  bring  this  before  his  council  is 
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worthy  of  attention  without  sneers  from  the 
minister? 

The  minister  should  pay  some  attention 
to  the  worries  and  the  concerns  of  elected 
officials  who  are  there  and  who  bother  to 

express  their  opinions;  who  bring  them  be- 
fore their  councils  and  who  have  resolutions 

passed. 

Now  I  am  saying  I  am  not  immediately 
blaming  the  minister,  I  am  just  saying  he 

doesn't  know. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  am  ignorant! 

Mr.  Singer:  Unfortunately  you  are  ig- 
norant. I  am  saying  I  urge  upon  him  an 

inquiry  into  this  very  serious  problem.  I 

don't  blame  his  officials.  They  are  well  mo- 
tivated and  they  do  a  good  job  but  they 

just  haven't  looked  into  condominiums. 
Somewhere  along  the  line  people  write 

great  ads  and  say  condominiums  are  the 
answer.  The  point  of  my  remarks,  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  other  day  and  again  tonight, 
is  that  there  are  dangers.  Those  dangers 

can  be  avoided  to  some  extent  by  the  pass- 
ing of  appropriate  legislation. 

The  eighth  point  is  a  review  of  existing 
legislation  in  effect  for  almost  five  years 

with  an  eye  toward  closing  all  legal  loop- 
holes and  shortcomings. 

In  the  light  of  experience  gained  in  five 
years  a  survey  should  be  undertaken  of  all 
condominium  owners  for  common  problems. 

Now  don't  just  accept  the  criticism  of 
Singer  or  Lastman  or  whoever  it  is.  Go  to 
the  condominium  owners,  the  condominium 

developers;  ask  them;  have  some  sort  of  in- 
quiry. The  minister  is  a  great  one  to  get 

up  and  announce  a  new  group  is  going  to 

investigate  this  and  that.  His  leader  was  an- 
nouncing today- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 

tion): Alan  Eagleson  isn't  veiy  busy  these 
days. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes.  He  could  investigate 
condominiums  very  easily,  but  put  up  some 
knowledgeable  people  to  look  into  this 

problem- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  are  you  sneering?  Why 
are  you  laughing? 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  am  not  sneering.  The  minis- 
ter is  the  one  who  sits  there  and  sneers.  I 

find  your— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Your  whole  demeanour  is— 

Mr  Singer:  —demeanour  most  unrespon- 

sive, Mr.  Chairman— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Why  do  you  collapse 

under  attack?  Why  don't  you  weave  the 
way  the  other  ministers  do? 

Mr.  Chairman:   On  vote  804— 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  I  find  it  most  reprehen- 
sible, Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  minister  is  not 

aware  of  this  kind  of  problem  and  isn't  pre- 
pared to  do  something  about  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  do  those  gestures  mean 
across  the  floor,  that  you  are  directing  to 
the  member  for  Downsview? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order! 

Mr.  Singer:  I  am  very  glad  that  I  am 

being  defended  by  the  member  for  Scar- 
borough West.  I  certainly  rely  on  that  de- 

fence from  time  to  time  as  it  becomes 

necessary.  Point  No.  9,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Worton:  Is  the  minister  smiling  now? 

Mr.  Singer:  A  clarification  of  points  re- 

lating to  legal  actions  and  liens— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If  I  don't  smile  I  am 
arrogant.  If  I  do  smile,  I  am  sneering. 

Mr.  Singer:  I'm  sorry  about  your  problem. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  are  telling  you,  you 
can't  win. 

Mr.  Singer:  However,  notwithstanding 

that,  we  are  trying  to  help  you  cure  your- 
self. 

Hon.  Mr.   Grossman:   I   appreciate  that. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  whole  question  of  liens 

is  a  very  important  thing.  I  don't  know  whe- ther the  minister  can  properly  follow  me, 
but  let  me  outline  what  the  problem  is. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Don't  tell  me  then. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  Condominium  Act  says 
that  a  judgement  for  the  payment  of  money 
against  the  condominium  corporation  is  also 
a  judgement  against  each  owner  at  the  time 

the  cause,  the  legal  action,  arose.  For  in- 
stance, if  a  painter  comes  in  and  paints  one 

part  of  the  condominium—perhaps  part  of 

the  common  unit— and  he  doesn't  get  paid 
for  whatever  reason,  he  can  put  a  me- 

chanic's   lien    against    the    property    which 
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would  involve  all  of  the  individual  condo- 
minium owners  whether  they  knew  that  the 

painter  was  going  to  be  there,  whether  they 

ordered  him  to  do  it  or  whether  they  didn't. 
That  is  the  present  legislation  and  when 

the  condominium  owner— the  individual  unit 

owner— comes  to  sell,  the  lawyer  searching 

for  the  purchaser  would  say,  "Oh,  oh,  there 
is  a  mechanic's  lien."  He  would  go  to  Mr. 
Grossman,  who  was  the  individual  vendor, 

and  say,  "We  can't  close  the  deal  because 
there  is  a  mechanic's  lien  against  you."  And 
Mr.  Grossman  would  say  to  his  solicitor, 

"I  didn't  do  anything."  But  the  lien  is  there 
and,  then,  the  vendor,  Mr.  Grossman,  would 
have  to  make  arrangements  to  discharge 
that  lien,  whether  he  was  responsible  foT  it 
or  not. 

An  hon.  member:  Then  he  wouldn't  sneer, either. 

Mr.  Singer:  This  is  true;  this  is,  in  fact, 
the  law.  It  is  unfortunate,  but  this  is  one 

of  the  results  of  the  present  inexact  legisla- 
tion. My  simple  plea  is  that  you  have  a 

look,  and  you  have  a  very  careful  look,  in 
order  to  determine  whether  or  not  a  legal 
formula  cannot  be  worked  out  that  this  sit- 

uation  doesn't   continue  to  exist. 

The  10th  point— and  be  patient,  Mr.  Min- 
ister, I  have  only  10,  11  and  12  to  go- 

is  a  question  of  establishing  safeguards  re- 
garding unsold  units  and  resolving  the  ques- 

tion of  control.  This  is  a  very  important 

thing,  which  purchasers  don't  understand 
and  don't  realize  at  all. 
The  developer  may  not  care  to  whom  he 

leases  arid  rents  the  unsold  units  and 

whether  the  persons  to  whom  he  rents- 
after  he  has  sold  units  and  then  gets  into 

the  rental  business  because  the  selling  isn't 
working  too  well— are  responsible  or  not, 
whether  the  new  tenants  will  be  concerned 

about  the  arrangements  with  the  condo- 
minium owners,  whether  they  will  reason- 

ably assist  in  the  whole  project,  and  whether 

they  will  co-operate  or  not.  It  has  happened 
and  something  has  to  be  done  about  this. 

In  addition,  safeguards  must  be  made  to 
prevent  the  owner  of  unsold  units  from 

granting  effective  control  and  thereby  ef- 
fective pressure  by  voting  shares  in  a  block 

and  controlling  board  meetings  in  the  ab- 
sence of  many  other  unit  owners  who  may 

not  be  sufficiently  interested  in  the  corpora- 

tion's business  to  attend  board  meetings.  If 
over  66%  per  cent  of  the  units  are  sold,  then 
the  condominium  corporation  controls.  If  66% 

per  cent  have  not  been  sold,  the  developer 
could  retain  control,  providing  he  has  the 

majority  of  votes. 

I  think  that  is  most  unfair,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  wonder  if  it  has  occurred  to  the  min- 
ister at  all,  if  he  has  had  a  look  at  it  and 

what  particular  opinion  he  has  about  the 
control  in  this  sort  of  hiatus  period?  I  think 
something  should  be  said  in  legislation  in 
order  to  clarify  the  situation,  something 
should  be  said,  very  logically  and  forcefully, 
about  who  in  fact  has  the  control  so  that 

the  prospective  purchasers  of  condominium 
units  who  listen  to  the  pleas  of  the  minister 
and  his  advertising  agents  will  know  what 
they  are  getting  into. 

I  would  think,  Mr.  Chairman— this  is  point 
11— that  the  consent  of  the  corporation  must 
be  obtained  prior  to  leasing  or  subleasing 
and  there  should  be  the  usual  controls,  that 
the  consent  should  not  be  unreasonably 
withheld  but  that  there  should  be  some  abil- 

ity to  the  people  who  have  bought  an  indi- 
vidual unit  in  a  condominium  development 

to  have  some  say  about  it.  That  provision 
is  not  presently  in  the  law. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  think  this 
is  most  logical  and  most  reasonable,  Ontario 

Housing,  by  itself  or  in  co-operation  with 
Central  Mortgage,  should  make  available, 
through  technical  schools  and  community 
colleges,  training  courses  for  management, 
because  we  are  very  short  in  this  field,  and 
make  classes  available  to  inform  prospective 

buyers.  The  Premier  delights— and  properly— 
in  his  ability,  or  the  ability  of  his  govern- 

ment, to  communicate  with  citizens  of  the 

Province  of  Ontario.  So,  let's  tell  our  people 
what  involvement  they  are  getting  into  the 
purchase  of  condominiums.  There  should  be 
seminars  for  lawyers.  Let  me  say  this,  before 
someone  else  says  it  more  quickly,  the  legal 
profession  is  abysmally  ignorant  about  the 
obligations  that  are  involved  when  their 

clients  purchase  condominiums  and  is  un- 
able substantially,  not  entirely,  but  substan- 

tially, properly  to  advise  their  clients  as  to 
the  dangers  and  the  protections  they  should 
have  and  they  might  not  have. 

Those  are  my  remarks  about  condo- 
miniums, Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  they  are 

most  appropriate  at  this  time  and  in  this 
debate,  because  the  minister  casually  passed 
off  my  questions  earlier  in  this  session.  1 
would  like  to  see,  while  Ontario  Housing 
embarks  on  this  programme  of  promoting 
condominiums,  which  have  a  role  in  our 

housing    programme,    a    series    of    adequate 
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protections  for  the  people  who  might  in  fact 
buy  them,  people  who  are  going  to  live  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't 
know  what  the  hon.  member  is  referring  to 
when  he  states  that  I  ignore  the  questions 
he  asks.  He  got  up  toward  the  last  few 
minutes  of  the  estimates  the  other  day,  started 
to  raise  some  of  these  questions  and  we 

adjourned,  so  I  don't  know  how  he  can  say 
I  ignored  them. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  all  right.  The  minister 
asks  a  very  interesting  question.  If  he  will 

look  in  Hansard— and  I'll  give  him  the  exact 
reference— I  asked  him  before  the  estimates 
even  started  if  he  was  aware  of  the  concerns 
about  condominiums  that  had  been  expressed, 
particularly  in  a  resolution  presented  by 
Controller  Lastman  to  the  North  York  coun- 

cil. And  the  minister,  in  'his  often  sneering 

way,  said  on  that  occasion,  "Who  is  Con- 
troller Lastman  and  why  has  he  got  secret 

resolutions?  They  never  in  fact  reached  me." 
That  was  the  minister's  intelligent  contribu- 

tion to  that  particular  series  of  questions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  don't  remember 
answering  that  question.  The  hon.  member 
is  using  his  imagination.  If  he  can  prove  in 
any  way,  shape  or  form  that  I  made  those 

statements— I  don't  remember  in  my  life- 

Mr.  Singer:  It's  in  Hansard.  Look  at  it! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  read  it  to  me 
while  I  am  on  my  feet. 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh,  I  am  not  going  to  read  it 
to  you! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  it  is  not  in 

there.  I  never  ever  said,  "Who  is  Mel  Last- 
man?"  I  doubt  if  I  have  ever  used  his  name 
in  my  life  prior  to  tonight.  I  don't  know  what 
the  hon.  member  is  talking  about. 

Mr.   Singer:   Let's  get  down  to  the  issue. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member  is 
talking    about    people    sneering    and    being 
arrogant  and  that  sort  of  thing- 

Mr.  Singer:  You  are,  you  are. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  He  pulled  a  state- 
ment out  of  the  air;  he  said  I  made  these 

comments  about  somebody.  I  never  did.  I 

don't  know  what  he  is  talking  about.  It 
must  have  been  some  other  meeting  the  hon. 
member  was  at. 

Mr.  Singer:  You  are  as  pure  as  the  driven 
snow. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  you  don't  have 
to  use  your  imagination.  The  hon.  member- 

Mr.  Singer:  I  never  make  a  mistake! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Why  don't  you  shut 
up  and  listen?  We  just  sit  here  listening  to 

you— 

Mr.  Singer:  Tell  us  what  you— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If  the  hon.  member 

would  stop  sneering,  we'd  have  a  good  debate. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order!  Give  the  minister  a 
chance  to  speak. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  don't  like  the  way 
he  is  sneering,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Deans:  He's  not  sneering.  He's  always like  that. 

An  hon.  member:  That's  what  we  have  to 
put  up  with. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member 
brought  up  some  problems  that  people  have 
raised  about  condominiums.  He  has  raised 

some  very  interesting  questions.  He  didn't have  to  say  that  he  was  sure  I  am  ignorant 
about  these  things.  We  have  had  many 

meetings  with  people  involved  in  condo- 
minium building  and  owners  of  condo- 

miniums. 

If  the  hon.  member  will  stop  talking  to  his 
leader    and    listen    to    my    answers    to    the 

questions- 
Mr.  Singer:  I  couldn't  avoid— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —perhaps  he  won't 
say  I  am  sneering  at  his  questions.  Perhaps 

I  shouldn't  bother  answering  the  questions, 
and  he  can  get  up  next  week  and  say  I 
ignored  him.  Just  give  me  the  attention  and 
listen. 

Mr.  Singer:  Why  do  you  feel  so  perse- 

cuted? Why  don't  you  just  answer  the  ques- tions? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  just  don't  like  to 
talk  to  nobody;  I  like  to  talk  to  the  hon. 
member  when  he  asks  me  the  question. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  you  are— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  You  asked  me  the 

question,   why  don't  you  listen? 
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He  has  raised  some  questions  which  we 
have  discussed  on  many  occasions  with  people 

involved  in  condominium  building  and  owner- 
ship. We  know  some  of  these  problems.  We 

have  concerned  ourselves  with  them.  We 
have  made  recommendations.  The  Attorney 
General  (Mr.  Bales)  is  reviewing  the  whole 
Condominium   Act. 

I  want  to  make  it  quite  clear  here  that 
the  picture  is  nowhere  near  as  bad  as  the 

hon.  member  is  painting  it.  I  wouldn't  want 
it  to  go  out  of  here  that  people  have  to  be 
so  careful  about  condominiums  that  they 
would  be  afraid  to  buy  them,  because  they 

are  a  good  proposition,  a  very  good  proposi- 
tion. 

In  so  far  as  the  corporation  is  concerned, 
the  OHC  construction  standards  are  higher 
than  those  in  the  industry  generally  because 
it  supplements  the  National  Building  Code 

with  its  more  rigorous  schedule  of  require- 
ments. The  OHC  engineering  section  provides 

continuous  building  inspections  for  com- 
pliance with  its  requirements.  These  are  the 

specific  answers  to  some  specific  questions 
the  hon.  member  has  raised.  And  he  still  is 

not  paying  attention,  Mr.   Chairman. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  listening 
very  closely. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Ontario  Housing  Corp. 
is  insisting  on  all  condominium  projects  in 
which  it  has  an  interest,  either  by  way  of 
direct  mortgage  financing  or  mortgage 
guarantees,  that  funds  received  as  deposits 
and  downpayment  prior  to  registration  of 

the  condominium  be  held  in  a  solicitor's 
trust  account. 

In  order  to  better  inform  the  public  with 
respect    to    condominiums    generally,    OHC 

commenced    in    mid-May— well,    Mr.    Chair- 
man, with  great  respect- 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  am  listening! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  There  are  people  here 
who  wanted  to  hear  the  estimates.  The  hon. 

member  got  up,  made  some  remarks  about  my 
not  paying  attention  to  his  questions  and 
sneering  at  him. 

I'm  attempting  to  answer  his  questions.  He 
is  paying  no  attention.  I  won't  bother  answer- 

ing him. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  ( York  North ) :  As  long  as 
he  is  in  his  place,  go  ahead  and  answer  the 
questions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  won't  bother 
answering. 

Mr.  Singer:  Are  you  objecting  to  my  talk- 

ing to  my  good  friend  from  Huron-Bruce 
(Mr.  Gaunt)? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I'm  listening  very  closely,  but 

you're  still  not  saying  anything  of  great  value. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Lakeshore  will  also  be  interested  that  OHC  is 

insisting  that  on  all  condominium  projects  in 
which  it  has  an  interest,  either  by  way  of 

direct  mortgage  financing  or  mortgage  guar- 
antees, that  funds  received  as  deposit  and 

downpayment  prior  to  registration  of  the  con- 

dominium be  held  in  a  solicitor's  trust  ac- 
count. 

In  order  to  better  inform  the  public  with 

respect  to  condominiums  generally,  OHC  com- 
menced in  mid-May,  a  publicity  programme 

for  making  the  public  aware  of  all  aspects  of 

condominium  ownership.  This  advertising  pro- 
gramme is  backed  up  by  the  preparation  of  a 

brochure,  which  has  received  wide  public 

acceptance.  I  understand  we've  received  over 
4,000  answers  to  the  coupon  which  was 
attached  to  the  advertisement. 

This  brochure  goes  out— it  raises  certain 
questions  and  it  raises  certain  matters  which 
we  advise  the  prospective  condominium  buyer 
to  check.  The  first  thing  we  tell  them,  of 

course:  Have  your  lawyer  review  the  docu- 
ments. Have  him  explain  your  rights  and 

obligations  and  make  sure  you  are  fully  pro- 
tected. This  will  help  you  to  make  your  final 

decision. 

And  then  there  are  many  other  questions 

that  are  suggested  that  the  prospective  con- 
dominium purchaser  interest  himself  in,  such 

as  the  financing,  the  purchasing,  the  develop- 
ment itself,  the  neighbourhood,  all  of  those 

things  which,  I  am  sure  are  of  a  great  deal  of 

interest  to  the  prospective  condominium  pur- 
chaser and  will  answer  some  of  the  questions 

the  hon.  member  for  Downsview  raised  earlier 

and  which  he's  not  interested  in  now. 

Mr.  Singer:  At  this  point  I  wonder,  Mr. 

Chairman,  if  I  could  ask  the  minister— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Not  at  this  point,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh,  I'm  sorry. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Chairman,  in 

order  that  professional  management- 

Mr.  Singer:  You  have  trouble,  Allan,  don't 

you! 
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Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —in  order  that  pro- 
fessional management  would  be  provided  for 

those  developments  in  which  it  has  a  finan- 
cial interest,  OHC  requires  the  developer  to 

enter  into  a  standard  contract  to  provide 
professional  management  for  the  project  for 
a  controlled  fee.  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore  is  interested. 

This  contract  and  fee  must  be  ratified  by 
the  first  board  of  directors  elected  by  the 
individual  condominium  unit  owners.  OHC, 
in  conjunction  with  Central  Mortgage  and 
Housing  Corp.,  and  representatives  of  the 
banks  and  trust  companies,  have  standardized 

the  condominium  declaration,  bylaws,  man- 
agement agreement  and  insurance  trust  agree- 

ment, and  is  now  circularizing  these  docu- 
ments to  the  industry.  Presently  they  are 

devising  a  standardized  insurance  policy  for 
condominiums. 

Now  all  this  points  to  the  fact— I  should 
also  add— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Is  that  under  the  regulations? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Pardon? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Is  that  under  the  regulations 
—the  standardization? 

Mr.  Singer:  Of  course  not,  that  is  too 

simple— no  standard. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Under  regulations? 
No,  not  at  the  moment.  As  I  mentioned 
earlier,  the  Attorney  General  is  working  on 
a  revised  Condominium  Act  in  which  many 
of  our  suggestions  and  the  suggestions  of  the 
industry  will  be  incorporated. 

And  in  respect  of  training  people  as  prop- 
erty managers,  OHC  is  involved  with  Hum- 

ber  College,  for  example,  in  just  such  a  pro- 
gramme. I  can  assure  the  hon.  members  that 

we  have  been  concerning  ourselves  with  the 
lack  of  enthusiasm,  if  I  may  put  it  that  way, 
on  the  part  of  the  public  for  condominiums. 
By  and  large,  we  feel  that  while  there  are 
some  things  which  could  be  ironed  out, 

they're  not  really  that  serious  as  to  preclude 
somebody  from  moving  into  a  condominium 

with  a  very  great  deal  of  security,  particu- 
larly those  in  which  the  government  has  in- 

volved itself  through  OHC. 

We  will  make  sure  that  they  are  all  pro- 
tected, and  those  things  which  need  to  be 

corrected  are  now  being  studied.  We've 
talked  about  them  over  many  weeks  and,  as  I 
say,  they  are  being  discussed  by  staff  with 

staff  of  the  Attorney  General's  department  in 
the  hope  that  we  may  come  up  with  some 
amendments  to  the  Condominium  Act,  which 

will  cover  those  things  which  it  is  indicated 
are  in  need  of  some  correction. 

But  again,  I  wouldn't  want  to  finish  on  any 
negative  note.  The  condominium  is  a  good 

buy.  It  helps  the  housing  situation  generally 

and  it's  a  good  purchase  for  people  who  are 
looking  for  home  ownership.  The  terms  and 
arrangements  which  are  available  now  are 
very  attractive  and  I  would  say  publicly  that 
they  need  have  no  hesitation  in  buying  a 
condominium. 

First  thing  though,  they  should  be  seeing 
a  lawyer.  We  hope  more  lawyers  will  take 
an  interest  in  the  condominium  projects,  in 
the  condominium  plans  and  spend  the  time 

that  is  necessary  to  understand  the  Condo- 
minium Act  and  be  able  to  advise  their 

clients  in  such  a  fashion  that  they  won't  be 
discouraged  from  buying. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  804  carried? 

Mr.  Singer:  No.  On  the  condominium 

business,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  minister's  last 
remarks  are  most  interesting.  I  agree  with 

him  that  lawyers— and  the  clients  who  con- 
sult lawyers— should  be  more  familiar  with 

what  is  going  on. 

Mr.  Deans:  Particularly  those  in  the  House. 

Mr.  Singer:  But  the  difficulty  is,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  there  are  not  sufficient  safeguards 

in  the  legislation  to  allow  lawyers,  even  those 
who  are  knowledgeable,  to  properly  and 
adequately  protect  their  clients.  I  object 

strenuously  to  the  minister's  last  statement 
that  the  public  should  have  no  hesitation  in 
buying  these  things,  because  the  government 
has  neglected  to  write  into  its  legislation 
sufficient  safeguards  and  sufficient  protections 
to  protect  the  purchasing  public  against  the 
very  danger  that  I  have  outlined. 

The  minister  is  in  doubt  about  the  12 

points  that  I  outlined.  I  can  repeat  them,  but 

I  suspect  they  are  in  Hansard— well  I  know 
they  are  in  Hansard— and  I  would  hope  that 
the  minister,  some  day  soon,  will  read  them. 

I  suspect  the  minister  doesn't  probably  under- 
stand them  because  what  he  said,  in  reply  to 

my  question— I'll  have  it  here  in  a  few  min- 
utes—was that  there  was  no  problem  and  con- 

dominiums were  the  greatest  things  since, 

what— Mr.  Deans:  Sliced  bread. 

Mr.  Singer:  —since— 
Mr.  Deans:  Sliced  bread. 

Mr.  Singer:  —sliced  bread.  He  overstates 
it.    When    the    Ontario    Housing   Corp.   puts 
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these  full-page  ads  in  the  paper  and  says: 

"Buy  condominiums.  These  are  the  great 
answer  to  the  housing  problem  in  Ontario," 
then  I  say  that  the  minister  and  his  officials 
are  deliberately  misleading  the  public,  or,  if 
not  deliberately,  at  least  through  ignorance, 
misleading  the  public. 

The  standardization  the  minister  refers  to 

is  a  voluntary  standardization.  The  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Lakeshore  asked  a  very  good  ques- 

tion: "Is  that  by  regulation?"  Of  course  it 
isn't  by  regulation,  nor  is  it  in  the  statute. 
It's  by  suggestion,  and  to  the  extent  to  which 
the  suggestion  is  accepted,  it  perhaps  has 
some  meaning.  But  the  standardization  is  only 
meaningful,  and  will  only  become  meaningful 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  when  it  has  the 
force  and  the  authority  of  law  which  the 
minister  has  not  yet  seen  fit  to  set  out,  either 
in  the  legislation  or  in  the  regulations. 

I  can  accept  the  minister's  statement  to- 
night, which  wasn't  forthcoming  when  he 

answered  my  question,  that  there  is  investiga- 
tion going  on  and  that  hopefully  we  will  see 

very  shortly,  new  legislation  being  introduced 
by  the  Attorney  General.  But  the  minister 

can't  have  it  both  ways.  He  can't  tell  us  that 
he's  as  pure  as  the  driven  snow  and  then  tell 
us  that  there  are  dangers.  I  think  he  had 
better  look  to  his  advertising  and  he  had 
better  look  to  the  way  that  he  attempts  to 
con  the  public  by  saying  everything  is  rosy 
and  everything  is  beautiful,  because  he  is  not 
telling  the  truth.  His  explanations  in  this 
House  have  been  something  quite  less  than 
fact.  These  dangers  do  exist  and  he  knows 
they  exist.  The  public  of  Ontario  is  entitled 
to  protection  and  he  is  not  giving  it. 

An  hon.  member:  Right. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  Deans:  Thank  you.  I  would  just  like 
to  pursue  the  matter  of  condominiums  for  a 
moment.  I  get  the  distinct  impression  that 

perhaps  the  public  isn't  accepting  condo- 
miniums the  way  the  government  had  antici- 

pated that  it  might. 

Mr.  Singer:  Of  course,  they  are  not. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  know  that  the  government  is 

extremely  interested  in  ensuring  that  the  pro- 
gramme that  it  has  under  way  meets  with 

some  measure  of  success. 

What  kind  of  arrangement  has  the  Ontario 
Housing  Corp.  made  with  the  condominium 
developers  in  regard  to  ensuring  in  fact  that 
when  it  enters  into  an  agreement  to  build  it 

won't  be  left  on  the  hook?  The  government 
has  brought  in  this  programme,  more  or  less; 
it  promoted  a  programme  that  will  bring 
about  a  change  in  public  attitude  which  will 
make  condominium  living  acceptable,  and  in 
order  to  get  developers  into  the  field  I  would 
assume  that  there  was  some  arrangement,  or 

some  carrots,  to  ensure  that  it  wouldn't  be left  on  the  hook  with  condominiums  which 

weren't  being  purchased  and  which,  in  fact, 
resulted  in  a  considerable  degree  of  invest- 

ment tied  up  with  little  return.  What  kind 
of  arrangement  has  OHC  made  in  that  regard? 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for— 

Mr.  Deans:  Wait,  I  want  an  answer.  I'm 
not  quite  finished,  but  I'd  like  an  answer  to that  first. 

Mr.  Chairman:  It's  finished— it's  all  under 
condominiums. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Under  the  guaranteed 

mortgage  loan  some  of  the  condominiums 
have,  through  those  guaranteed  mortgage 
loans,  the  financing  of  the  government.  Of 
course,  if  the  condominiums  do  not  go  we 
would,  therefore,  as  the  mortgagor,  be  in  a 
position  to  take  over  the  condominium. 

In  the  original  instance,  to  get  the  con- 
dominiums started,  there  were  four  condo- 

minium projects  which  were  built  with  a 

buy-back  agreement  from  the  government 
directly,  so  that  they  would  proceed  to  build 
condominiums.  There  was  a  great  deal  of 
hesitation,  their  being  something  new,  on  the 
part  of  developers  to  build  them.  That  was 
the  arrangement  made  with  them  in  the  first 

instance.  As  I  say,  presently  they're  under  the 
regular  guaranteed  mortgage  loan  programme. 

Mr.  Deans:  The  reason  I  asked  the  ques- 
tion was  because  I  was  told— I  found  it  kind 

of  tough  to  believe,  quite  frankly,  but  I 
might  as  well  tell  you  and  you  can,  perhaps, 

respond  to  it— that,  at  this  particular  time,  as 
a  result  of  the  buy-back  arrangement— the 
guarantee  and  the  existing  guarantees— in  the 
province  there  were  some  2,000  to  3,000 

units  which,  in  fact,  were  in  the  rather  pre- 
carious position  of  not  being  sold  and,  in  fact, 

the  government— the  OHC— was  faced  with 
something  like  a  $50  million  to  $60  million 
bill,  if  the  condominium  construction  which 
has  presently  been  completed,  or  is  presently 

under  way,  didn't  meet  with  considerably 
more  success  than  it  had  in  the  past. 

Would  those  figures  be  somewhat  close  to 
being  accurate?  That,  in  fact,  the  government 
may  well  stand  to  lose  some  $50  million  to 
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$60  million  in  the  not  too  distant  future  as 
the  result  of  3,000  of  the  existing  units  not 
being  sold?  If  so,  carrying  it  to  the  extreme, 
would  they  then  become  a  part  of  Ontario 
Housing  Corp.  stock  which  would  then  be 
available  for  rent  to  some  of  the  more  needy 
families?  If  so,  where  are  these  condominiums 
located? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  We  haven't  taken  any 
condominiums  over. 

Mr.  Deans:  I'm  sorry,  pardon? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  We  haven't  taken  any condominiums  over. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  understand  that  at  the  mo- 
ment, because  of  the  lack  of  interest  by  the 

general  public— I  think  it's  fair  to  say  there 
is  a  certain  lack,  maybe  not  of  interest  but  a 
reluctance  on  the  part  of  the  general  public 
to  rush  into  the  condominium  field— there  are 
a  number  of  developers  and  builders  who 
have,  in  fact,  built  under  either  one  of  the 

two  programmes  and  that  if  they  don't  pretty 
soon  come  up  with  buyers,  the  government, 
or  the  Ontario  Housing  Corp.  on  behalf  of 
the  government,  is  in  the  position  of  having 
to  put  out  something  in  the  order  of  $50 
million  to  $60  million? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  We've  already  put 
that  out.  What  the  hon.  member  is— 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes,  I'm  asking  if  they  are 
actually  on  the  hook  for  that  kind  of  money? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  No,  what  the  hon. 
member  is  really  saying  is  what  I  mentioned 
a  few  moments  ago.  In  those  instances,  if 
they  do  occur,  we  will  have  the  building.  The 

money's  put  out  now;  the  money's  been  ad- 
vanced through  guarantees  or  through  the 

regular  buy-back.  We  would  have  the  build- 
ings and  we  would,  in  fact,  become  the 

owners.  The  money's  there  already. 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes.  What  do  you  plan  to  do 
with  this?  At  what  point  in  time  do  you  come 

to  the  decision  that  it's  now  time  either  to 
assume  ownership  or  to— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  At  the  moment  it's  a 
hypothetical  question. 

Mr.  Deans:  All  right.  Is  there  a  time  limit 
in  the  contract?  Does  it  say  that  if,  in  fact, 

they're  not  sold  within  a  three,  five,  six,  12 
or  18-month  period  the  builder  would  be 
able  to  exercise  the  option  of  unloading  on 
the    government,    and    that    the    government 

would   assume  the   ownership   of  these   par- 
ticular units? 

An  hon.  member:  Mr.  Chairman— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  On  three  of  those  we 

have  a  guarantee  that  if  any  individual  unit 
is  unsold  six  months  after  the  completion  of 
the  building,  if  the  developer  wants  us  to 
take  it  over,  we  would  then  be  in  a  position 
where  we  would  be  required  to  take  the 
individual  unit  over. 

Mr.  Deans:  What  about  the  others? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  others  are  nor- 

mal mortgage  transactions.  If  they  don't  make their  payments  we  would  take  them  over. 

Mr.  Deans:  As  I  understand  it,  those  are 
the  original  condominiums.  This  is  the  first 
batch,  is  this  true?  Or  are  those  the  latter 
batch?  The  first  batch? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes. 

Mr.  Deans:  They  have  been  there  for  more 
than  a  six-month  period.  Is  there  a  likelihood 
that  the  government  is  going  to  have  to 
assume  ownership  in  those  cases?  I  under- 

stand that  there  are  a  number  of  units  unsold. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It  may  be. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  it  may  be.  Sure,  it  may  be. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  They  are  beginning 
to  move. 

Mr.  Deans:  Ever  so  slowly. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  think  the  adver- 

tising campaign  has  helped,  if  we  don't  get 
too  many  negative  comments  from  certain 
quarters.  They  are  moving. 

Mr.  Singer:  They  are  not  selling.  There 

couldn't  be  a  better  negative  comment  than 
that  you  can't  sell  the  projects. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member 
asked  me  a  question.  I  am  trying  to  answer 
him. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  I  am  trying  to  help  him. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If  it's  help  like  that, 
I  could  do  better  without  any. 

Mr.  Deans:  One  of  the  four  projects  is  all 
sold  out? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  am  told  one  of  the 
original  four,  for  example,  is  all  sold  out. 
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Mr.  Deans:  Where  are  those  original  four 
units?  Could  you  tell  me  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Are  you  talking  about 
the  exact  location  within  the  city? 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  just  the  general  area. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  In  Metro. 

Mr.  Deans:  All  in  Metro? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes- 

Mr.  Deans:  How  many  units  are  we  talk- 
ing about  in  those  four? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  total  units  in 
direct  first  and  second  mortgages  are  8,415 
apartments.  Construction  has  started  on  7,652 
of  them.  This  is  as  of  May  31.  There  were 
3,207  approved  sales.  In  other  words,  just 
under  42  per  cent  of  them  were  sold  at  that 
stage.  There  are  2,273  townhouse  units;  con- 

struction has  started  on  2,148  of  them;  1,420 
have  been  sold.  So,  of  those,  66.1  per  cent 
have  been  sold.  It  should  be  kept  in  mind 
that  not  all  of  these  are  finished.  Many  of 
these  are  just  in  the  stage  of  being  finished 

up.  The  buildings  aren't  completed  yet. 
As  for  the  guaranteed  mortgage  loan  pro- 

gramme, out  of  22,076  apartments,  1,764 
have  been  started.  There  are  very  few  of  those 
sold,  because  they  are  not  in  a  position  to 
sell  any  as  yet.  Then,  1,139  townhouses  of 
which  construction  has  started  on  443.  There 
are  65  approved  sales,  or  about  14.6  per  cent. 
In  most  of  these  instances  the  buildings  are 
not  finished  yet. 

Mr.  Deans:  Just  out  of  curiosity,  then.  If 
I  am  not  mistaken,  you  said  that  there  was 
something  like  6,000  of  the  original  units  still 
unsold.  Was  I  correct  in  that?  You  said 
there  were  8,415  units  in  the  original  batch 
of  which  3,207  were  already  sold— that  was  40 
something  per  cent— leaving  6,208  units  yet 
unsold? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member 
should  remember  that  in  the  first  figure  I 
have  given  him,  the  8,415,  we  are  just  talk- 

ing about  the  mortgages  that  have  been 
arranged. 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Of  those,  only  7,652 
have  even  started  construction.  So,  of  the 
7,652  for  which  construction  has  started, 
3,207  have  already  been  sold. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  am  not  going  to  quibble 
with  you  for  the  sake  of  800. 

Mr.  Singer:  You  don't  mean  to  say  the condominium  has  been  rented? 

Mr.  Deans:  Okay,  in  case  I  forget,  I  want 
to  know  how  many  of  them  have  been  rented, 
but  we  will  come  to  that  in  a  moment. 

Mr.  Singer:  They  started  as  condominiums 
and  now  are  rented. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  want  to  find  out  from  you 
about  this.  Those  are  the  ones  where  there 

was,  in  fact,  a  six-month  guarantee.  These 
are  the  ones  where  the  province  guaranteed 
them  if  they  were  not  sold.  Am  I  right  or 
wrong?  I  see  heads  shaking  in  two  different 
directions,  obviously  different  heads  on  dif- 

ferent bodies. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Of  the  original  buy- 
backs,  there  were  four  of  them— 

Mr.  Deans:  That  is  four  developers? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Those  are  the  direct 
loans.  One  of  them,  as  I  said,  has  already 
been  sold  out. 

Mr.  Deans:  How  many  of  them,  the  total 
number  of  units? 

Mr.  Singer:  You  would  have  thought  he 
would  have  these  figures  at  his  fingertips. 

Mr.  Deans:  They  will  gradually  get  working 
their  way  up  to  the  tip  of  his  tongue. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Of  4,400  there  are 
3,143  still  unsold. 

Mr.  Deans:  Oh.  And  they  would  be  worth— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  There  are  4,100 
which  have  been  started. 

Mr.  Deans:  Okay,  and  3,279  as  yet  are 
unsold?  And  those  are  the  ones  that  are  under 
the  six  month  buy  back  guarantee. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  No,  3,143  of  them. 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes,  3,143.  Now  what  are  we 
talking  about  in  dollars,  in  the  dollar  value 

of  these— 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Of  these,  only  400, 

the  hon.  member  should  keep  in  mind,  are 
completely  finished. 

Mr.  Deans:  Only  400  of  the  3,143  units 
are  completely  finished? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Deans:  Only  400  units  of  the  3,143  are 
finished? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes,  400  of  all  of 
these  units  are  completed. 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes.  Let  me  ask  you,  why  did 
you  change  over  from  the  original  clause 
allowing  the  Ontario  Housing  Corp.  to  buy 
back,  to  a  straight  mortgage  deal?  What  is 
the  arrangement  there?  Does  the  straight 
guarantee  of  mortgage  provide  the  purchaser 
or  the  developer  with  greater  latitude  in  the 
use  to  which  the  properties  can  be  put? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  No.  There  was  a 

great  deal  of  hesitation  apparently  at  the 

time,  and  as  I  mentioned  earlier  the  develop- 
ers were  hesitant  about  going  into  this  field. 

The  corporation  is  under  great  pressure,  as 
the  hon.  member  has  heard  in  this  House 

today,  to  look  at  different  methods  by  which 
you  can  provide  housing,  so  at  that  time  this 
was  felt  to  be  another  good  plan  that  we 
should  try,  because  it  was  fairly  successful  in 

other  places.  So  the  developers  were  encour- 
aged to  come  in  and  build  condominiums,  and 

they  needed  a  lot  of  encouragement  appar- 
ently. So  at  that  time  the  decision  was  made: 

"OHC  will  give  you  a  complete  buy-back 
guarantee.  If  you  don't  sell  them  within  X 
period  of  time,  we  will  take  them  off  your 

hands."  That  was  the  reason. 

Once  they  got  under  way  there  didn't 
appear  to  be  any  need  to  give  that  kind  of 
security,  that  kind  of  guarantee,  and  they 
were  beginning  to  move,  they  appeared  to 
have  public  acceptance,  and  the  others  then 
started  to  come  in  and  we  put  them  under 
the  regular  guaranteed  mortgage  loan. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  just  want  to  be  clear,  the 
3,143  mortgages  that  have  been  applied  for 

and  approved  under  the  six-month  guarantee 

programme,  I'll  call  it,  what  would  be  the 
dollar  value  of  the  mortgages  on  loans? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member  is 

asking  how  much  money  weVe  committed? 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes,  what  have  you  committed 
for  that  particular  phase  of  the  programme? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  You  are  talking  about 
the  guaranteed  mortgage  loan? 

Mr.  Deans:  No.  I  am  talking  about  only 
those  ones  where  there  is  in  fact  a  guarantee 
to  buy  back.  That  is  the  3,143  units  that 

haven't  yet  been  completed  or  sold,  out  of 
the  4,400  that  have  been  built. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:   That  is  $89  million. 

Mr.  Deans:  It's  $89  million?  So  at 
this  point  we  are  looking  at  the  possibility  of 

purchasing  to  the  tune  of  that  much,  or  some 
portion  of  $89  million?  I  am  not  talking  about 
the  probability  at  the  moment,  rather  the 

possibility. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes,  of  course. 

Mr.  Deans:  Okay,  now  it  is  pretty  clear,  at 
least  at  this  stage,  that  the  condominium 

programme  hasn't  quite  caught  fire.  It  may. 

Chances  are  it  won't. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:   It  hasn't  .caught  fire. 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  it  hasn't  become  the  most 
acceptable  home  purchase  plan  that  we  have 
available. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes.  We  think  it  will 
but  not  at  the  moment. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  am  interested  to  know  what 

kind  of  timing  we  have  in  mind  in  regard 

to  these.  Obviously,  the  mortgages  can't  be 
outstanding  for  an  indeterminate  length  of 
time.  There  must  have  been  some  idea  of 

how  long  it  was  going  to  take  to  develop  the 
4,100  units  under  this  programme  and  for  how 

long  the  guarantee  will  hold  up.  The  mort- 

gage is  issued,  or  the  guarantee  to  the  de- 
veloper has  been  made  so  that  X  number  of 

dollars  will  be  made  available  to  him  to 

build  a  certain  number  of  units.  He  hasn't 
begun  to  build  a  lot  of  them;  he  has  only 
completed  400  of  the  3,200  approximately 
there  are  still  remaining  to  be  built  under 
that  programme. 

At  what  point  do  we  decide  that  that  pro- 
gramme ceases?  When  do  we  start  to  exer- 

cise—or when  does  the  builder  have  the  right 

—supposing,  for  example,  the  builder  goes 
ahead  and  builds,  as  he  has  the  right  to  do, 

under  the  programme  that  you  have.  He 
knows  that  he  is  not  going  to  be  able  to  sell. 

Can  he  continue— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  He  won't  do  that.  The 
builder  obviously  is  not  going  to  build  if  he 

doesn't  feel  he  is  going  to  be  able  to  sell them. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  am  not  so  sure  about  that 

because,  if  you  don't  mind,  it's  in  the  build- 
er's interest  to  build  houses.  That's  how  he 

makes  his  living. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  No,  he'll  lose  money. 

Mr.  Deans:   He  has  a  guaranteed  sale. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  He  will  lose  money 
because  he  is  not  given  100  per  cent. 

Mr.  Deans:  What  does  he  get? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  And  he  is  paying  in- 
terest on  all  this  money  in  the  meantime.  He 

won't  make  anything;  he'll  lose  money. 

Mr.  Deans:   He  doesn't  get  100  per  cent? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  He  will  lose  money. 

He  has  got  to  lose  money. 

Mr.  Deans:  You  mean,  if  the  builders,  the 
developers,  built  all  those  3,100  units  that 
are  still  outstanding;  continued  to  build  but 

found  after  six  months  they  couldn't  sell  and 
sold  them  to  the  province,  they  wouldn't  end 
up  getting  enough  money  to  clear  everything 
they  put  into  it,  plus  a  profit? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  No,  because  they 
have  had  to  pay  interest  all  the  way  through 
the  piece,  if  it  takes,  it  usually  takes  two 

years- 
Mr.  Deans:  How  do  they  pay  interest  when, 

in  fact,  all  they  do  is  draw  on  the  money 

during  the  time  the  building  is  being  de- 
veloped? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  interest  has 

started,  too,  from  the  first  day.  They  are 
paying  interest  on  the  money  they  are 
drawing. 

Mr.  Deans:  You  are  calculating  interest 
based  on  the  draw— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  He  is  borrowing  the 
money  from  the  bank;  this  is  a  transaction 
between  the  bank  and  himself.  The  guaran- 

teed mortgage  loan  programme  only  guar- 
antees that  the  bank  will  not  lose  on  that  deal. 

Mr.  Deans:  Including  interest? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  He  is  paying  the  bank 
interest  all  the  way  the  minute  he  gets  an 
agreement  for  the  loan  of  funds.  The  minute 
he  draws  funds  he  starts  to  pay  interest  on 
that  money. 

Mr.  Deans:  Okay. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It  takes  about  two 

years  to  build  it  and  that  means  about  2% 
years  before  he  is  free  from  paying  interest. 

If  the  building  costs  $5  million— most  of 
them  are  paying  9V2  per  cent— so  he  is  pay- 

ing 9V2  per  cent  on  $5  million.  The  hon. 
member  can  figure  that  out  in  a  hurry;  you 
compound  that  for  2V2  years  at  least.  By 
t]ie  time  that  building  is  finished,  even  if  the 
bank  had  to  take  it  over  and  we  had  to  take 

it  from  the  bank,  if  that  was  the  situation, 

he  would  lose  money— even  if  we  took  it  over 

from    him.    He   has    got   to,   that's   a   lot    of 
interest. 

Mr.  Deans:  It's  a  lot  of  interest,  all  right, 

except  that  if  he's  not— if  you  are  guarantee- 
ing the  bank;  you  are  guaranteeing  the  total 

shot. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Cochrane  South. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It's  a  mortgage;  you 
take  back  a  mortgage. 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  Thank 

you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  deal  with  one 
matter  and  I  think  it  will  only  take  a 

minute.  In  September,  1971,  a  103-unit 
senior  citizen  housing  project  was  started 
in  Timmins  and  it  went  on  until  some  time 
in  November  when  it  closed  down  for  the 

winter  period.  We  had  some  discussion  with 
the  minister  about  this  project  and  why  it 

closed  down,  and  I  exchanged  several  letters 
with  him.  The  reasons  given  were  that  the 

contractor  couldn't  get  enough  bricklayers 
to  work  in  the  winter  period.  The  project 
has  since  started  up,  I  believe  in  early  May, 
and   it  is   progressing   very   satisfactorily. 

In  the  course  of  our  correspondence— 
between  the  minister  and  myself— I  asked 
why  there  was  not  a  continuous-work  clause 
in  some  of  these  projects,  especially  in 
northern  Ontario.  To  start  a  project  in  early 

September  and  then  to  have  as  the  com- 
pletion date  the  end  of  the  next  September, 

seems  to  be  quite  a  long  time.  It  meant  in 

this  particular  project,  in  not  going  on  dur- 
ing the  winter  months,  that  work  that  may 

have  been  able  to  proceed  in  the  winter 
when  a  number  of  men  were  unemployed 
was  not  available  and  that  the  project 

couldn't  pick  up  the  slack  to  provide  jobs 
for  these  people. 

The  minister  said  that  a  study  was 

being  made  of  this  continuous-work  clause 
in  the  contracts  of  Ontario  Housing,  espe- 

cially as  it  pertains  to  northern  Ontario. 
And  I  wondered  if  you  had  come  to  any 
conclusions  as  a  result  of  your  study  as  to 

why  you  have  to  have  such  long  periods- 
over  a  year  from  when  the  job  starts  until 
it  finishes.  Is  there  not  some  way  that  a 

continuous-work  clause  could  speed  up  these 

kind  of  projects  and  enable  them  to  be 
finished  in  a  much  more  reasonable  time?  Or 

are  you  convinced  that  really  this  kind  of 
construction  is  not  very  feasible  in  the  north, 

during  the  winter  months? 
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Hem.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  am  trying  to  recall 
the  correspondence  I  had  with  the  hon. 
member.  I  remember  something  about  it, 
but  it  seems  to  me  that  it  would  be  more 

costly  if  we  insist  upon  a  continuous- work 
clause.  Suppose  the  contractor  ran  into 
other  difficulties? 

It  seemed  to  me  that  if  we  try  and  get 
a  guarantee  in  advance  from  the  builder 
that  he  would  continue  to  work  all  through 
the  winter  that  the  cost  of  the  project  would 
go  up.  He  would  have  to  protect  himself 

against  what  he  may  consider  some  unfore- 
seen problems  arising  from  building  in  the 

winter. 

I  recall  in  that  particular  case  we  attempted 
to  get  some  assistance,  I  think  from  the  Man- 

power people,  in  order  to  help  the  employ- 
ment situation  up  there  so  that  we  could  pay 

him  more  money  to  do  the  work  in  the  winter. 
He  claimed  it  would  cost  him  a  lot  more 

money  if  he  did,  and  he  just  said  that  ac- 

cording to  his  contract  he  didn't  have  to  do  it 

and  he  wasn't  going  to  this  extra  expense  be- 
cause his  tender  price  would  have  been  a  lot 

higher,  and  I  am  told  that  we  were  un- 
successful in  getting  this  commitment  from 

Manpower. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Just  to  follow  this  one  more 
step.  Does  this  mean  that  for  projects  that 
you  begin  in  northern  Ontario,  you  have  to 
provide  a  longer  completion  date  to  finish 
them  than  you  do  in  the  south  because  of 
winter  conditions?  It  seems  to  me  about  13 

months  for  a  project  is  a  long  time  in  this 
particular  instance. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I'd  have  to  go  into  the 
file,  Mr.  Chairman.  Off  the  top  of  my  head, 

I  can't  really  see  why  we  can't  insist  at  the 
beginning  that  if  a  contractor  starts  at  a  par- 

ticular time,  we  shouldn't  require  him  to 
finish  at  a  particular  time. 

It  may  very  well  be  that  it  might  cost  that 
much  more  money  and  we  would  have  to 

think  of  the  economics  of  it  as  well.  I'll  go 
into  the  files  and  find  out,  because  there  was 
some  study  made  of  that,  and  my  people 

just  don't  have  that  information  handy.  I  was 
hoping  we  would  have  that. 

Yes,  well,  on  this  particular  one  I  have 
been  handed  a  document  which  has  some  in- 

formation on  this. 

As  a  result  of  a  proposal  call  for  103  senior 
citizen  units,  OHC  awarded  a  construction 
contract  on  Oct.  25,  1971.  Construction  was 
started  immediately.  The  contractor  while 
completing  his  site  work  and  his  preliminary 

foundation  work,  was  unable  to  engage  a 
brickwork  subcontractor  to  continue  con- 
struction. 

Is  the  hon.  member  referring  to  this  par- 
ticular unit? 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Advertisements  in 

seven  weekly  newspapers,  including  Mont- 
real, Toronto,  and  Kitchener,  resulted  in  two 

brick  contractors  submitting  conditional  bids. 
These  bids  required  the  complete  covering 
and  heating  of  the  building  during  their  hours 
of  work— which  is  understandable.  No  allow- 

ance was  included  by  the  general  contractor 
for  winter  construction.  As  this  is  a  seven- 
storey  building,  this  condition  was  unrealistic 
and  not  feasible.  Subsequently,  construction 

was  stopped  on  Nov.  26,  1971,  and  was  cov- 
ered for  the  winter.  In  its  contract  OHC 

stipulated  a  completion  date  of  Sept.  30, 
1972.  The  construction  company  resumed 
construction  in  April,  1972,  and  has  indicated 
that  construction  will  be  completed  by  this 
date. 

So  OHC  said,  "Yes,  we  want  this  completed 
by  a  certain  date."  It  seems  to  me  it  would 
be  unrealistic  to  say  to  a  man  that  not  only 
do  we  want  him  to  complete  it  by  a  certain 
date,  but  we  want  him  to  continue  his  flow 

or  work  when  he  is  running  into  some  diffi- 
culties in  getting  certain  subcontractors. 

Therefore  it  seems  to  me  that  there  is  no 

answer  to  that  particular  problem,  unless  the 

hon.  member  is  suggesting  we  don't  give 
them  that  long  a  period  of  time,  but  then 
that  of  course  probably  would  be  reflected  in 
increased  cost. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  Carried! 

An  hon.  member:  No,  not  carried! 

Mr.  Shulman:  Carried,  carried. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Nickel  Belt. 

Mr.  Laughren:  There  are  a  number  of 
towns  in  northern  Ontario  that  are  located 

in  unorganized  districts  in  which  there  is  no 
form  of  local  government  whatsoever.  Does 
your  ministry  take  any  kind  of  initiative  to 
investigate  the  needs  in  these  towns?  Their 
housing  standards  are  deplorable;  by  and 
large,  they  are  certainly  substandard  in  these 
small  towns. 

At  the  present  time,  there  is  no  one  in  the 
towns  to  survey  the  needs  of  the  people  in 
those  towns,  either  in  terms  of  the  number 
of    families    who    are    living   in    substandard 
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housing,  the  number  of  children  in  those 
families,  the  sex  of  the  child  in  those  families 
and  so  on.  I  am  wondering  if  your  ministry 
has  any  kind  of  policy  in  which  you  will  take 
some  initiative  in  determining  the  needs  in 
those  towns. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  the  hon.  mem- 
ber raises  a  good  point.  We  are  in  some  areas 

like  that— well,  not  quite  like  that.  Outside 
of  Kenora,  we  are  now  discussing  with  the 
Metis  association  the  building  of  some  units 
up  there.  But  the  hon.  member  is  talking 

about  unorganized  territory,  and  I  don't 
know.  We'd  have  to  make  a  survey,  and 
how  we  could  make  that  survey,  I'm  not  too 
sure.  But  it's  a  good  point.  Perhaps  we  should take  more  initiative  in  those  areas  than  we 
have. 

If  the  hon.  member  has  a  particular  area 
in  mind  where  he  thinks  there  are  sufficient 

people  to  concern  ourselves  with,  where  it 
could  be  done  to  all  practical  purposes,  we 
would  be  glad  to  look  at  it. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Do  you  have  the  facilities 
to  go  in  and  investigate? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  we  have  the 
facilities  to  investigate.  We  would  have  to 
go  into  the  matter  of  services  available  and 
that  sort  of  thing,  but  that  would  come  out 
in  the  survey. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Chairman,  as  these  esti- 
mates draw  to  a  close,  I  want  to  make  my 

perennial  plea  on  behalf  of  my  parishioners 
—my  constituents. 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  I  think  you 
were  closer  the  first  time. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  That  was  a  slip  of  the  tongue, 
deliberately  meant. 

Mr.  Singer  Did  A.  P.  Herbert  have  any- 
thing on  this? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  In  the  dark  recesses  of  the 

past,  I  have  asked  previous  ministers  to  cast 

a  knowing  eye  upon  the  Lakeshore  Psychi- 
atric Hospital  grounds  as  a  possible  and 

ostensible  site  for  senior  citizens'  housing.  I 
shall  make  that  plea  again  on  this  occasion, 

knowing  this  minister's  fortitude  and  open- 
ness to  all  demands  upon  his  time.  Mr.  Jack 

Lorette,  who  is  the  head  of  the  Senior  Citi- 
zens of  Ontario,  has  made  these  overtures  to 

your  government  time  and  again. 

There  has  been  a  most  purblind  and  re- 

calcitrant resistance  coming  from  every  Min- 
ister of  Health  the  province  has  ever  had. 

When  they  set  forth  their  plans  for  the  future 
use  of  those  grounds,  which  are  between 

Highway  2  and  the  lake  itself— and  they  are 

most  aesthetic,  very  pretty,  with  'vast'  open 
spaces— the  buildings  to  be  erected  on  the 
grounds  in  place  of  the  somewhat  obsolete 
existing  structures,  occupy  pretty  much  the 
same  space.  And  there  are  vast  areas  that 
could  be  used. 

But  the  argument  got  to  this  in  the  last 
couple  of  years,  that  even  if  you  were  jealous 

of  the  grounds  themselves  and  were  unwill- 
ing to  use  any  portion  of  them,  even  one 

corner  of  them  for  senior  citizens'  housing, 
the  suggestion  was  made  through  the  senior 
citizens  of  my  riding  to  do  a  little  filling  in 
the  lake  portion,  out  on  the  lake,  and  put 

some  senior  citizens'  units  up.  It  wouldn't 
take  an  iota  of  ground  from  your  present 
largess  of  space.  I  would,  nevertheless,  pro- 

vide a  very  much  needed  facility.  You  have 

recently  built  a  senior  citizens'  home  on 
Royal  York  Rd.  and  that's  great.  I  was  very 
grateful  to  you  for  placing  many  people  who 
had  come  through  my  offices  and  asked  for 
accommodation  in  that  building.  But  that  is 
somewhat  out  of  the  way  and  north  of  the subway. 

Many  older  people— and  this  part  of  the 
riding  has  modest  homes— people  who  have 
lived  there  all  their  lives,  who  are  now,  some 

of  them,  giving  up  their  homes,  would  like  to 
retain  the  amenities  of  an  area  in  which  they 
were  brought  up  or  lived  for  many  years, 
with  their  friends,  with  access  to  shopping, 

with  the  whole  thing  that  goes  with  senior 
citizens.  And  here,  it  seems  to  me,  is  a 

marvellous  opportunity  which  no  one  has 

ever  grasped  or  no  one  has  ever  really  con- 
sidered, as  far  as  I  can  see.  So  without  wast- 

ing a  great  deal  of  the  time  of  this  House 

tonight,  I  do  sincerely  request  that  you  re- 
view this  again,  Mr.  Minister,  and  see  what 

you  can  do  about  putting  some  units  on  that 

ground. Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  will  tell  the  hon. 

member,  in  the  first  place,  we  don't  build 
senior  citizens'  homes  in  Metro.  I  think  he 
has  got  it  a  bit  confused.  We  have  an  agree- 

ment with  Metro  where  we  will  provide  other 
kinds  of  housing,  family  and  so  on,  and  they 

look  after  senior  citizens'  homes.  The  hon. 
member  know  that  there  has  been  some  dis- 

cussion about  Metro  asking  us  to  take  over 

senior  citizens'  homes.  If,  as  and  when  that 
should  happen,  of  course,  we  would  be  glad 
to  look  at  any  location  where  there  is  a  need 
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for   senior  citizens'   homes   and,   where  it  is 
zoned  properly,  to  provide  those. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Including  those  hospital 
grounds? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well  I  would  like  to 

see  it.  I  am  just  giving  him  a  general  answer 
to  this.  It  is  hypothetical  at  the  moment, 

anyway,  because  we  don't  build  senior  citi- 
zens' homes  in  Metro. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  But  if  an  application  were 
made  to  you,  you  would  give  that  good 
attention  and  consideration,  would  you? 

Hon.    Mr.   Grossman:    We   can't  now,   be- 
cause I  am  telling  the  hon.  member- 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  appreciate  you  can't  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —that  we  don't  build 
senior  citizens'  homes  in  Metro.  Metro  does that. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Downsview. 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh,  yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  ask  the  minister  one  particular  question: 
How  many  units  originally  financed  as  con- 

dominium have  now  turned  into  rental  units? 

I  would  draw  the  minister's  attention  to  a 
particular  location  which  I  mentioned  to  him 
earlier,  what  used  to  be  called  the  Forest 
Hills  Golf  Course,  on  the  west  side  of  Bath- 
urst  St.  between  Finch  and  Steeles,  a  de- 

velopment of  Peel-Elder,  which  started  this 
condominium  and  is  now— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It  is  not  ours. 

Mr.  Singer:  Pardon? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It  is  not  ours. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  is  not  yours?  Oh,  you  are 
not  interested  in  condominium  financing 
there,  eh? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member  got 
up  and  asked  me  a  question,  whether  this  has 
been  turned  into  rental  housing.  I  tell  the 
hon.  member  it  has  nothing  to  do  with  OHC. 
My  people  tell  me  that  it  is  not  our  building. 
We  know  nothing  about  it. 

Mr.  Singer:  All  right.  The  minister  was  in 
some  doubt  as  to  when  the  exchange  took 
place.  It  was  recorded  in  Hansard.  I  would 

draw  the  minister's  particular  attention  to 
pages  2839,  2840  and  2841,  where  the  matter 
was  fully  discussed,  on  May  26,  1972.  Since 

the  minister's  memory  seems  to  be  somewhat 
faulty,  let  me  read  to  him  the  way  the  matter 

arose,  and  some  of  his  replies.  Under  the 

heading  "OHC  Advertising"  there  was  a 
question  by  Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon: 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  would  like  to  ask  the  min- 
ister in  charge  of  housing  whether  he  has  embarked 

on  a  new  advertising  programme?  What  prompts 
this,  of  course,  is  the  full-page  ad  today  concerning 
Home  Ownership  Made  Easy. 

That  was  the  essence  of  his  question.  There 
is  another  paragraph  as  a  part  of  the  ques- 

tion, and  then  let  me  skip  a  bit,  because  I 
have  given  the  minister  the  reference  so  he 

can  refresh  his  memory.  The  minister's  first 
reply  was: 

Yes,  the  Home  Ownership  Made  Easy  plan  has  a 
programme  of  advertising.  Essentially,  the  main  thrust 
of  it  is  to  make  condominiums  more  acceptable  to  the 
public,  particularly  in  view  of  the  fact  that  this  is 
the  season  for  looking  for  new  accommodation.  Obvi- 

ously if  condominiums  have  more  public  acceptance, 
it  will  provide  more  vacancies  to  take  up  some  of  the 
slack;  which  we  are  looking  for. 

Then  there  are  some  more  things  about 
land  assembly.  Then  over  on  page  2840,  in 
reply  to  a  supplementary  question  by  myself: 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  don't  agree  that  many 
people  have  expressed  a  concern  about  the  condo- 

minium concept.  We  know  that  there  are  many  who 

have  some  concern  about  them.  I  don't  remember 
seeing  a  resolution  from  any  of  the  boroughs  either. 

Then,  when  we  move  over  on  to  page  2841 

—and  I'm  not  going  to  read  the  whole  thing 
because  the  minister,  I  am  sure,  is  going  to 
be  able  to  read  it  between  now  and  tomorrow 

morning,  or  whenever  the  debates  come  on 

again: 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Of  course,  we  wouldn't  be 

stressing  the  condominium  concept  if  we  weren't  in- 
terested in  advising  the  public  that  it  is  a  good  con- 

cept, as  indeed  it  is.  We  have  an  interest,  of  course, 
in  making  sure  that  housing  which  is  available  is 
taken  up.  To  the  extent  that  we  can  do  this,  it  will 
help  us  provide  accommodation  for  others  who  are 
waiting  for  accommodation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  commenting  very  briefly 
on  what  is  there,  I  find  it  more  than  passing 
strange  that  the  minister  had  no  recollection 
of  this  interchange  which  went  on— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  What  interchange? 

Mr.  Singer:  —as  is  recorded  through  2Vz 
pages  of  Hansard  and  tonight  he  professed 
abysmal  ignorance  of  it  ever  having  taken 
place,  which  again,  is  a  little  more  than 
passing  strange  because  the  minister  really  is 
not  that  obtuse.  He  would  remember  that 
kind  of  an  exchange. 

Now,  the  thrust  of  that  exchange  certainly 
was,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  were  asking  him 
—my  leader,  and  others,  and  myself  were 
asking  him— why,  if  there  were  faults  in  con- 
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dominium  legislation,  and  there  were  defi- 
ciencies and  difficulties  in  protecting  people, 

why  Ontario  Housing  was  resorting  to  full- 
page  advertisements,  trying  to  boost  the  sale 
of  these  units  without  having  the  proper 
legislative  protection? 
Why  the  minister  would  come  here  tonight 

and  tell  us  that,  in  fact,  there  is  really 
nothing  wrong  with  it— maybe  there  are  some 
difficulties,  and  he  is  discussing  it  with  his 
colleague  the  Attorney  General  and  why  the 

minister  would  not  have  put— Now,  don't  turn 
around  and  complain  to  the  hon.  member 
from  Scarborough,  wherever  he  is— 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Downs  view  is  being  repetitious. 

Mr.    Singer:    I    may    be    repetitious,    Mr. 
Chairman,    but    I    think    that    the    minister 
stood  in  his  place  tonight- 

Mr.  Chairman:  You're  out  of  order.  You've 
got  to  ask  your  question  and  get  it  over  with. 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  it  is  not  going  to  be  gotten 
over  with  for  a  long  time  yet. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Chairman:  That's  okay.  If  you're  going 
to  be  repetitious  it's  going  to  be  gotten  over 
with  right  now. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  am  not  going  to  bow  to  that 
at  all,  Mr.  Chairman. 

When  the  minister  stood  in  his  place  and 
professed  abysmal  ignorance  of  having  said 

anything  like  that— couldn't  recall  there  had 
been  questions,  couldn't  recall  — well  he 
couldn't  recall  that  day  that  there  had  been 
an  ad,  he  said.  If  you  want  me  to  read  it 

line  by  line,  I  will.  He  couldn't  recall  that 
day  that— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  member  is  debat- 
ing with  himself. 

Mr.  Singer:  —the  ad  had  been  there  or  that 
he  knew  anything  about  it  and  then  he  de- 

fended it— the  whole  condominium  process  and 
the  type  of  advertising  that  takes  place  with- 

out saying  that  there  were  steps  that  govern- 
ment should  take  to  protect  the  people  of 

Ontario— then,  I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  with 
great  respect,  that  the  minister  should  be 
heartily  condemned. 

I  think  there  has  to  be  more,  because 
obviously  we  are  spending  public  money  in 
encouraging  members  of  the  public  to  buy 
these  units  when  we  know— and  the  minister 

finally  has  admitted,  it  was  like  pulling  teeth 
to  get  him  to  admit  it— that  there  are  dangers. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Never  even- 

Mr.  Singer:  There  are  very  serious  dangers 
that  the  public  is  not  protected  by  legislation, 
that  the  legislation  could,  and  should,  be 
amended  to  provide  the  kind  of  protection 
that  is  necessary  for  the  people  of  Ontario 
who  are  going  to  buy  these  units. 

The  reason— and  I  say  this,  Mr.  Chairman, 
it  is  my  conclusion,  as  the  result  of  my  in- 

vestigations, as  the  result  of  feelings  of  many, 
many  people— the  reason  that  these  units  are 
not  going  well  is  because  the  public  is 
frightened.  The  pubHc  is  frightened  because 
they  are  not  being  given  protection  and  they 
are  not  being  given  protection  because 

people  like  the  minister  haven't  taken  the trouble  to  inquire  and  he  is  responsible,  or 

his  officials  are  responsible,  for  running  full- 
page  ads  saying  everything  is  fine  and  every- 

thing is  great  and  let's  go  out  and  buy  more condominiums. 

All  I'm  suggesting  is  this,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I'm  suggesting  that  if  this  is  a  reasonable 
type  of  housing— and  I'm  not  quarreling  with 
this;  maybe  it  is,  it  probably  is— then  surely, 
before  you  run  this  kind  of  promotion  pro- 

gramme, and  before  you  invest  provincial 
money  in  guaranteeing  mortgages  and  all  the 
other  promotion  you  do,  before  you  spend 
provincial  money  in  running  full-page  adver- 

tising, you  have  a  duty  and  a  responsibility 
to  impress  upon  your  colleague  the  Attorney 
General  (Mr.  Bales)  that  the  condominium 
legislation  in  existence  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario,  should  be  so  amended  to  provide 

protection  for  our  people  that  will  be  suffi- 
cient to  safeguard  them  against  all  of  these 

things.  If  the  minister  is  unable  to  realize 
the  importance  of  this  kind  of  protection,  the 
importance  of  this  kind  of  new  legislation, 

then  I  worry  about  the  minister's  ability  to understand  a  part  of  this  responsibility  in 
the  housing  field. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  804.  Carried. 

That  concludes  the  Ministry  of  Revenue's estimates. 

We  will  proceed  with  the  office  of  the 

Lieutenant  Governor's  estimates  at  this  time. 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 

I  think  maybe  the  House  leader  might  move 
that  the  committee  rise. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Page  12,  vote  101. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and   Commercial   Relations):    Mr.    Chairman, 
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the  Premier  (Mr.  Davis)  is  asking  permission 
that  we  proceed  with  the  office  of  the 

Lieutenant  Governor.  Presumably  it  wouldn't 
take  long. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Page  12,  vote  101. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Went worth):  I  wouldn't 
mind  proceeding  were  it  10:28.  It  is  10:30 
and,  if  you  want  to  proceed  beyond  10:30, 

then  why  don't  you  make  the  appropriate 
motion,  so  that  we  could  vote  against  it? 

It  seems  rather  ridiculous  since  it  will  take 
no  longer  in  the  morning  to  deal  with  it  than 
it  will  tonight. 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  was  prepared  to  have  these  go  on 

and  begin  other  estimates  tomorrow.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  we  were  trying  to  find  some 
way  really  to  assist  the  accommodation  of 
one  or  two  members  opposite;  but,  on  the 
objections  from  the  member  for  Wentworth, 
we  are  quite  prepared  to  call  it  an  evening. 

I  guess  we  will  proceed  as  we  had  origin- 
ally planned.  We  were  endeavouring  to  be 

somewhat  helpful  and  to  introduce  some 

other  estimates.  In  the  event  that  this  can't 
happen— 

Mr.  Deans:  On  a  point  of  order,  I  want  to 
state  to  the  Premier  that  it  is  not  a  matter  of 
whether  or  not  we  are  being  done  a  favour. 
The  only  favour  really  that  we  ask  is  that 
we  know  what  is  happening  in  the  House. 
We  have  been  getting  along  not  badly,  con- 

sidering how  things  have  gone  at  other  times. 
It  is  a  little  difficult  to  understand  when  we 
change  the  order  of  business  at  10:30. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Chairman,  tradition- 
ally, the  estimates  of  the  Lieutenant  Governor 

should  not  take  very  long.  I  think  we  could 
have  gone  to  the  office  of  the  Premier.  I 
recognize  that  there  will  be  some  very 
weighty  contributions  made  on  that.  I  think, 
really,  when  one  gets  down  to  it,  the  Lieu- 

tenant Governor's  estimates  shouldn't  take 
very  long.  We  were  trying  to  introduce  these. 

I  had  no  idea  nor  could  the  House  leader 
predict  how  long  the  estimates  of  the  Ontario 
Housing  Corp.  would  have  taken.  One  might 
have  normally  assumed  that  they  might  have 

been  done  by  9  o'clock  or  9:30.  Listening  to 
the  discussion,  I  think,  with  great  respect,  a 
good  portion  might  have  been  covered  by 
that  hour.  I  say  that  with  great  respect. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  If  the 
minister  would  only  have  been  reasonable, 
it  could  have  been. 

An  hon.  member:  If  he  would  only  stop 
that  sneezing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  So,  we  are  in  this  position, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  Ministry  of  the 
Solicitor  General  is  next.  I  understand,  it  will 

be  taken— 
Mr.  Deans:  I  don't  oare;  go  ahead.  Pass 

it  through.  It  is  taking  longer  to  explain  it  to 
the  House  than  to  deal  with  the  estimate. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  want  to  talk  on  that 

point  of  order,  too. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  That's  fine.  It's  not  a 
point   of  order. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  is  the  Premier 

doing  then? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davs:  I  was  just  explaining  to 

the  members  opposite  the  rationale  for  in- 
troducing the  Lieutenant  Governor  and  the 

office  of  the  Premier,  and  so  forth,  because 
there  was  some  thought  that  the  critic  for  the 
New  Democratic  Party  had  other  responsi- 

bilities tomorrow  morning.  I  thought  it 
might  be  a  natural  flow  from  there,  but  if 

this  isn't  the  wish  of  the  House,  that  is  quite 
satisfactory  to  us. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  you  will  permit  me,  I  am  quite 

interested  to  hear  the  Premier's  comments 
on  how  accommodating  he  wishes  to  be, 
because  I  am  now  under  the  impression  that 
he  was  prepared  not  only  to  call  the 

Lieutenant  Governor's  estimates,  which,  of 
course,  would  not  be  debated,  but  he  was 
going  to  go  on  to  the  office  of  the  Premier 
when  we  on  this  side  were  expecting  to  go 
on  to  the  office  of  the  Solicitor  General. 

I  wondered  why  the  Premier  was  sitting 
in  here.  I  know  the  debate  was  fascinating 

and  important,  but  it's  not  like  him  to  sit  in 
on  debates  of  that  type.  To  think  that  he 
was  prepared  to  go  ahead  with  that  estimate 

without  notice,  I  don't  find  helpful;  I  find  it 
appalling. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Chairman,  just  to 
pursue  the  point  of  order,  if  the  Leader  of 

the  Opposition  or  his  party  aren't  prepared to  deal  with  the  estimates  of  the  Lieutenant 

Governor- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  bull.  Of  course, 
we  are.  Why  aren't  you  prepared  to  give  us 
some  reasonable  notice?  After  all,  your  min- 

ister does  nothing  but  order  the  business  of 
the  House.  We  are  prepared  to  debate  your 
estimates,  whenever  they  are  called. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Fine,  then  let's  do  that. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  At  least  you  should 

have  the  decency  to  give  us  notice  and  don't 
talk  about  how  helpful  you  are  trying  to  be. 

That's  ridiculous! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  recognize 
the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  has  been  under 
some  pressure  the  past  few  hours.  I  will  not 
provoke  him  further. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  You  are  most  provoking. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  recognize  that  on  this 

particular  evening  he  is— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  You  are  sitting  in  here 
tonight  with  your  eyes  glazed  over,  waiting 
for  the  debate  on  your  estimates  and  you 

couldn't  even  give  us  notice  of  it. 
Mr.  Chairman:  Order. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  is  ridiculous. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would  say  that  if  the 

hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  not  only  need  a  new 
House  leader,  we  need  a  new  Premier. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —thinks  there  is  some 
glaze,  it  really  is  not  my  eyes  that  he  should 
be  concerned  about,  it  is  his  own. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Why,  even  the  member 
for  High  Park  (Mr.  Shulman)  was  sitting  in 
here  waiting  for  his  estimates. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  with  great  respect, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  not  really  quite  technic- 

ally the  case.  All  we  are  trying  to  do  is  be 

accommodating.  If  the  Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion reacts  in  a  negative  fashion  to  this,  that 

is  fine  with  us. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Don't  pull fast  ones  like  that. 

Mr.  Singer:  What  are  we  doing  tomorrow? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  Solicitor  General. 

Mr.  Singer:  We  are  doing  the  Solicitor 
General  tomorrow. 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  isn't  agreed  that  we  go 
on  with  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  estimates? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would  hate  to  have  the 

Leader  of  the  Opposition  so  upset. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  You  happen  to  have  an 
hour  to  spare,  so  you  simply  come  in  here 
and  do  that  with  the  business.  All  you  have 

to  do  is— 
Mr.  Chairman:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Chairman,  maybe 
I  could  have  a  word  to  say,  too.  We  might 

need  the  odd  new  position  here  as  the  mem- 
ber says,  but  there  is  one  place  we  do  know 

where  there  will  be  a  new  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  committee 

rise  and  report  that  it  has  come  to  certain 
resolutions  and  ask  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 

of  supply  begs  to  report  that  it  has  come  to 
certain  resolutions  and  asks  for  leave  to  sit 

again. 
Report  agreed  to. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr.  Speaker, 

tomorrow  we  will  proceed  with  the  consid- 
eration of  the  estimates  of  the  Solicitor 

General  (Mr.  Yaremko). 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  10:36  o'clock,  p.m. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 

The  House  met  at  10  o'clock,  a.m. 

Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Today  in  the  east  gallery  we 
have  school  children  from  Francis  H.  Clergue 
Public  School,  Sault  Ste.  Marie;  in  the  west 
gallery  from  Savard  Public  School,  Englehart, 
and  Spring  Valley  Public  School,  Brighton, 
and  in  both  galleries  from  Adelaide  Hoodless 
School,  Hamilton. 

Statements  by  the  ministry. 

DESIGN  FOR  DEVELOPMENT:  PHASE  3 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  Mr.  Speaker, 
three  years  have  passed  since  Design  for 
Development:  Phase  2  was  set  out  in  late 
1968  by  the  Hon.  John  Robarts.  A  great  deal 
has  been  accomplished  and  a  great  deal  has 
been  learned. 

The  people  of  Ontario  are  more  and  more 
concerned  that,  as  we  make  economic  pro- 

gress, it  does  not  take  place  without  regard 
to  social  cost  or  social  progress.  There  is  a 
growing  sense  of  urgency  for  the  need  to 
plan  very  carefully  the  use  of  our  resources. 

They  must  be  planned  in  such  a  way  that 
our  economic  progress  is  but  a  part  of  an 
overall  strategy  to  enhance  the  lives  of  all 
our  people.  This  broader  strategy  must  pro- 

vide for  a  complete  range  of  social  pro- 
grammes, such  as  education,  health,  welfare, 

housing,  transportation  and  the  environment, 
that  are  required  by  modern  society. 

This  government  is  convinced  that  the 
policies  and  programmes,  originally  set  out 
in  1966  and  pursued  and  enlarged  under  the 

heading  "Design  for  Development,"  are  more 
important  than  ever  if  the  balance  that  is 
so  necessary  between  economic  and  social 
progress  is  to  be  accommodated.  The  pro- 

vincial government  has  accepted  and  carried 
forward  its  responsibilities  for  guiding  and 
encouraging  and  assisting  a  rational  planning 
and  development  of  this  province.  The  prov- 

ince has  also  recognized  that  it  cannot  carry 
out  this  important  task  by  itself.  It  has,  there- 

fore, continued  in  its  commitment  to  creating 
local  governments  that  are  large  enough  and 
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have  sufficient  resources  to  respond  to  the 
need  for  adequate  planning  and  services  for 
a  modern  community. 

It  is  essential  to  observe,  as  well,  that  the 
policies  necessary  to  achieving  our  economic 
and  social  goals  will  be  developed  after  full 
consultation  with  local  leaders  and  residents. 
As  we  gain  experience  and  insight  into  the 
application  of  new  policies,  we  must  be  pre- 

pared to  reassess  continually  their  strengths 
and  weaknesses.  In  a  society  that  is  experi- 

encing the  advantages  of  urban  living,  but 
which  at  the  same  time  feels  the  pressures 
and  strains  on  its  resources,  the  careful 
planning  and  management  of  those  resources 
to  the  benefit  of  all  citizens,  becomes  critical. 

It  is  not  the  purpose  of  this  statement  to 
discuss  in  depth  the  current  reorganization  of 
the  provincial  government.  However,  I  think 
it  relevant  to  point  out  that  the  reorganization 
is  being  carried  out  for  precisely  this  reason, 
to  develop  integrated  policies  and  priorities, 
and  to  take  very  careful  account  of  the 
limits  of  our  resources  and  our  aspirations  for 
economic  and  social  well-being.  This  re- 

organization will  now  be  reflected  in  our 
Design  for  Development  programme  as  well. 
We  must  follow  a  similar  course  in  reshaping 

local  governments  so  that  they,  too,  may  con- 
sider and  respond  in  a  broad  and  flexible 

way  to  the  rapidly  changing  needs  of  our 
communities. 

Governments  at  both  levels  must  have  the 
breadth  of  authority  and  the  strength  in  both 
financial  and  administrative  resources  on 

which  to  base  the  important  choices  that  must 
be  made.  They  must  also  be  in  a  position  to 
co-ordinate  the  resources  they  have  for  the 
needs  of  the  people  they  serve.  Local  govern- 

ment consists  of  thousands  of  decision-making 
bodies  with  uneven  financial  capacity  and 
varying  geography.  This  does  not  provide  an 
adequate  basis  for  cohesive  or  decisive 
priority-setting  in  meeting  the  needs  of  the 

people. 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 

Are  we  getting  close  to  the  end  here? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  wish  to  state  today 
some   of    the    things    we    have    learned    and 
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some  of  the  new  initiatives  we  will  be  tak- 
ing in  the  coming  months  and  years  in  the 

Design  for  Development  programme.  In  this 
review  and  prognosis,  I  shall  be  dealing  with 
what  we  might  consider  a  triangle  of  inter- 

related policies:  firstly,  provincial  regional, 
social  and  economic  planning;  secondly,  local 

government  reform  and,  thirdly,  provincial- 
municipal  fiscal  reform.  Each  is  important 
in  its  own  right.  Each  is,  I  think,  a  necessary 
link,  or  component  to  the  success  of  others. 

In  Design  for  Development,  the  province 
will  continue  to  mould  and  implement  a 
board  planning  strategy  in  which  regional 
resources  will  be  measured  against  the  range 
of  economic  and  social  needs  of  the  residents 
in  those  regions.  Local  governments,  for 
their  part,  must  have  a  provincial  plan  to 
relate  to  in  the  development  of  the  policies 
that  are  theirs  to  enunciate.  Continuing  at- 

tention will  be  paid  to  establishing  more  co- 
hesive decision-making  bodies  that  can  also 

be  expected  to  implement  a  variety  of  inter- 
related local  policies  and  services  for  appro- 

priate local  areas. 

Fiscal  relations  between  the  province  and 
local  governments  must  reflect  the  desire  to 
establish  and  support  public  policies  that  are 
responsive  to  changing  needs  and  priorities. 
These  are  goals  for  all  Ontario,  not  just  for 
certain  parts. 

In  this  Phase  3  statement  today,  the  On- 
tario government  reaffirms  its  commitment 

to  the  Design  for  Development  programme. 
As  we  gain  experience,  we  will,  as  the  state- 

ment indicates,  change  some  of  the  em- 

phases- 

Mr.  M,  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  I  wish 
the  Prime  Minister  sounded  as  though  he 
meant   it. 

An  hon.  member:  Oh,  dry  up. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —and  perspectives  within 
the  programme.  The  programme  will  not 
change,  however,  in  one  of  its  very  funda- 

mental aspects,  namely,  the  essential  ingre- 
dient of  consultation  with  those  concerned 

with  the  major  policies  that  evolve  in  the 
province. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  As  in 
Timmins? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  more  the  Premier 
talks  about  it,  the  less  he  does. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Does 
the  Prime  Minister  have  a  copy  of  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  will  get  a  copy  for  the 
hon.  member  for  Scarborough  West. 

An  hon.  member:  Why  can't  the  member listen  to  it? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  is  going  to  be  chiselled 
in  stone  this  afternoon. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I'm  glad  to  see  the  Lead- 
er of  the  Opposition  really  is  seeming  a  little 

happier  this  morning  than  last  evening.  In 

fact,  he  is  smiling  this  morning.  He's  smiling. 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Premier  is  still 

spreading  that  urbane  attitude  he  was  using 
last  night. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  As  the  provincial  govern- 
ment makes  decisions  in  the  difficult  and 

complex  field  of  public  policy,  local  views 
must  be  available  to  us.  We  shall  continue 
to  take  steps  to  encourage  that  important 
contribution.  We  cannot  abandon  the  task 
of  considering  and  weighing  conflicting  local 
views,  indeed  views  that  are  at  times  con- 

trary to  expressed  provincial  policies  as  we 
seek  out  suitable  answers  to  our  mutual 

problems. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  Premier's  annual  lecture 
on  civic  problems,  that's  what  it  is. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  It  is  a  source  of  some 

pleasure  for  me— if  the  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre  would  be  content  to  listen  perhaps— 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  not  a  bad  point. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —the  lecture  on  civics 

would   be— 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  Order! 

Hon.   Mr.   Davis:    —very  relevant  to  him. 

I  can't  think  of  many  members  in  the  House 
to  whom  such  a  lecture  would  have  greater 
relevance. 

It  is  a  source  of  some  pleasure  for  me  that 
my  colleague,  the  Treasurer  (Mr.  McKeough), 
will   be   in   Ottawa  next  week,   in  fact,    on 

Monday,  to  address- 
Mr.  Lewis:   The  Premier  would  like  him 

to  stay  away  most  of  the  time. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  It  won't  be 
a  pleasure  for  them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —I  would  say  that  I  think 
it  will  be  a  distinct  pleasure  for  them.  Per- 

haps   the    member    for    Rainy    River    might 
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learn   something  if  he   were  to   go  up   and 
attend.  I  mean  it  might- 

Mr.  Reid:  I  accept  your  invitation- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Lay  on  another  plane. 

Interjections   by   hon.    members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  He  will  be  in  Ottawa  next 

Monday— 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Meet  you  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —to  address  the  founding 
convention  of  the  new  association  of  muni- 

cipalities of  Ontario. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  are  all  invited  for 
cocktails  too,  I  understand. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  anticipate  that  it  will 
be  a  very  significant  event  and  it  will  pro- 

vide the  Treasurer  an  opportunity  to  describe 
to  the  municipal  representatives  in  more 
detail  the  plans  we  have  for  the  future. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  importance  of  con- 
sultation. 

Mr.  Reid:  What  happened  to  consultation 
and  dialogue? 

Interjections   by  hon.   members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  turn  now  to  the  re- 
gional development  programme. 

Interjections    by   hon.    members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  It  will  be  done  in  the 
daytime;  no  need  for  lights. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Ah,  pity! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  regional  development 
programmer- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  In  this  field,  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  Province  of  Ontario  has  passed  several 
important  milestones  during  the  last  three 
years. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  has  the  Premier  been 

dealing  with  up  to  now?  What  has  he  cov- 
ered up  to  now? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  While  regional  planning 
for  the  province  has  not  yet  achieved  its  full 
impact- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  Treasurer  will  interpret 
it  on  Monday. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —the  programme  is  hav- 
ing an  ever-increasing  influence  on  the  lives 

of  the  people  of  this  province. 

In  May,  1970,  the  Toronto-centred  region 
concept  was  issued  by  this  government.  Since 
that  time  it  has  been  adopted  in  principle 
as  a  matter  of  government  policy.  At  the 
moment  all  provincial  ministries  and  agencies 
have  been  asked  to  use  the  Toronto-centred 
region  concept  in  the  formulation  of  plans 
and  programmes.  At  the  same  time  the  con- 

cept is  undergoing  progressive  refinement, 
the  first  results  of  which  were  published  in 
August,  1971,  in  the  status  report. 

It  is  the  intention  of  the  government  to 
issue  a  further  series  of  public  statements 
which  outline  government  policies  and  pro- 

posals on  various  major  components  of  the 
plan.  From  these  statements  and  the  pro- 

vincial-municipal interaction  taking  place  as 
a  result  of  our  work,  we  are  moving  more 
and  more  toward  definitive  guidelines  which 
can  be  used  by  the  province  and  the  muni- 

cipalities in  the  establishment  of  programme 

priorities. 
Outside  the  Toronto- centred  region  and 

the  northwestern  Ontario  region,  where  phase 
2  reports  have  been  completed,  the  regional 
development  programme  has  been  concentrat- 

ing on  completing  phase  1  reports  for  the 
various  regions.  I  am  pleased  to  announce 
that  these  documents  are  now  complete  for 
all  of  southern  Ontario,  marking  a  major 
step  in  the  overall  regional  development  pro- 

gramme. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It's  not  published— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Changes  in  the  tech- 
niques for  implementing  regional  government 

in  this  province:  The  structure  for  the  design 
and  implementation  of  regional  development 
plans  has  remained  relatively  unchanged 
since  the  programme  commenced  in  1966. 
We  now  have  enough  experience  in  this  field 
to  suggest  some  major  changes  in  this  ma- 

chinery. The  existing  system  of  10  economic 
regions  was  adopted  in  the  mid-1950s.  It  is 
now  clear  that  this  system  is  no  longer  ade- 

quate for  the  purposes  of  the  regional  de- 
velopment programme.  Larger  units  covering 

a  major  urban  centre  and  its  entire  tributary 
region  are  required  if  we  are  to  make  plans 
which  are  rationally  related  to  the  economic 
and  social  activities  of  the  province. 

It  must  be  emphasized  that  the  goals  of 
the  regional  development  programme  cover 
a  wide  spectrum  of  life.  We  must  plan  for 
industrial  and  commercial  development;  we 
must  plan   our  land   use   and   conserve   our 



3790 ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 

recreation  areas;  we  must  preserve  our  en- 
vironment; and  we  must  relate  to  this  the 

social  needs  in  education,  housing,  health 
and  welfare  in  all  parts  of  the  province. 

Indeed,  it  is  the  broad  economic  and  social 
fabric  of  the  community  that  must  concern 
us  in  making  our  choices  and  in  setting 
our  policies  and  priorities. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  know,  this  is  positively 
elevating. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  As  we  do  these  things, 
we  think  it  is  more  appropriate  to  apply 

the  term  "planning  regions"  rather  than 
simply  "economic  regions." 

Mr.  Lewis:  Is  that  what  this  whole  state- 
ment is  about? 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Is  that  what  the  preamble  was? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Now  comes  the  best  part. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  A  new  system,  then,  of 
planning  regions  will  be  introduced  effective 
Jan.  I,  1973. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  This  system  will  cover 
the  following  areas:  1.  eastern  Ontario;  2. 
central  Ontario;  3.  southern  and  westem 

Ontario;  4.  northeastern  Ontario;  5.  north- 
western Ontario. 

These  new  regions  will  be  used  for  all 
phase  two  and  subsequent  reports  prepared 

within  the  context  of  the  regional  develop- 
ment programme.  The  Treasurer  will  be 

giving  further  details  of  proposed  changes 
in  the  way  in  which  we  receive  advice  from 
the  regions. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Regional  officer! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  He  will  also  outline  some 

adjustments  in  the  advisory  committee  of 

key  civil  servants  at  Queen's  Park,  as  well 
as  in  the  regional  advisory  boards  which 
consist  of  civil  servants  serving  in  the  region. 

It  is  the  intention  of  the  government  that 
the  regional  development  programme  work 
very  closely  with  municipal  governments. 
This  is  particularly  important  in  areas  where 
reorganized  municipal  governments  are,  or 
will  be,  established.  The  preparation  of  an 
official  plan  under  a  regional  municipality 
for  example,  and  the  capacity  to  carry  it 

out,  are  vital  to  the  success  of  the  province's 
planning  and  development  strategy.  As  we 
see   it,    the    cities,    counties    and    regions    of 

Ontario  will  be  the  most  important  bodies  in 
the  implementation  of  regional  planning  and 
development. 

Important  milestones  have  been  achieved 

as  well  in  our  programme  of  local  govern- 
ment reform  during  the  last  three  years. 

The  major  municipal  reorganizations  that  in 

the  Design  for  Development:  Phase  2  state- 
ment were  anticipated  for  Ottawa-Carleton, 

Niagara  and  York,  are  well  under  way.  The 
district  municipality  of  Muskoka  has  been 
established  and  the  new  city  of  Thunder 
Bay  represents  a  major  consolidation.  All  of 

these,  Mr.  Speaker,  are  steps  toward  strength- 
ening local  government,  broadening  its  focus 

and  retrieving  an  important  role  in  the  gov- 
erning process  of  this  province. 

On  Jan.  1,  1973,  three  more  very  significant 
municipal  reorganizations  will  be  achieved, 
one  in  the  Sudbury  area,  one  in  the  Waterloo 

area  and  one  in  the  Timmins-Porcupine  area. 
These  reforms  will  play  a  big  part  in  creating 
municipalities  that  can,  and  I  am  confident 
will,  be  capable  of  responding  to  the  needs 
of  the  residents  they  serve. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  people  of  Timmins 

will  be  glad  to  hear  the  Premier's  views  on 
them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  After  having  come  this 
far  on  the  reform  of  local  government  it  is 
now  time  to  set  some  guidelines  for  the 
future. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  could  have  read  this  last 

night  in  the  Premier's  speech. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Undoubtedly  the  main 

objective  within  the  context  of  Design  for 
Development  is  to  encourage  local  leaders 
and  local  people  to  work  together  to  evolve 
and  take  responsibility  for  broad  planning 

strategies.  This  will  require  a  reshaped  struc- 
ture and  more  integrated  responsibilities  of 

local  government  and  the  fiscal  arrangements 
that  support  it.  If  meaningful  dialogue  is  to 
take  place  between  the  province  and  local 
representatives,  more  broadly  based  local 
governments  must  be  established. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  would  think  a  definitive, 

meaningful— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  We  believe  that  the  reg- 
ional municipalities,  the  district  municipality, 

and  the  major  consolidation  carried  out  to 
date  represent  very  positive  steps  for  the 
areas  they  serve.  We  recognize  that  these 
new  local  governments  have  had,  and  are 

having,  their  problems.   It  is  not  to  be  ex- 
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pected  that  major  changes  and  innovations 
such  as  these  represent  would  eliminate  all 
of  the  problems.  It  will  be  important  to 
consider  these  problems  carefully  to  deter- 

mine which  should  be  solved  locally  and 
which  properly  are  the  concerns  of  the  prov- 

ince. To  do  otherwise  would  be  a  betrayal 
of  our  confidence  in  local  government  and 
would  destroy  the  essential  division  of  labour 
that  is  required  if  each  level  is  to  be 
effective  and  be  accountable  for  its  actions. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  does  that— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Before  proceeding  fur- 
ther, I  wish  to  acknowledge,  Mr.  Speaker, 

the  sincere  efforts  that  are  being  made  by 
the  chairmen,  the  other  heads  of  council, 
members  of  council  and  their  staffs,  and  in- 

deed the  residents  themselves,  where  major 
local   government  reforms  have  taken  place. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Not  to  mention  the  Premier's 
speechwriters. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Their  willingness  to  adapt 
to  new  responsibilities  and  challenges  and 
the  ideas  they  bring  forward  for  improving 
these  new  systems  are  invaluable.  While  we 
believe  the  nature  of  the  system  is  important 
to  the  preparation  of  effective  policies  and 
action- 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  Why 

didn't  the  Premier  just  pass  this  speech  out 
to  everyone? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —it  is  no  less  true  that 
people,  and  the  attitudes  and  motivation  they 
bring  to  the  system,  are  basic  and  indispen- 

sable ingredients  for  success.  The  province 
has  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  general 
guidelines  for  local  government  reform  set 
out  in  Design  for  Development:  Phase  2  are 
still  valid,  and  we  shall  continue  to  pursue 
them.  What  is  required  now  in  the  pro- 

gramme is  a  shift  in  some  of  the  emphasis  and 
some  new  initiatives  by  the  province.  Ulti- 

mately, Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  the  province  that 
must  decide  and  take  responsibility  for  policy 
in  local  government  reform.  The  problems 
that  some  municipalities  have  experienced  in 
reaching  a  policy  for  the  future  also  under- 

line the  need  for  the  province  to  give  leader- 
ship in  redefining  and  restructuring  respon- 

sibility at  the  local  level,  and  there  will  be 
a  new  emphasis  on  a  policy  for  local  govern- 

ment here  internally.  Almost  every  ministry  of 
the  provincial  government  is  involved  with 
local  government  in  one  way  or  another  and 
new  emphasis  will  be  given  to  the  positive 
support  of  all  ministries  as  is  required  to  co- 

ordinate a  balanced  policy  between  the  prov- 
ince and  local  governments. 

As  a  result  of  the  reorganization  of  the 
provincial  government,  the  cabinet,  through 
the  new  policy  fields  in  co-operation  with 
the  Treasury  ministry,  will  give  fresh  impetus 
in  the  adoption  of  a  policy  on  local  govern- 
ment. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Revolutionary  change. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  province  is  concerned, 
as  well,  about  the  general  strategy.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  say  to  the  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre  that  this  is  one  of  the  dis- 

tinguishing differences- 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  He 
really  gets  to  you. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —between  this  party  and 
his:  We  believe  in  evolutionary  reform,  he 
believes  in  revolutionary  reform.  That  is  one 
of  the  great  distinct  differences. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  province  is— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.   Mr.  Davis:   Well,  the  hon.  member 

had  said  that  before.   The  province  is  con- 
cerned, as  well,  about  the  general  strategy- 

Mr.  Lewis:  We've  had  20  minutes  of  inertia now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  why  doesn't  the member  show  some  life  then? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.    Mr.    Davis:    The   province    is   con- 
cerned, as  well,  about  the  general  strategy 

in  terms  of  the  scope- 

Mr.    Lewis:    This    is   the    greatest   cure    I 

have  seen  for  early  insomnia.  I've  seen  a  lot- 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.    Mr.    Davis:    Well,    Mr.    Speaker,    I 
v/ould  say  to  the  member  for  Scarborough 
West  that  I  know  that  he  has  had  insomnia 

the  past  few  days- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Indeed  I  have. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —because,  as  I  mentioned 
yesterday,  of  certain  indigestion  problems  he 
has  had  concerning  a  certain  element  within 

his  own  party,  which  I  know  we  don't  want to  discuss  here  this  morning. 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Tell  us  the  joke  about 
the  Waffle. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  province  is  concerned 
as  well,  Mr.  Speaker- 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  are  you  discussing  here 
this  morning? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  province,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  concerned  as  well  about  the 
general  strategy  in  terms  of  the  scope  and 
approach  in  carrying  out  local  government 
reform  studies. 

Mr.  Lewis:  This  is  a  relief  programme  for 

the  Premier's  speechwriters. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  mem- 
ber for  Scarborough  West  is  not  interested 

in  the  development  process  or  the  planning 
process  in  this  province,  or  in  what  the  gov- 

ernment is  going  to  do- 

Mr.  Lewis:  How  long  does  it  take  to  de- 
velop the  process? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —then  this  is  his  prob- 

lem, not  the  government's. 
The  starting  point  for  most  studies  has 

been  the  county.  However,  as  present  coun- 
ties may  not  provide  a  suitable  base  for  local 

government  in  some  cases,  it  is  now  time  to 
broaden  the  basis  on  which  studies  are  under- 
taken. 

There  is  no  single  pattern  that  can  be 
applied  province-wide.  No  one  regional  muni- 

cipality mirrors  another  in  every  respect.  It 
would  simplify  legislation  a  great  deal,  quite 
obviously,  if  they  did,  and  undoubtedly,  as 
part  of  our  programme  of  reforms,  we  will  be 
searching  for  ways  to  simplify  and  clarify 
local  government  legislation. 

Nevertheless,  this  observation  is  as  much 
a  comment  on  local  government  itself,  whose 
complexities  and  localized  aspects  cause  re- 

quirements to  vary  from  one  area  to  another. 
It  is  unlikely  that  the  establishment  of  re- 

gional municipalities  is  necessary  throughout 
the  province.  Consolidations  may  be  a  very 
suitable  alternative  in  some  areas,  and  we 
will  continue,  as  a  government,  to  be  inno- 

vative in  the  approach. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  Premier  hasn't  left  the 
Treasurer  much  to  say  on  Monday. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  province  will  study 
the  problems  and  interrelationships  of  dif- 

ferent areas  by  a  variety  of  means,  whether 
by  direct  involvement  or  through  consultants 

or   review  commissions.   The   views   of  local 
residents   and   their  municipal   councils   will 
be    sought.    The    province    will    then    make 

specific  proposals- 
Mr.  Singer:  It  takes  one  hour  to  say! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —and  following  consider- 
ation of  local  response  to  those  proposals, 

we  will  make  policy  decisions  as  to  the  future 
of  local  governments  in  a  given  area.  Special 
attention  will  be  given  in  the  immediate 
future  to  devising  a  more  direct  process  for 
achieving  major  consolidations. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  doesn't  the  Premier 
just  move  to  the  last  page?  No  one  will 
miss  the  intervening  pages. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  I  recognize  that 

the  member  for  Scarborough  West  won't,  but others  might. 

Mr.  Lewis:   Name  one! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  We  are  further  convinced 

that  it  is  not  appropriate  to  expect  the 
Ontario  Municipal  Board  to  provide  the 
forum  from  where  major  policy  decisions 
should  come  on  the  future  of  local  govern- ment. 

Mr.  Singer:  With  the  Treasurer's  letters to  them  telling  them  what  to  say! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Indeed,  the  proposed 
review  of  the  role  of  the  Ontario  Municipal 
Board  will  itself  be  an  important  element 
in  our  local  government  policy  development 
in  the  future. 

Mr.  Lewis:  This  is  becoming  a  parody. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Our  first  priority  will  be 
to  arrive  at  findings  and  recommendations 
for  reorganization  of  local  government  in  the 
Toronto-centred  region.  The  urgency  is  plain, 
in  terms  of  cohesive  and  orderly  planning 
for  an  area  of  close  to  200  municipalities. 
It  is  our  goal  that,  by  1975,  sufficient  progress 
will  have  been  made  to  enable  the  govern- 

ment to  make  proposals  concerning  the  di- 
rection of  local  government  reform  in  the 

rest  of  the  province. 
I  want  to  make  it  clear  that  this  does  not 

mean  it  will  be  possible  to  have  legislated 
all  those  proposals  by  that  time.  Further,  I 
want  to  emphasize  that  local  consultation 
will  continue  to  play  an  essential  part  in 
determining  the   end  result. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  four  times. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  What  we  are  setting  out 
to  do  now  is  to  develop  a  new  provincial 
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map  of  local  government  in  Ontario  that  will 
allow  us  to  answer  many  of  the  questions 
on  who  is  responsible,  where  and  for  what, 
and  turn  our  attention  more  purposefully  to 
the   critical   question   of   our  priorities. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  I  would  like 
to  know  who  is  responsible  for  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  think  it  is  important 
to  comment,  Mr.  Speaker,  briefly  on  provin- 

cial-municipal fiscal  relations.  The  fiscal  re- 
forms must  be  developed  and  applied  to 

support  the  structural  reforms  now  going 
forward,  if  we  are  to  establish  effective 
local  government  in  Ontario. 

Mr.   Lewis:    That's   for  sure. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  To  create  stronger,  more 
responsible  and  more  accountable  local  gov- 

ernments requires— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  are  to  increase  municipal 
taxes  this  year. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —more  than  regionaliza- 
tion  and  consolidation.  It  requires  fundamen- 

tal changes  in  the  financing  of  local  govern- 
ment, particularly  reform  of  the  structure 

and  incidence  of  property  taxation  and  re- 
form of  provincial  aid  to  local  governments. 

Nor  is  this  goal  of  fiscal  reform  a  purely 
provincial-municipal  matter,  which  can  be 
sorted  out  by  the  province  in  co-operation 
with  local  governments.  Rather,  it  is  part 
of  the  larger  task  of  total  tax  reform  and 
fiscal  reform  for  the  public  sector  as  a  whole, 
embracing  the  federal  as  well  as  the  provin- 

cial  and  municipal  levels  of  government. 
Throughout  the  long  process  of  national 

tax  reform,  Ontario  consistently  stressed  one 
fact;  real  reform  must  redistribute  the  total 
tax  burden  bearing  on  our  citizens  and  must 
provide  an  increased  share  of  total  financial 
resources  to  the  provincial-municipal  sector, 
where  the  more  urgent  need  exists. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  are  to  increase  municipal 
taxes  this  year. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Sec- 
retary for  Resources  Development):  Oh,  why 

doesn't  the  member  finish  his  breakfast? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  To  the  extent  that  a 
greater  share  of  total  fiscal  resources  or  tax 
room  is  transferred  from  the  federal  level  to 
the  province,  it  in  turn  can  provide  greater 
tax  access  or  increased  grants  to  municipali- 
ties. 

Though  no  breakthrough  has  yet  been 
achieved  in  securing  such  a  redistribution  of 

fiscal  resources,  significant  progress  has  been 
made  toward  comprehensive  tax  structure  re- 

form. In  particular- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Give  us  a  review  of  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:   In  particular,  I  point  to 

the  property  tax  credit  plan- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Right! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —which  Ontario  has  suc- 

cessfully negotiated  with  the  federal  govern- 
ment by  linking  property  tax  burdens  directly 

to  ability  to  pay,  as  determined  under  the 

personal  income  tax- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Maybe  next  year,  but  not  this 

year. Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —residential  property 
taxes  in  Ontario  will,  in  future,  be  distributed 
on  a  much  fairer  and  consistent  basis.  In 
addition  to  the  property  tax  credit  plan  a 
number  of  other  programmes  have  been  de- 

veloped over  the  past  few  years  to  assist 
particular  categories  of  taxpayers  and  indi- 

vidual communities.  In  this  respect,  I  would 
mention  the  tax  reduction  for  elderly  persons 

in  receipt  of  guaranteed  income  supplement- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  come  on! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —and  the  payment  made 
to    municipalities    within    whose    boundaries 
universities,  community  colleges- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  How  about  the  farmers? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —and  provincial  parks  are 
situated.  This  process,  Mr.  Speaker,  will  con- tinue. 

Mr.  MacDonald :  This  is  an  abuse  of  the 
rules  of  the  House. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Fundamental  to  all  prop- 
erty tax  reform  is  the  need  for  complete 

reassessment  of  all  properties  to  eliminate  the 
anomalies  and  inconsistencies  contained— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  really  think  you 
should  move  in  on  this. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —in  existing  assessment 
rolls.  The  revaluation  of  property  is  already 
well  under  way  and  this  process  is— 

Mr.  Lewis:  This  is  a  parody  of  the  Premier. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —scheduled  for  comple- 
tion by  the  end  of  1973. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  assessment  rolls 
should  therefore  become  available  in  1974, 
when  extensive  public  testing  of  the  new 
assessments  can  take  place.  Following  this,  the 
normal  appeal  procedures  can  be  allowed  to 
take  their  course.  The  date  of  introduction 
for  the  new  rolls- 

Mr.  Martel:  Who  talked  the  Premier  into 
reading  this? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —for  tax  purposes  will 
probably  depend  on  the  progress  of  the 
appeals  through  the  assessment  review  courts 
and  the  further  associated  legal  processes. 
The  aim  is  to  have  them  ready  in  1974  to 
permit  widespread  discussion  and  review, 
both  public  and  municipal. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  Premier  just  read  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Perhaps  the  most  impor- 
tant thrust  of  future  property  tax  reform, 

apart  from  the  necessary  first  step  to  com- 
plete reassessment,  is  to  establish  the  broad- 

est possible  property  tax  base. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  This  means  including 

present  wholly  and  partially  exempt  proper- 
ties on  the  tax  bases;  determining  an  appro- 

priate method  of  taxing  special  properties, 
such  as  Bell  Telephone,  and  solving  the  prob- 

lem of  taxing  farm  land. 

As  a  result  of  present  assessment  discrep- 
ancies, large-scale  shifts  in  tax  burdens  will 

be  produced  by  reassessment,  and  these  tax 
shifts  will  vary  widely  from  one  municipality 
to  another. 

The  government's  tax  reform  programme 
aims  to  establish  appropriate  levels  of  tax- 

ation on  these  different  properties  and  to 
avoid  a  total  shift  to  residential  properties 
over  the  province  as  a  whole. 

Measures  will  also  have  to  be  developed  to 
phase  in  the  impact  of  changes  in  tax  bur- 

dens. The  tax  reform  measures  and  reassess- 
ment will  be  introduced  simultaneously— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  oh! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —so  that  there  will  be  a 
smooth  and  controlled  transition  from  the 
old  system  to  the  new  property  tax  system. 
Hopefully,  this  can  be  initiated  in  1975,  but 
as  indicated,  this  will  depend  on  the  progress 
of  assessment  appeals. 

Closely  related  to  structural  reform  and  to 
taxation  reform  is  reform  of  the  system  of 
provincial  transfer  payments  to  local  govern- 

ments.   Over   the   years,   the   financial   inter- 

relations between  the  provincial  government 
and  its  local  government  partners  have  be- 

come unduly  extensive  and  complex. 

The  Ontario  government  clearly  recognizes 
the  need  to  rationalize  its  grant  system.  All 
our  reform  objectives  are  closely  interrelated. 
Through  the  establishment  of  stronger,  more 
viable  local  governments  and  the  process  of 
reassessment  and  related  local  tax  reforms, 
we  expect  soon  to  reach  the  point  where  we 
will  be  able  to  enhance  greatly  the  financial 
independence  and  responsiveness  of  local  gov- 

ernment in  meeting  the  problems  of  modern 
communities.  For  the  present,  we  are  re- 

viewing the  grant  structure  in  the  expecta- 
tion of  introducing  early  improvements  to  it. 

In  this  review,  we  will  be  conscious  of  the 
need  for  greater  efficiency  in  spending  and 
delivery  of  services,  for  greater  responsive- 

ness to  differing  local  requirements  and  prior- 
ities, and  for  overall  restraint  by  the  govern- 
ment sector. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  elements  of  provincial 
policy  development  that  I  have  mentioned 
here  this  morning  are  all  aimed  at  a  common 

objective;  the  careful  planning  and  manage- 
ment of  the  economic  and  social  resources  of 

the  people  of  this  province.  The  provincial 
government  has  an  important  role  in  develop- 

ing a  framework  of  province-wide  planning. 
Local  government  must  be  shaped  and  de- 

fined in  such  a  way  that  local  people  can  play 
a  positive  role  in  relating  to  provincial  plans 
lor  meeting  the  needs  of  their  communities. 

Finally,  the  fiscal  relations  between  the 
province  and  local  governments  are  another 
important  key  to  enabling  both  levels  of 
government  to  respond  effectively  to  the 
problems  of  a  modern  society.  All  of  these 

programmes  must  go  forward  if  Ontario's full  social  and  economic  potential  is  to  be 
realized  for  the  benefit  of  all  of  our  citizens. 

I  would  be  remiss  if  I  did  not  draw  special 
attention  in  a  discussion  of  this  kind  to  the 

provincial  liaison  committee.  Over  the  past 
two  years,  the  response  of  local  leaders  and 
staff  representatives  from  the  municipal  or- 

ganizations to  this  method  of  communication 
with  municipal  officials  has  been  more  than 
gratifying.  As  we  develop  our  policies  and 
meet  the  challenges  of  a  rapidly  urbanizing 

society- 
Mr.  Lewis:  This  has  been  an  illuminating 

and  incisive  presentation. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Especially  incisive,  yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —the  co-operation  and 
efforts  of  our  municipal  leaders  will  be  essen- 

tial. The  willingness  of  those  who  serve  on 
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the  provincial-municipal  liaison  committee  to 
meet  at  frequent  and  regular  intervals  to  dis- 

cuss with  us  the  complex  issues  of  the  day 

has  brought  provincial-municipal  relations  to 
a  high  level.  I  am  confident- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  Premier's  colleagues  are 
falling  off  their  chairs  from  sleep. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —that  in  the  provisions 
we  will  make  together  we  will  be  answering 
the  requirements  and  desires  of  the  people 
of  this  province. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  that  was  pretty  en- 
thusiastic. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  is  obvious  that  what  the  Prime 
Minister  has  done  this  morning  is  give  his 
budget  speech  under  the  guise  of  a  statement 
before  the  orders  of  the  day. 

The  government,  I  understand,  at  some 
point  was  planning  to  try  to  wind  up  the 

budget.  It  didn't  get  it  in  yesterday  and  it  is 
in  now.  I  suggest  to  you  that  this  is  an  abuse 

of  the  rules  of  the  House  and  it  wouldn't  be 
tolerated  on  this  side. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  must  point  out  to  the  hon. 

member  for  York  South  that  it  is  the  preroga- 
tive of  government  ministers  to  give  a  state- 

ment of  the  intentions  of  the  government. 

Although  sometimes  we  don't  like  them  too 
lengthy,  this  is  still  a  very  important  state- 

ment of  the  government. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  oh,  no,  we  are 
not  going  to  have  another  statement?  I 

thought  it  was  another  40-page  document. 
But,  then,  the  animation- 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  I  would  remind  the 
hon.  members  that  they  can  question  the 
Prime  Minister  on  this  whenever  it  comes  up 

in  questions,  before  the  orders  of  the  day. 

Mr.  Lewis:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  want  to  make  the  point  that  for  a 
considerable  period  of  time,  albeit  earnestly, 
the  House  leader  was  lobbying  some  about 
the  proposition  of  the  budget  and  the  Throne 
debate  winding  up  at  the  same  time,  because 
the  Premier  had  something  important  to  say. 
Now  he  has  said  it  by  way  of  ministerial 
statement,  which  should  have  been  saved  for 

a  speech  at  some  point  during  the  appropri- 
ate time. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  reply  to 

the  point  of  order,  which  I  think  is  a  com- 
pletely irrelevant  point  of  order,  this  is  not 

the  case  whatsoever. 

The  Treasurer  of  the  province  is  making  a 
very  definitive  statement  on  Monday  to  the 
new  municipal  association,  an  association  that 

will  have  the  basic  responsibility  for  respond- 
ing. I  can  hear  the  criticisms  emanating  here 

Monday  afternoon,  if  there  had  not  been 
some  advance  indication  in  general  terms  as 

to  what  the  government's  plans  and  policies 
were  in  reply  to  many  questions  we  have  had 
from  the  municipalities  over  the  past  year  or 
so.  Hence,  the  statement  this  morning,  Mr. 

Speaker.  I  don't  want  to  disabuse  the  member 
for  York  South  of  what  he  assumed,  quite 

erroneously,  to  be  part  of  any  budget  presen- 
tation. The  fact  is  this  was  never  intended 

as  a  part  of  the  budget  presentation  what- 
soever. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  was  the  statement  this 

morning?  The  Premier  just  described  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would  say  with  great 
respect  to  him  we  are  trying  to  inform  the 

members  of  the  House— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Secretary 

for  Justice):  They  were  not  even  listening. 
They  were  too  busy  trying  to  get  in  smart 
cracks. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —in  general  terms  with 
respect  to  the  Design  for  Development: 

Phase  3  that  will  be  presented  to  the  munici- 
palities, in  which  he  obviously  has  no  in- 

terest, whatsoever  on  Monday  of  next  week. 

Mr.  Speaker:  No  more  questions. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Point  of  order,  Mr.  Speaker- 

Mr.  Speaker:  No,  there's  no  point  of  order. 
There  has  really  been  no  point  of  order  up 

to  this  point  because  this  period  is  for  state- 
ments by  the  ministry.  That  is  what  is  called 

for  and  that  is  what  has  happened. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  a  point  of  order  relative- 

Mr.   Speaker:   The  next  minister- 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  It's  a  point 
of  order.  You  have  to  hear  him. 

Mr.  Speaker:  No  more  about  point  of 
order. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  have  to  hear  the  point 
of  order,  Mr.  Speaker! 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  hasn't  been  any  point 
of  order  up  to  date,  and  I  assume  that  this 
is  only  going  to  be  a  further  statement  by 

the  hon.  member.   I'll  hear  him  out. 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  I'll  make  it  a  point  of  privi- 
lege then,   Mr.   Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  No,  there's  no  point  of  privi- 
lege either.  I'll  hear  your  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker,  when  the  minister  wishes  to  make 
statements  like  this,  it  is  surely  within  the 
customs  of  this  House  that  statements  are 

made  available  to  the  leaders  of  the  opposi- 
tion parties. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  What 
does   the   member  know   about   it? 

Interjections    by    hon.    members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  am  sorry.  There  again,  the 

hon.  member  didn't  have  a  point  of  order. 

Interjection   by   an  hon.   member. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Not  at  all.  I  mean,  this  was  in 
Sanskrit. 

REPORT  OF  REVIEW  OF 
LANDLORD  AND  TENANT  ACT 

Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  (Attorney  General):  Mr. 
Speaker,  as  a  result  of  a  review  of  part  IV 

of  the  Landlord  and  Tenant  Act,  as  request- 
ed by  my  predecessor,  I  would  advise  the 

members  that  the  Ontario  Law  Reform  Com- 
mission has  completed  its  study  and  I  have 

received  its  report. 

As  you  know,  part  IV  was  enacted  to  im- 
plement the  recommendations  contained  in 

the  interim  report  on  landlord  and  tenant 
law  applicable  to  residential  tenancies,  which 
was  filed  by  the  commission  and  it  has  been 
in  effect  since  Jan.  1,  1970. 

In  this  report,  the  commission  reviews  pro- 
cedures for  termination  of  tenancies  and  re- 
covery of  possession,  the  security  deposit 

provisions  of  section  84,  the  obligations  of 
tenants  and  landlords  with  respect  to  repairs 

and  maintenance  of  premises  and  the  meth- 
ods of  enforcing  these  covenants,  the  rights 

of  parties  to  the  enforcement  of  covenants 
generally  between  themselves,  the  process 
of  the  courts  concerning  penal  provision  of 

the  Act,  and  those  provisions  requiring  post- 
ing of  certain  sections  of  the  statutes  where 

a  landlord  rents  more  than  one  residential 

premise  in  the  same  building  and  retains 
possession  of  part  for  use  of  all  tenants  in 
common. 

These  matters  have  given  rise  to  concern 
and  the  commission  received  representations 
with    reference   to    them    and    reviewed    the 

operation.  As  a  result  of  this  review  the 
commission  has  submitted  its  report  with  its 
recommendations,  which  the  government  is 

taking  under  immediate  consideration. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  leave  of  the  House  to 
table  the  report,  and  I  advise  that  copies 
will  be  forwarded  to  all  members  as  soon 

as  they  are  available.  In  the  meantime,  I 
have  a  number  of  copies  and  I  will  make 
some  of  them  available  to  both  opposition 

parties  and  to  the  members  of  the  govern- 
ment party.  The  press  also  will  receive  them. 

REPORT  OF  STUDY  OF  POWERS 
OF  ATTORNEY 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Law 
Reform  Commission  initiated  a  study  in  the 
law  relating  to  the  powers  of  attorney.  The 
power  of  attorney  is  the  most  useful  device 
to  assist  legal  representatives  to  administer 
the  estates  of  those  who,  for  one  reason  or 
another,  are  incapacitated.  The  commission 
was  primarily  concerned  with  the  effect  of 

the  donor's  subsequent  mental  incapacity  on 
the  power  of  attorney  and  its  effect  on  the 

power  of  attorney  on  the  donor's  death. These  are  certain  areas  of  the  law  applicable 
to  these  situations  which  require  a  review. 
These  matters  were  investigated  in  detail  by 

the  commission  in  conjunction  with  the  com- 
mon law  applicable  thereto  and  the  Powers 

of  Attorney  Act,  RSO  1970,  chapter  357. 

The  commission,  in  its  report,  recommends 
the  enactment  of  a  new  Powers  of  Attorney 
Act,  which  would  permit  a  donor  to  provide 

expressly  for  the  power  to  survive  his  subse- 
quent incapacity;  and  that  it  should  cease 

to  be  valid  on  his  death  under  any  circum- 
stances. Certain  recommendations  are  also 

made  with  reference  to  the  applicable  court 
procedures  to  be  followed  on  these  matters, 
and  the  government  will  appreciate  the  study 
and  comments  of  all  those  when  the  report 
is  received. 

There  are  only  a  limited  number  of  copies 
available,  Mr.  Speaker,  but  I  will  make  some 
available  to  all  parties  in  the  House. 

SERVICES  FOR  NORTH  PICKERING 
AND  NEW  TORONTO  AIRPORT 

Hon.  J.  A.  C.  Auld  (Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment): Mr.  Speaker,  following  the 

Premier's  very  important  statement  on  the 
policies  of  the  Ontario  government  on  re- 

gional planning,  local  government  reform  and 
provincial-municipal  fiscal  relations,  I  have 
a  short  statement  related  to  it.  The  success- 
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ful  achievement  of  these  goals  is  dependent 
on  co-operation  and  the  co-ordination  of  the 
efforts  of  all  ministries  of  the  municipalities 
affected. 

The  Toronto-centred  region  plan  sought  to 
obtain  an  acceleration  of  growth  to  the  east 
of  Toronto  and  to  parts  of  central  York. 
A  major  impediment  to  this  objective  was 
the  lack  of  water  and  sewer  services  to  that 
area. 

I  am  now  able  to  announce  proposals  for 
water  and  sewage  services  in  these  areas 
to  be  constructed  over  the  next  20  years. 
These  proposals  will  service  the  new  com- 

munity of  North  Pickering  and  provide  facil- 
ities to  the  new  airport  and  will  enable  the 

region  of  York  and  the  township  of  Pickering 
to  resolve  difficulties  that  have  been  facing 
them  for  a  number  of  years.  I  am  now 
tabling  a  summary  of  these  proposals  in  a 
report  prepared  by  my  staff. 

The  programme  envisioned  will  resolve 
servicing  problems  in  the  central  York  area, 
and  indeed  the  study  was  orginally  commis- 

sioned for  this  purpose.  However,  the  adop- 
tion of  the  Toronto-centred  region  plan 

enabled  a  more  comprehensive  programme  to 
be  instituted. 

The  construction  of  the  second  airport  and 
the  development  of  the  North  Pickering  com- 

munity permits  an  integrated  viable  and  more 
economic  system  of  sewer  and  water  services 
for  this  whole  area  to  be  undertaken. 

The  works  are  proposed  in  four  stages. 
They  are  extensive,  involving  capital  costs 
of  $90,365,000  for  sewage  works  by  1994, 
and  capital  outlay  of  $37,490,000  for  water- 

works over  the  same  period.  By  1994,  an 
anticipated  total  population  of  456,790  will 
be  served  by  the  sewage  works,  and  an 
expected  406,240  by  the  waterworks.  The 
population  distribution  will  be  determined 
in  accordance  with  regional  planning  policies 
developed  within  the  guidelines  of  the  To- 

ronto-centred region  plan  and  after  discussion 
with  municipal  officials. 

The  sewage  works  proposals  are  designed 
to  provide  for  immediate  relief  in  those  areas 
where  overloading  of  existing  facilities  is 
greatest,  gearing  capital  expenditure  to  popu- 

lation growth. 

It  is  proposed  that  all  sewage  from  local 
sanitary  systems  in  each  urban  node  will 
be  collected  by  means  by  a  trunk  sewer 
system  composed  of  pumping  stations,  force- 
mains,  gravity  sewers  and  tunnels  directing 
the  total  flow  to  a  water  pollution  control 
plant  to  be  located  in  the  township  of  Picker- 

ing near  the  mouth  of  Duffin's  Creek. 

The  water  system  will  be  developed 
through  extension  and  expansion  of  Metro- 

politan Toronto's  system  and  timing  will  be 
attuned  to  need.  In  the  early  years  of  de- 

velopment, capital  expenditures  will  be  mini- 
mized by  combining  new  facilities  with  the 

use  of  existing  facilities  of  adequate  capacity. 

These  service  proposals  require  that  local 
water  distribution  works  and  subcollector 

systems  for  sewage  will  remain  the  responsi- 
bility of  the  respective  existing  authorities. 

It  is  presently  envisioned  that  all  the  major 
works  outlined  in  this  report  will  be  com- 

pletely owned  and  operated  as  provincial 
works  under  my  ministry. 

The  Minister  of  Treasury,  Economics  and 
Intergovernmental  Affairs  and  I,  with  the  as- 

sistance of  technical  staff,  will  be  outlining 
these  proposals  to  representatives  of  the  vari- 

ous municipalities  concerned,  in  the  Ontario 
Room  in  the  Macdonald  Block  this  morning 

at  11  o'clock.  If  the  municipalities  agree 
in  principle  to  the  concept,  a  form  of  agree- 

ment will  be  prepared  with  appropriate 
financial  information,  and  the  actual  de- 

velopment of  services  can  proceed. 

Mr.   Speaker:   Statements  by  the  ministry. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Did  you  say  questions? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  was  wondering  if  there 
were  any  more  statements,  from  the  ministry. 

Oral  questions. 

DESIGN  FOR  DEVELOPMENT:  PHASE  3 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  would  like  to  ask  the  Premier  if  the 
specific  new  information  in  his  statement  was 

that  the  regional  development  councils— the 
10  councils— will  be  phased  out  and  five  or 
six  planning  regions  will  be  established  in 
their  place? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  will 
be  five  planning  areas  established;  there  will 
be  some  reorientation  of  responsibilities 
within  those  areas.  There  will  be  in  the 

Treasurer's  statement  on  Monday  a  more 
definitive  suggestion  as  to  timetabling  of 
some  local  government  restructuring.  There 
is  also  I  think  in  the  statement,  which  is 
perhaps  not  phrased  as  definitively  as  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  would  like,  the 
commitment  of  the  government  with  respect 
to  tax  reform,  the  assistance  to  the  local 
municipalities,  and  the  general  recognition 
that  what  we  are  doing  really— I  think   the 
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Toronto-centred  region  is  a  very  clear  indi- 
cation of  this— is  that  while  a  great  deal  of 

the  orientation  traditionally  has  been  to 
economic  growth  and  development,  the  gov- 

ernment is  now  relating  to  this  the  necessity 
for  planning  land-use  control  which,  I  think, 
is  part  of  any  overall  provincial  plan  that 
must  be  prepared. 

There  is  also  a  commitment  in  this  state- 
ment—if the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  will 

read  it  carefully— to  the  recognition  that  there 
must  be  a  provincial  plan  to  which  the 
municipalities  can  relate,  which  they  can 
question,  if  we  are  going  to  give  the  kind 
of  leadership  and  direction  that  is  necessary 
for  the  municipal  restructuring  that  we  think 
is  essential. 

Actually,  if  he  reads  it  carefully,  he  may 
find  several  other  things  by  way  of  govern- 

ment policy  which  while  not  totally  new, 
nonetheless  represent  certain  changes  in 
directions  and  emphasis  that  we  think  are 
important  in  phase  3. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  I  won- 
der if  the  Premier  could  make  it  clear, 

however,  whether  or  not  the  regional  de- 
velopment councils  are  going  to  continue? 

Are  they  going  to  be  wholly  replaced  by 
the  five  new  planning  areas?  Secondly, 
whether  or  not  these  planning  areas  are 
going  to  concern  themselves  with  develop- 

ment as  well  as  government  reorganization 
and  the  old  separation  of  regional  develop- 

ment and  regional  government  is  going  to  be 
lost? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it  is 
fair  to  state  that  within  the  five  new  planning 
areas  there  will  be  a  reorientation,  I  have 
said,  of  responsibility  and  direction  within 
those  areas.  A  more  precise  definition  of  some 
of  this  will  be  given  on  Monday  in  discussion 
with  the  new  municipal  association,  but  the 
observation  that  there  will  be  a  redirection, 
yes,  this  is  quite  true. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Further  supplementary: 
Does  the  Premier  believe  that  his  statement 
here  negates  the  responsibility  that  he  and 
the  Treasurer  have  to  make  statements  of 
definitive  policy  in  this  House  rather  than 
to  other  groups  in  the  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  although 

I  couldn't  help  but  sense  during  the  delivery 
of  this  very  important  statement  that  some 
members  opposite  perhaps  were  saying  to  us 

that  this  kind  of  statement  needn't  be  given here  in  the  House. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Not  the  Premier's,  but  the 
one  which  the  Treasurer  may  be  contem- 
plating. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No,  I  would  say,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  statement  to  be  given,  or 
the  plan  to  be  presented  to  the  municipal 
people  on  Monday,  really  is  a  refinement  of 
what  has  been  said  here  this  morning  and  I 
think  it  is  quite  appropriate. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Isn't  it  true  that  the  Treasurer 

was  too  embarrassed  to  read  this  morning's statement  and  the  Premier  did  it  instead? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  If  that  is  a  supplementary, 
I  would  answer  that  the  Treasurer  is  never 

embarrassed- 

Mr.    Lewis:    That's    true.    The    Premier   is 
right. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 

like  to  ask  the  Premier,  is  his  statement— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —nor  does  he  have  any 
need  to  be  embarrassed.  I  can  understand  the 

member's  embarrassment  but  I  don't  have 

to  worry  about  the  Treasurer's. 
Mr.  Lewis:  Right.  Supplementary— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  have  a  supplementary 
question.  Is  the  Premier  expecting  statements 
to  the  municipal  meeting  having  to  do  with 
new  financial  arrangements  to  be  made  by 
the  Treasurer? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't 
anticipate  that  on  Monday  the  Treasurer  will 
become  involved  in  any  new  financial  arrange- 

ments of  a  precise  nature.  These,  I  am  sure,  if 
the  House  is  in  session  would  be  more 

appropriately  delivered  here  and  I  don't anticipate  he  will  be  doing  that  on  Monday. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  He'll  have  to  go  home- 
go  home  and  rewrite  the  speech. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No  need  to. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Listening  very  carefully,  as  I  always  do,  to 

the  Premier's  statements— 

Hon.  J.  W.  Snow  (Minister  of  Government 
Services):  How  can  the  member  listen  and 
talk  at  the  same  time? 

Mr.  Lewis:  —before  the  orders  of  the  day, 
I  thought  I  heard  him  mention  that  all  of  the 
phase  one  Design  for  Development  studies 
for  southern  Ontario  had  now  been  com- 

pleted. If  so,  where  is  the  eastern  Ontario study? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  they  are  in 
the  process  of  being  printed.  They  have  been 
completed  and  will  be  ready  for  release  very 
shortly. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  does  that  mean?  May  I 
ask  when  we  may  expect  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would  say  perhaps  some 
time  during  the  summer  months.  They  are 
in  the  process  of  being  printed. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Rainy  River. 

Mr.  Reid:  Thank  you.  To  the  Premier: 
As  the  region  of  northwestern  Ontario  will 
not  be  changed  radically  in  this  programme, 
can  the  Premier  indicate  whether  the  govern- 

ment is  going  to  go  ahead  or  do  anything 
about  the  programme  that  has  been  laid  out 
by  the  Treasurer  in  regard  to  economic 
development  for  northwestern  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it  is 
quite  obvious  that  the  commitment  by  the 
government,  as  I  said  here  in  the  House  some 
few  days  ago,  with  respect  to  the  second 
service  of  communications  in  the  north  west, 
really  falls  within  the  scope  of  the  suggestions 
within  the  northwestern  Ontario  region  and 
in  my  view  will  have  a  very  significant 
impact.  This  is  a  further  commitment  by  the 
government  with  respect  to  the  development 
of  not  only  the  economy- 

Mr.  Reid:  That  is  a  pretty  small  piece. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  the  member  for 
Rainy  River  may  say  to  his  constituents  that 
the  development  of  a  second  service  in  north- 

western Ontario  is  small  peanuts. 

Mr.  Reid:  At  Thunder  Bay.  At  Thunder 
Bay. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would  only  say  this,  in 
talking  to  many  of  the  people  in  the  north- 

west, this  is  one  of  the  priorities  they  have 
established. 

Mr.  Reid:  But  he  hasn't  solved  the  problem. 
Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  They  would  like  to  see  a 

second  service  of  television  and  we  think  it 
is  rather  essential,  whether  the  member  for 
Rainy  River  agrees  or  not— 

Mr.  Reid:  For  Thunder  Bay— there  is  a  lot 
more  to  northwestern  Ontario! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  am  sorry.  It  will  also 
extend  beyond  Thunder  Bay  and— 

Mr.  Reid:  When? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:   —the  member  knows  it. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Since  the  Toronto-centred  region  and  the 
northwestern  Ontario  region  were  the  only 
two  in  the  province  that  had  received  De- 

sign for  Development:  Phase  2,  why  isn't  the 
Premier  in  a  position  to  be  more  definitive 
about  the  northwestern  Ontario  region  gener- 

ally, as  he  is  with  the  Toronto-centred  region 
at  this  time? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is 
some  difference  between  the  northwestern 

Ontario  region  and  the  Toronto-centred  re- 
gion. I  think  it  is  fair  to  state  that  the 

Toronto-centred  region  really  relates  basic- 
ally to  a  document  and  a  policy  for  land  use 

control.  It  is  not  the  same  economic  type 
of  document.  In  other  words,  the  growth 
here  is  pretty  well  established.  The  economic 
growth,  I  think,  is  fairly  easy  to  predict. 
What  the  government  is  attempting  to  do 
through  the  Toronto-centred  region  is  to 
redistribute  traditional  growth  patterns,  and 
to  give  certain  emphasis  to  the  eastern  part 
of  the  general  area.  I  think  this  is  different 
from  northwestern  Ontario,  where  obviously 
a  great  deal  of  the  thrust  must  be  to  the 
development  of  the  economy,  to  greater  in- 

dustrial growth,  and  so  on.  So,  I  would  say 
with  respect,  that,  while  the  plans  are  cer- 

tainly related,  there  is  a  different  impetus 
here  in  the  Toronto-centred  regions  than 
from  what  will  be  developing  in  the  north- 
west. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  supplementary: 
Could  the  minister  indicate  to  us  how  he 

properly  relates  his  remarks  about  new  in- 
dependence for  municipal  councils  with  his 

further  remarks  about  the  greater  role  in 

policy-making  to  be  taken  by  the  Ontario 
Municipal  Board. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  I 
will  get  a  copy  to  the  hon.  member  of  what 
I  said.  I  said  that  during  the  review  of  the 

Ontario  Municipal  Board,  where  I'm  sure this  matter  will  become  a  matter  of  some 

intensive  study,  perhaps  the  municipal  board 
is  not  maybe  the  appropriate  one  to  involve 
itself  in  municipal  restructuring.  That  is  how 
it  was  phrased  in  the  document  this  morning. 

I'm  saying  that  perhaps  this  will  be  as  a  re- sult of  the  review  of  the  municipal  board,  but 

of  course  we  won't  know  until  that  review 
is  completed. 

Mr.  Deans:  One  supplementary  question, 
Mr.  Speaker:  Can  the  Premier  indicate 
whether  the  Treasurer  is  going  to  be  able 
on  Monday  to  indicate  the  timetable  for  im- 
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plementation    of    the    Hamilton-Wentworth- 
Burlington  region? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  pos- 
sible there  may  be  some  references  on  Mon- 

day to  Hamilton,  to  Wentworth  and  perhaps 
even  to  Peel  and  to  Hal  ton. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  didn't  refer  to  Halton. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  Burlington  is  in 
Halton.  I'm  sure  that  the  hon.  member  for 
Wentworth  fully  appreciates  that.  If  he 

doesn't— 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  think  we  will  await  the 

statement    on    Monday. 

Mr.  Deans:  Is  that  why  the  member  for 
Halton  West  (Mr.  Kerr)  is  smiling? 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  Premier  means  the  state- 

ment on  Monday  won't  be  as  precise  as  his today? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No;  I  would  say  it  might 
even  be  more  precise. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I'd  like  to  ask  the  Pre- 
mier what  he  is  going  to  do  when  the 

municipalities  find  out  that  the  government 
is  moving  more  and  more  toward  definitive 
guidelines   and   meaningful   dialogue. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  recognize 

it's  very  difficult  for  the  Leader  of  the  Oppo- sition to  understand  the  subleties  of  some  of 
these  things.  The  province  has  said,  and  I 

think,  it's  very  important  that  we  have  guide- 
lines, some  provincial  plan  to  which  the 

municipalities  can  react,  which  they  can 
assess  to  assist  them  and  to  assist  us.  I  don't 
think  there  is  any  contradiction  whatsoever 
in  that  kind  of  approach. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Consultation,  co-ordination, 
commitment,  clarity  and  thrust. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Consultation  and  co-or- 

dination,  that's   right. 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  member  phrased  it 
very  well.  I  agree  with  him  completely. 

Mr.  Lewis:  There's  one  on  each  page. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No,  in  fact,  on  one  page 
there  are  two. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Is  this  the  first  time  that 

the  Premier  has  actually  accepted  the  con- 

cept of  a  provincial  plan,  whether  he  calls  it 
guidelines  or  whatever,  a  concept  that  has 
been  debated,  at  least  on  one  side,  during  the 
last  two  election  campaigns? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  know 
whether  it's  the  first  time  the  concept  or  the 
idea  has  been  accepted.  It  is  perhaps  the 
first  time  it  has  been  as  clearly  articulated 
here  in  this  Legislature. 

An  hon.  member:  Definitively? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Premier  if  his  public  relations  advisers  have 
already  embarked  on  a  programme  whereby 
his  remarks  in  the  Legislature  are  going  to  be 
made  available  to  many  interested  citizens  of 
the  community  under  the  title,  let  us  say, 
Design  for  Development:  Phase  2  or  2(a)  or 
3;  and  that,  in  fact,  it  will  become  what  the 
Premier  will  choose  to  call  the  definitive 
statement  of  policy  for  the  next  four  years? 
Has  he  the  temerity  to  instruct  his  public 

relations  people  to  try  to  upgrade  that  state- 
ment into  something  that  might  be  called  a 

statement  of  policy? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:   Mr.  Speaker,  I  gave  no 

instructions  to  those  responsible- 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  are  just  doing  it  on  their 
own— local  initiative. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —for  communications  in 
the  office.  If  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  is 

suggesting  that  this  should  be  done,  111  cer- 
tainly consult  with  them  immediately  after 

the  question  period  and  see  that  there  is  very 
wide  distribution  given  it. 

BOMBINGS  IN  ITALIAN  COMMUNITIES 
OF  METROPOLITAN  TORONTO 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Embossed  in  gold  and 
without  interjections!  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Attorney  General,  has  he 
undertaken  any  special  research  or  investiga- 

tion into  the  unexplained  bombings  in  the 
west  end  of  Toronto?  I  believe  there  was  also 
one  in  the  Burlington  area  in  the  last  four  or 
five  days. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  those  are 
matters  which  are  handled  through  normal 
investigations  and  I  think  it  is  better  to  be 
left  that  way.  My  colleague,  the  Solicitor 
General  (Mr.  Yaremko),  handles  many  of 
them. 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Is  the 
minister  not  concerned  that  these  seem  to  be 
following  a  pattern  over  a  number  of  months, 
in  fact,  years,  which  indicates  that  some  of 
the  pressures  we  used  to  read  about  in  the 
dirty  days  of  Chicago,  are  being  brought  to 
bear  on  some  of  our  citizens  and  businessmen 
in  this  area? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  these  are 
always  of  concern  not  only  to  myself,  but  to 
all  my  colleagues  in  the  government. 

APPRAISING  LAND  FOR  EASEMENTS 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  the  Environment.  What  kind  of 
appraising  practices  does  his  department  use, 
if  it  is  his  department,  to  offer  people  $200 
or  $300  an  acre  by  way  of  easement  in  the 
construction  of  the  south  Peel  water  and 
sewer  system,  and  then  they  appeal,  go  to 
court  and  get  a  rendering  of  $3,800  an  acre? 
What  accounts  for  that  kind  of  discrepancy? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  just  to  put 
this  thing  in  perspective.  The  then  Ontario 
Water  Resources  Commission  was  acquiring 
an  easement  through  approximately  100 
houses  to  serve  Erin  Mills  area.  A  firm 
of  appraisers  from  Port  Hope  or  Port  Credit, 

I'm  not  sure,  were  employed  by  the  com- 
mission to  appraise  this  property  on  the  basis 

of  its  value  for  easement.  The  value  which 
they  came  up  with  was  about  $200  an  acre. 
I  should  say  that  a  good  portion  of  it  is 
along  401  and  up  a  small  valley  which  has 
no  apparent  residential  potential. 

The  notices  were  sent  out  to  all  the 
owners,  some  of  them  objected  and  some 

didn't.  Some  of  them,  I  don't  know  how 
many,  banded  together  and  employed  a 
solicitor.  Apparently,  the  owner— Don  Mills 
Developments,  I  believe— of  a  large  portion 
of  the  area  that  was  to  be  serviced,  met  with 
them.  His  company  was  very  concerned  that 
the  line  be  established  rapidly.  He,  in  turn, 
made  arrangements  with  some— not  all,  but 
certainly  some  of  the  owners,  apparently, 
from  what  I  read  in  the  paper— to  pay  them 
an  additional  sum,  first  of  all  to  withdraw 
their  objections  and  secondly,  perhaps,  for 
some  other  rights  because,  as  I  say,  this  is  an 

easement.  We  don't  know  what  he  purchased for  these  additional  sums. 

I  can't  tell  the  hon.  member  how  many 
other  owners  received  additional  compensa- 

tion from  sources  other  than  the  OWRC.  I 
asked  our  people  this  morning  to  see  if  we 
could   find  this   out.   That,   basically,   is   the 

situation.  The  OWRC  paid  everybody  the 
same  amount  of  money,  give  or  take  $40  to 
$50  an  acre.  Other  persons  paid  additional 
sums  to  some  of  them,  as  far  as  I  can  estab- 

lish, to  get  them  to  withdraw  their  objections 
and,  perhaps,  for  buying  other  than  the  ease- 

ment, something  like  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Does  the  minister  have  only 
one  appraisal  done  of  a  property  in  that  way? 
It  strikes  one  as  odd  that  20  times  the  amount 
which  the  department  would  offer  would  be 
offered  by  others,  even  a  developer,  knowing 
that  apparently  the  $200  figure  would  stand 
up  in  court.  I  imagine  it  would  stand  up  in 

court. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  We  appraise  with  our  own 
property  people  and  we  have  one  outside 
appraiser  that  I  know  of.  There  may  have 
been  more.  This  was  some  time  ago.  I  know 
there  was  one  because  I  found  his  report 
this  morning  and  was  reading  it  before  I 
came  down  to  the  House. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Was  it  that  outside  appraiser 
who  suggested  $200  an  acre? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Yes,  but  I  believe  that 
was  roughly  the  figure  our  own  staff  had 
come  up  with  in  the  first  place. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  see. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  The  only  explanation  that 
I  can  think  of  is  that  the  developer  was  an- 

xious that  the  project  go  ahead  as  rapidly 

as  possible.  It  wasn't  of  that  great  urgency to  the  commission.  We  were  anxious  to  do  it 

but  we  weren't  prepared  to  pay  additionally 
to  expedite  it. 

CORPORATION  TAX  REBATE 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Revenue:  Has  the  minister  yet 
been  able  to  pull  together  the  information 
on  the  corporation  tax  rebate  and  how  the 
$30  million  for  the  last  year  is  accounted  for? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  promised  that  to 
the  hon.  member  and  those  figures  are  being 

prepared  for  him.  He'll  have  them  sometime 
early  next  week. 

SCHEDULE  OF  BRIDGE  WORK 

Mr.  Lewis:  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  ask  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Transportation  and  Communica- 

tions? Can  he  explain  why  it  was  necessary 
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to  award  a  contract  to  Dineen  Construction 

of  Rexdale,  in  the  vicinity  of  over  $200,000, 
to  work  on  the  bed  of  the  bridge  between 

Belleville  and  Prince  Edward  county  in  pre- 
cisely the  period  of  greatest  tourist  activity, 

namely  July  4  to  Sept.  30,  reducing  that 

bridge  to  one-lane  traffic,  which  bridge  also 
swings  to  allow  for  the  passage  of  boats  as 
well? 

Hon.  G.  R.  Carton  (Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications):  Well,  Mr.  Speaker, 

I'll  check  into  this.  I  am  not  aware  of  the 
exact  programming  but,  as  you  know,  there 
is  a  programme  for  these  particular  bridges. 
There  are  bridge  designs  that  have  to  be 
made;  we  cannot  construct  over  the  winter 

months.  But  I'll  get  the  exact  programming 
of  this  bridge  for  him. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
would  the  minister  also  look  at  the  apparent 
citizen  opposition  to  this  being  done  right 
at  the  peak  of  the  tourist  season,  given  the 
possibilities  of  spring  and  fall  as  alternative 
construction    periods? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Yes,  111  check  into  it, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

HARASSMENT  OF  COMMUNES 
OVER  PHONE  BILLS 

Mr.  Lewis:  One  last  question,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, of  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and  Com- 

mercial Relations:  Could  I  ask  the  minister 

whether  he  is  prepared  to  intervene— he's 
listening  with  one  of  his  many  ears— to  inter- 

vene on  behalf  of  those  who  live  in  com- 
munes to  prevent  apparent  harassment  on 

the  paying  of  bills  from  Bell  Canada? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Does  the  member 

mean  they  want  to  get  their  bills  paid? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consum- 

er and  Commercial  Relations):  I'll  certainly have  a  look  at  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  has  no  objection 
to  communes,  I  take  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  didn't  object  to  any- 
thing the  hon.  member  said,  but  I  take  cog- 

nizance of  his  question  and  will  have  a  look 
at  the  problem. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Thank  you.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  no  further  questions. 

An  hon.  member:  Before  the  payment  of 
the  bill! 

Mr.  Speaker:   The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre. 

SERVICES  FOR  NORTH  PICKERING 
AND  NEW  TORONTO  AIRPORT 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister 
of  the  Environment,  if  he  can  get  back  to 
his  seat.  I  was  wondering  if  all  figures  on 
this  report  which  he  has  given  us  on  the 
water  and  sewage  works  have  as  much  cred- 

ibility as  the  figures  indicating  the  popula- 
tion of  Markham  and  Umonville,  which  show 

that  it  will  be  1980  before  the  population 
reaches  its  present  level  of  approximately 
13,000.  Does  he  hope  we  will  all  move  our 
ohildren    out? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Well,  I  certainly  wouldn't want  the  hon.  member  to  have  to  move 

from  his  very  pleasant  establishment.  The 
only  thing  I  can  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that 
the  figures  that  we  have  are  the  ones  that 
have  been  developed,  I  assume,  with  the 
municipalities  and  with  Economics  and  Inter- 

governmental Affairs.  I  assume,  as  in  all 
these  predictions,  that  there  will  be  changes 
perhaps  10  years  from  now;  some  may  be 
higher  than  predicted  and  some  may  well 
be  lower. 

Mr.  Deacon:  A  supplementary:  Would  the 

minister  perhaps  request  the  government  de- 
partments to  start  liaising  with  the  munici- 

palities to  find  out  what  their  current  popu- 
lation statistics  are? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

PURCHASE  OF  WCB  BUILDING 

Mr.  Deans:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
have  a  question  which  I  would  normally 
ask  the  Minister  of  Labour  (Mr.  Guindon), 
but  I  suspect  the  Minister  of  Transportation 

and  Communications  was  more  deeply  in- 

volved. So  I'll  ask  it  of  the  Minister  of 
Transportation   and   Communications. 

Is  the  minister  satisfied  that  there  is  a 
clause  in  the  contract  between  the  Work- 

men's Compensation  Board  and  Fidinam 
Construction  which  binds  Fidinam  to  pur- 

chase the  existing  Workmen's  Compensation Board  building? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
is  a  condition  of  the  agreement.  As  a  matter 

of  fact,  it  was  at  the  request  of  the  govern- 
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ment  that  a  release  clause  was  put  in,  in  the 
event  that  we  got  a  higher  price  than  $3.5 
million.  It  was  highly  unlikely  because  the 
next  highest  bidder  was  $3.25  million.  I  be- 

lieve the  only  other  bid  was  $3  million;  the 
idea  being  that  $3.5  million  was  an  excellent 
price  for  this.  In  the  event  that  we  could 
get  a  better  price  we  wanted  to  be  able 
to  do  this  for  the  period  of  the  one  year. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  wonder,  by  way  of  supple- 
mentary question,  whether  the  minister  would 

mind  either  tabling  or  providing  for  the 
House  that  section  of  the  contract  in  order 

that  we  can  satisfy  ourselves  that  the  inter- 
pretation placed  on  it  is  accurate? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'll  check into  the  material  and  find  that. 

COW-CALF  PROPOSAL 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Agricul- 

ture and  Food.  Is  the  minister  aware  that 
the  details  of  the  beef  heifer  plan  have  not 
been  communicated  in  some  cases  to  the  local 
branches  of  the  banks?  Would  the  minister 
consult  with  the  head  offices  of  the  banks 
to  ensure  that  this  is  done  immediately? 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are 

aware;  unfortunately  it  came  to  our  attention 
the  day  before  yesterday  that  some  of  them 
had  not  been  advised.  I  think  some  of  them 
had  already  been  advised  and  I  believe  had 
made  loans.  There  are  others  which  have 
the  information  we  are  told  by  the  head 

offices  but  whether  they  don't  understand 
what  it  means  or  whether  they  are  not  really 
familiar  with  doing  business  with  the  agricul- 

tural community,  we  are  not  too  sure. 

What  we  have  suggested  is  that  any  farmer 
who  wishes  to  participate  in  the  plan  should 
contact  the  local  agricultural  representative 
in  his  county  or  district  and  ask  him  to  go  to 
the  bank  with  him  to  discuss  the  proposal 
with  the  manager  of  the  bank.  I  think  it 
can  be  done  better  on  a  local  basis  than  it 
can  be  by  transmitting  it  from  the  head  office 
to  the  local  branch  of  the  bank.  Maybe 
that  is  not  the  proper  approach,  but  we 
think  it  is  one  that  might  work.  We  realize 
it  is  a  bit  of  a  difficulty. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Would  the  minister  also  under- 
take to  clarify  the  matter  in  relation  to  the 

purpose  of  the  loan,  in  that  some  people  ap- 
parently have  the  feeling  that  this  is  to  be 

used    for    consolidation    of    already    existing 
loans? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  wasn't  aware  that  any- 
body was  trying  to  pull  that  stunt.  We  will 

certainly  take  that  one  into  consideration 
immediately. 

INCOME  TAX  CALCULATION 
PROPOSAL 

Mr.  MacDonald:  A  question  of  the  provin- 
cial Treasurer:  Is  the  government  giving  any 

consideration  to  adoption  of  the  federal  Con- 
servative proposal  to  permit  income  tax 

payers  to  calculate  their  tax  on  the  basis 
of  the  value  of  their  income  in  constant 
dollars? 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer,  and 
Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs):  It  was 
looked  at  by  the  Smith  royal  commission. 
Yes;  I  asked  for  an  updating  of  our  thinking 
on  this  and  I  think  that  is  on  its  way  to  me. 
I  think  it  would  be  more  appropriate  cer- 

tainly at  the  federal  level.  If  it  were  done 
at  the  federal  level  I  think  it  would  be  then 

reasonable  to  assume  that  Ontario  might 

follow.  I  don't  know  whether,  in  our  23  per 
cent,  there  would  be  any  way  for  us  to 
initiate  it  ourselves  unless  we  had  our  own 
income  tax. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  By  way  of  a  supple- 
mentary question:  Since  the  objective  of  this 

is  to  offset  inflation,  how  could  any  govern- 
ment—provincial or  federal— avoid  raising 

their  own  tax  structure  at  some  later  date 
to  be  able  to  compensate  for  the  loss  of 
revenue,  therefore  contributing  to  inflation 
indirectly  or  in  another  way? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  To  some  extent  I 
would  agree  with  what  the  member  has  said. 
I  think  the  point,  though,  which  must  also 
be  stressed  is  that  because  of  the  very  high 
elasticity  of  the  income  tax  there  is  literally 
something  like  $2  billion  more  for  the  gov- 

ernment of  Canada  to  spend  without  doing 
anything.  There  is  that  kind  of  growth  elas- 

ticity in  the  income  tax  figures.  The  point,  as 
I  read  it,  that  Mr.  Stanfield  was  trying  to 
make  is  that  if  you  are  going  to  have  that 
kind  of  growth  in  revenues  you  should  go 

to  the  House  of  Commons  and  say  let's  raise 
the  rates;  do  directly  rather  than  indirectly. 
I  think  there  are  some  administrative  prob- 

lems which  might  be  difficult  to  work  out 
but  we  are  updating  our  studies  and  perhaps 
during  the  course  of  the  estimates  we  might 
have  a  chance  to  discuss  it. 
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Mr.    MacDonald:    And    conceivably    some  Hon.     Mr.     Guindon:     Mr.     Speaker,    I've 
theoretical  problems.  already  given  instructions  to  my  senior  staff 

to  do  this. 

DE  HAVILLAND  LABOUR  DISPUTE 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Labour.  Could  the  Min- 

ister of  Labour  tell  us  what  progress,  if  any, 

is  being  made  by  his  department  in  connec- 
tion with  the  very  long-term  de  Havilland 

dispute? 

Hon.  F.  Guindon  (Minister  of  Labour):  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  reply  to  the  hon.  member  for 
Downsview,  I  can  report  that  from  March  17 

to  the  end  of  May  we  had  about  11  media- 
tion meetings  which  have  taken  place  to  no 

avail.  Presently  my  assistant  deputy  minister, 
Mr.  Dickie,  is  personally  involved  with  both 

parties. 
Now  the  hon.  member  must  realize  this  is 

an  unusual  situation.  On  the  one  hand,  the 

company  doesn't  seem  to  have  too  many 
orders;  on  the  other  hand,  it  would  appear 
that  we  have  no  pressure  from  the  union 

itself,  because  many  of  the  employees,  be- 
cause of  their  skills  and  expertise  it  seems, 

have  been  able  to  obtain  jobs.  But  we  are 
working  on  it  and  as  I  say,  my  top  official 
is  in  touch  with  parties. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  sup- 
plementary, I  wonder  if  the  minister  is  aware 

of  the  really  desperate  condition  in  which 
many  of  the  union  members  are  now  finding 
themselves?  Some  of  them  may  have  found 
other  jobs. 

And  I  wonder  too  if  the  minister  can  give 
us  any  further  report  on  the  intention,  or 
apparent  intention,  of  the  government  of 
Canada  to  buy  STOL  aircraft  if  de  Havilland 
ever  goes  back  into  production? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  very 
much  aware  and  very  concerned  about  that 
strike,  which  has  been  extremely  long,  I  must 

admit.  It's  not  for  a  lack  of  interest  on  our 
part,  if  there  has  been  no  settlement  so  far. 

Now  as  for  the  intentions  of  the  federal 

government  with  regard  to  the  STOL  aircraft, 
I  have  had  no  communication  from  them. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  by  way  of  final  supple- 
mentary on  that,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  we 

seem  to  be  in  danger  of  losing  this  important 
industry,  would  the  minister  himself  consider 
getting  into  this  labour  dispute  in  an  effort 
to  bring  some  peace  to  this  very  troubled 
situation? 

POLICY  ON  LCBO  OUTLETS 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Solicitor  General:  Has  the  Liquor  Control 

Board  of  Ontario  changed  its  policy  with  re- 
gard to  the  placing  of  agency  stores  and 

liquor  outlets  on  the  same  premises  as  the 
hotels  and  beer  parlour  outlets? 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Solicitor  General):  Mr. 

Speaker,  not  to  my  knowledge.  Is  the  hon. 

member  implying  that  there  is  such  an  in- 
stance? 

Mr.  Stokes:  There  is  an  instance  that  was 

just  brought  to  my  attention  this  morning 
where  this  has  been  done  in  Rossport  and  I 
wish  the  minister  would  look  into  it. 

RESERVES  OF  HYDRO-ELECTRIC 
ENERGY 

Mr.  Reid:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  the  Environment.  Can  he 

indicate  what  the  hydro-electric  or  energy 

supply  reserves  are  in  the  Province  of  On- 
tario at  the  present  time?  And  has  the  esti- 

mate of  the  Hydro-Electric  Commission 
changed  in  the  last  two  years,  perhaps  since 
the  hearings  were  held  in  regard  to  the 
export  of  power  from  Fort  Frances,  Ont.  to 
International  Falls,  Minn.?  Specifically,  how 

much  energy  do  we  have  in  reserve  now  and 
has  that  estimate  changed,  particularly  in 

regard  to  northwestern  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't 
happen  to  have  a  10-page  something  in  my 
briefcase  to  answer  that  one  this  morning. 

Mr.  Reid:  That's  why  I  asked  him. 

Mr.  Singer:  Use  the  last  10  pages  of  the 

Premier's  statement.  Read  them  again;  they 
are  an  answer  to  my  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  But  I  can  repeat  what  I 

said  yesterday  about  there  being  no  apparent 
shortage  in  the  foreseeable  future.  If  the  hon. 
member  would  like  me  to,  I  will  ask  Hydro 

to  put  together,  in  detail,  the  information 
which  he  wants  and  I  would  send  it  to  him, 
unless  all  members  of  the  House  would  like 
me  to  read  it  to  them  on  some  occasion. 

Mr.  Reid:  I  would  appreciate  it  if  you 
would  do  the  former. 
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If  I  may  ask  a  supplementary,  is  it  not  a 
fact  that  Hydro  has  had  to  reassess  the  situa- 

tion and  in  fact,  is  not  in  the  somewhat 
happy  position  of  two  or  three  years  ago  in 
regard  to  energy  supplies  in  the  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I  think  when  the  hon. 

member  gets  the  report,  he  will  see  what  the 
situation  is. 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  A 
supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker:  What  does  the 
minister  mean  when  he  says  that  there  is  no 
shortage  in  the  foreseeable  future,  when 
Hydro  is  planning  to  build  the  equivalent  of 
100  stations  such  as  the  Pickering  one  in  the 
next  three  decades? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  that's 
why— so  that  there  will  be  no  shortage. 

Mr.  Burr:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  supplementary: 
Inasmuch  as  the  Pickering  station,  at  capacity, 
will  be  sufficient  to  service  1,700,000  homes, 

why  will  it  be  necessary  to  build  the  equiva- 
lent of  three  of  these  every  year  for  the  next 

30  years? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  great  deal 

of  Hydro's  demand  is  not  residential;  there  is 
a  great  deal  of  industrial  and  commercial 
and  as  the  hon.  member  has  said  himself  on 
occasion,  there  are  a  number  of  industries 
which  are  presently  using  other  forms  of 
energy  and  creating  pollution  problems.  We 
can  solve  some  of  these  with  hydro  if  we  can 
produce  it  at  the  right  cost. 

Mr.  Burr:  Inasmuch  as  there  is  going  to 
be  such  a  great  demand,  is  it  not  incumbent 
upon  the  minister  to  try  to  reduce  some  of 
the  unnecessary  uses  immediately? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  hon. 
member  will  give  me  the  list  of  uses  that 

he  considers  unnecessary,  I'll  certainly  in- quire about  it. 

Mr.  Burr:  Thank  you.  I'll  be  delighted. 

BOOKBINDERS'  DISPUTE  WITH 
QUEEN'S  PRINTER 

Mr.  E.  J.  Bounsall  (Windsor  West):  A  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  Labour,  Mr.  Speaker: 

Is  the  minister  aware  that  yet  again  another 
Ontario  government  ministry,  this  time  the 
Ministry  of  Community  and  Social  Services, 
is  having  one  of  its  publications— the  family 
benefits'  handbook— bound  by  Brooker  Trade 
Bindery,  by  strike-breakers;  the  company 
legally  being  on  strike  since  Dec.  20? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  No,  sir,  I  wasn't  aware. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
When  is  the  minister  going  to  use  his  good 
influence  within  the  cabinet  to  see  no  further 
ministries,  directly  or  through  subletting,  let 
contracts  for  binding  go  to  this  strikebound 
organization? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  you 
know,  contracts  let  by  the  government  for 

publications  don't  come  under  the  Ministry 
of  Labour,  but  I  certainly  will  be  pleased  to 
discuss  this  matter  and  to  make  strong  repre- 

sentations to  the  Minister  of  Government 
Services. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Good.  He  looks  enthused 
at  the  thought. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  you  have  a  supplemen- 
tary? A  new  question?  The  hon.  member  for 

Windsor- Walkerville. 

USE  OF  SAFETY  GLASS 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor- Walkerville):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Consumer  and  Commercial  Relations.  It 

the  ministry  considering  safety  glass  legisla- 
tion requiring  replacement  glass  for  hazardous 

areas,  such  as  shower  enclosures,  patio  doors, 
storm  doors,  be  made  of  safety  glazing 
materials? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  We  have  looked  at 

this  problem  before  and  I  think  it's  under active  consideration.  I  know  what  the  hon. 

member's  talking  about.  I  will  find  out  for 
him  at  what  stage  the  considerations  are. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

BECKER  MILK  CO. 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  the 
Minister  of  Labour:  Is  the  minister  in  a 
position  to  tell  us  when  the  department  will 
have  completed  its  investigation  into  the 
relationship  between  the  Becker  Milk  Co. 
and  its  employees,  and  what  the  outcome  of 
this  investigation  is  going  to  be? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 

have  no  idea  as  to  the  date.  I  would  per- 
sonally like  to  be  able  to  give  a  definite  date, 

and  as  soon  as  possible,  but  I  have  no  idea 
as  of  now. 
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Mr.  Deans:  Supplementary  question:  Will 
the  minister  get  together  with  whoever  is 
conducting  the  investigation  and  hurry  it 
along,  recognizing  the  many  people  who  are 
sort  of  bound  and  hung  up,  awaiting  the  final 
decision? 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker.  We 
are  not  only  interested  in  the  case  of  Becker, 
we  also  have  in  mind  the  question  of  the 
barbering  industry  and  others  as  well. 

Mr.  Deans:  Oh,  well  then— 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  Taxi  drivers  for 
instance. 

Mr.  Deans:  By  supplementary  question, 
for  clarification:  The  investigation  is  not, 
then,  specifically  aimed  at  determining  the 

relationship  between  Becker's  and  their  em- 
ployees? 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  As  far  as  our  ministry 
is  concerned  we  are  looking  at  all  aspects, 
but  most  of  our  efforts  are,  of  course,  in  the 

field  of  Becker's  operation. 

AD  IN  MARKHAM  ECONOMIST 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of 
the  Treasurer,  Minister  of  Economics  and 

Intergovernmental  Affairs:  Under  what  au- 
thority does  the  Treasurer  of  Ontario  pay 

bills  incurred  by  private  citizens  who  insert 

newspaper  advertisements  favouring  the  Pick- 
ering airport?  Specifically,  I  am  referring  to 

an  advertisement  in  the  Markham  Economist, 

a  4-col  by  5-in  advertisement,  on  April  12 
or  13,  1972,  which  was  inserted  by  a  resident 
of  the  Pickering  area  and  which  stated: 

We  are  a  group  of  people  who  believe 
in  the  airport.  We  would  ask  those  who 
are  uncertain,  who  are  being  misled  by 
false  information  to  wait  for  true  informa- 

tion. If  you  believe  in  the  airport,  please 
write  to  us  at  Box  145,  RR  1,  Pickering. 
Thank  you. 

The  advertisement  was  billed  out  in  the  sum 

of  $25.20,  and  a  cheque  arrived  from  the 
Treasurer  of  Ontario. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  have  no  idea,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  would  be  glad  to  look  into  it. 

CANCELLATION  OF 
INSURANCE  POLICY 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  Financial  and  Com- 

mercial Affairs,  or  whatever  his  name  is  now. 
Can  he   do  something   about   this   insurance 

company— Mutual  of  Omaha— which  sells  an 
insurance  policy  which  it  labels  as  non- 

cancellable?  They  quote,  "This  policy  may 
not  be  terminated  at  any  time  during  a  term 
for  which  the  premium  has  been  paid  by  the 

insured  and  accepted  by  the  association." 
When  they  subsequently  cancel  it,  they  say 
they  are  not  cancelling  it,  they  are  just  not 
accepting  the  premium. 
Can  the  minister  do  anything  about  this, 

because  this  is  the  second  case  of  this  nature 

which  I  have  brought  to  his  attention? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  will  have  a  look  at 

it.  I  am  not  aware  of  this  at  the  moment, 

but  I  will  certainly  take  it  under  consider- 
ation. 

SCHOOL  CLOSING  DATE 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  the 
answer  to  a  question  posed  by  the  Leader 

of  the  Opposition  and,  I  think,  a  supple- 
mentary from  the  member  for  York  South. 

The  Minister  of  Education  (Mr.  Wells) 

will  be  here  next  week,  but  in  that  they 
were  both  anxious  to  get  some  answer  to 
this,  I  have  obtained  what  information  I 
can.  There  are  two  memos— 

Mr.  Reid:  How  many  pages? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Actually,  I  won't  read 
it  all.  I  will  spare  the  member  for  Rainy 
River  that. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Oh,  go  ahead;  read  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  first  memo  is  dated 

July  7,  1971,  from  Mr.  Kinlin.  This  is  the 
official  departmental  memorandum  to  regional 

directors  of  education,  etc.,  re  school  at- 
tendance in   1971-1972. 

Just  to  summarize  it,  the  provisions  for 

die  school  year  and  the  holidays  for  1971- 
1972  were  forwarded  to  all  schools  on  Form 

94,  dated  March  7,  1971.  It  repeats  the 
school  year  opens  Sept.  7,  1971,  and  the 
end  of  the  first  term  will  be  Dec.  22,  1971; 
the  second  term  will  begin  on  Jan.  3,  1972, 
and  end  March  17,  1972;  and  the  third  will 
begin  March  27,  1972,  and  end  on  June 

30,   1972. 

The  memo  goes  on  to  recognize  the  second- 
ary school  area  with  respect  to  examination 

procedures.  The  final  paragraph  of  the  memo 
states: 

It  is  expected  that  each  school  board 
will  ensure  the  full  use  of  its  facilities 

and  personnel  is  made  to  the  end  of  the 
school  year  in  accordance  with  provisions 
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of  section  34(1)  of  the  Schools  Adminis- 
tration Act. 

There  was  a  further  letter  in  February  to  Mr. 
Muir,  who  is  secretary,  as  you  know,  of  the 

trustees'  council,  from  the  deputy  minister 
indicating  a  further  explanation  of  the  memo 
of  July  7.  At  least,  I  am  not  sure,  but  it 
seems  it  was  related  to  a  telephone  call.  As 
I  read  the  letter,  it  is  really  quite  clear  the 
department  recognizes  the  difficulties  of  the 
secondary  level. 

It  also  goes  on  to  state: 

We  are  confident,  being  aware  of  the 
public  concern  in  these  matters  as  well 
as  the  practical  considerations,  each  school 
board  will  ensure  the  most  effective  ap- 

proach to  greater  utilization  of  the  staff, 
facilities  and  time  available  in  any  given 
school  year. 

There  is  nothing  in  this  letter,  Mr.  Speaker, 
as  I  read  it,  that  would  indicate  there  is 
any  change  from  June  30.  Then,  of  course, 
there  is  the  memo  of  June  8,  where  it  is 
made  abundantly  clear  that  the  June  30 
date  for  the  elementary  school  system  is  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  there  is  a  further  memo,  it 

hasn't  been  made  available  to  me  yet.  Per- 
haps the  minister  may  have  it.  That  con- 

stitutes the  documentation  that  I  have.  I 
would  say  with  respect  to  the  member  for 
York  South,  the  logic  that  I  tried  to  demon- 

strate yesterday  is  still  here  as  contained  in 
these  three  memos  I  have. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  is  the  Pre- 
mier saying  he  does  not  have  all  of  the 

memos  that  have  gone  out  officially  from  the 
department,  and  that  there  may,  in  fact,  have 
been  one  over  the  signature  of  the  deputy  in- 

dicating that  there  might  be  some  flexibility 
or  which  could  at  least  be  interpreted  by 
directors  of  education  and  school  boards 

that  there  might  be  some  flexibility  in  chang- 
ing the  final  closedown  date  at  the  ele- 

mentary level? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  said  I 
was  not  aware  of  any  other  memo.  The 
minister  is  not  here  today;  he  will  be  here 
next  week.  I  am  just  saying  there  perhaps 
may  be  some  other  memo  that  I  am  not 
aware  of,  and  I  would  think  that  if  there 
were  it  would  have  been  made  available  to 
me  this  morning. 

The  two  official  memos  that  went  out,  one 
over  the  signature  of  Mr.  Kinlin  and  the 
second  memo  dated  June  9,  1972,  from  the 
deputy  minister,  make  it  abundantly  clear. 
There  is  also  a  letter,  not  a  memorandum. 

dated  Feb.   1,  1972,  which,  as  I  read  it,  is 
abundantly   clear. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  further  supplementary: 
Is  the  Premier  not  aware  that  some  of  the 
daily  papers,  I  believe,  have  actually  printed 
a  memo  that  was  signed  by  the  deputy  minis- 

ter, indicating  more  flexibility  and  does  not 
appear  to  be  in  the  compendium  that  the 

department  has  made  available?  I  haven't 
seen  it  myself,  but  certainly  the  boards  feel 
they  were  misled  by  the  departmental  officials. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  both 
in  the  memorandum  and  the  policy  of  the 
department  we  recognize  the  need  for  flexi- 

bility with  respect  to  the  secondary  school 
programme  and  the  fact  that  much  of  the 
testing  is  now  going  on  through  the  year. 

But  in  the  majority  of  schools  now  we  don't resort  to  final  examinations  for  every  student, 
so  there  is  a  recognition  that  if  those  students 
who  do  not  need  to  write  examinations  are 
released  June  9,  there  would  be  a  period 
then  for  examination,  the  marking  of  papers, etc. 

I  think  it  is  fair  to  state  the  situation  in 
the  elementary  schools  really  has  never  been 
related  to  the  secondary  school  programme. 
The  question  of  final  examinations  in  kinder- 

garten really  has  never  been  relevant,  and  I 

would  say  I  just  don't  think  there  would 
be  any  indication  from  any  material  I  have 
seen  that  the  department  was  moving  away 
from  the  traditional  year-end  closing  for  the 
elementary  grades. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  think  my  supplementary 
has  been  pretty  well  covered,  but  I  would 
request  the  Prime  Minister  to  seek  whatever 
other  documents  he  might  need.  Because  how 
does  he  resolve  the  strange  situation  that 
spontaneously,  in  many  places  across  the  prov- 

ince, boards  suddenly  got  the  idea  there  was 

a  change?  I  mean,  there  wasn't  a  vision overnight. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  there  could  have 

been,  but  I  don't  think  so. 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  is  time  for  one  more 
question.  The  hon.  member  for  York  West 
has  been  trying  to  get  up  several  times  and 
I  defer  to  him. 

OPENING  OF  CURTAINS 
IN   CHAMBER 

Mr.  J.  P.  MacBeth  (York  West):  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Speaker.  The  question  is  for  the 
Minister    of   Government    Services. 
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This  side  of  the  House  could  do  with  a 
little  enlightening  from  time  to  time,  and  I 
wonder  whether  the  minister  will  take  under 
advisement  the  possibility,  on  these  bright 
June  days,  of  opening  the  curtains  on  the 
east  side  of  the  House  in  the  afternoon,  and 
give  some  thought  to  opening  the  curtains 
on  the  west  side  of  the  House  in  the  morn- 

ings? Perhaps  then  we  would  not  be  so  sal- 
low in  complexion. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  give 
that   every   consideration. 

Mr.  Deacon:  He'll  study  the  question. 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  concludes  the  oral  ques- 
tion  period. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Motions. 

Introduction  of  bills. 

JURORS  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Jurors  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  pro- 
vides a  number  of  changes  in  the  qualifica- 

tions and  calling  of  jurors  and  it  brings  them 
into  line  with  those  of  an  elector  under  the 

Municipal  Elections  Act.  The  bill  also  re- 
moves the  exemption  on  request  that  is  pres- 
ently provided  to  women  under  section  4, 

subsection  1.  This  will  bring  the  provisions 
for  both  criminal  and  civil  jurors  in  line  in 
this  respect. 

PUBLIC  HOSPITALS  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public  Hos- 

pitals Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

HEALTH  INSURANCE 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  respecting  Health  In- 
surance. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

MINISTRY  OF  HEALTH 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  respecting  the  Ministry 
of  Health. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Martel:  It  is  a  good  thing  the  Minister 
of  Health  (Mr.  Potter)  is  away. 

AMBULANCE  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ambulance 
Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

SANATORIA  FOR  CONSUMPTIVES  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Sanatoria 
for  Consumptives  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  R.  Welch  (Provincial  Secretary  for 
Social  Development):  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the 
absence  of  the  Minister  of  Health,  I  have 
introduced  these  five  bills  bringing  the  re- 

sponsibility for  the  administration  of  the  leg- 
islation respecting  the  health  insurance  pro- 

gramme, the  hospital  administration  pro- 
gramme and  the  ambulance  administration 

programme  within  the  Ministry  of  Health. 
These  bills,  Mr.  Speaker,  bring  into  effect 

policies  which  were  announced  some  time 
ago  when  the  health  and  hospital  insurance 
programmes  were  combined  and  the  respon- 

sibility and  powers  in  respect  of  hospitals 
that  were  formerly  delegated  to  the  Hospital 
Services  Commisison  were  assumed  by  the ministry. 

Another  important  matter  included  in  this 
legislation,  Mr.  Speaker,  under  the  Public 
Hospitals  Amendment  Act,  1972,  is  the 

implementation  of  many  of  the  recommenda- 
tions of  the  minister's  committee  of  inquiry 

into  hospital  privileges,  known  as  the  Grange 
report.  There  are  new  procedures  provided 
for  the  admission  and  the  refusal  to  admit 
medical  practitioners  to  hospital  staffs.  An 
appeal  board  is  established  which  will  hear 
appeals  from  physicians  denied  hospital  privi- 

leges or  whose  privileges  are  restricted.  The 
composition  of  this  board  varies  slightly 
from  that  recommended  in  the  Grange  re- 

port as  it  was  the  government's  desire  that 
there  should  be  a  majority  input  from  repre- 

sentatives of  the  public. 
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So,  consequently  the  committee  is  to  be 
composed  of  two  physicians:  one  member  of 
the  legal  profession  or  judiciary  and  two 
members  representing  the  public  interest, 
one  of  whom  is  to  be  a  person  presently 
serving  as  a  hospital  trustee.  This  appeal 

board  may  overrule  the  decision  of  the  hospi- 
tal board  that  has  been  appealed. 

Mr.  Speaker,  an  appeal  board  is  also 
established  under  the  Health  Insurance  Act 

to  hear  appeals  from  citizens  or  health  prac- 
titioners who  are  dissatisfied  with  the  deci- 

sions respecting  insurance  benefits  or  claims. 
The  medical  review  committee  established 

under  the  interim  health  insurance  legisla- 
tion is  continued.  This  committee  is  responsi- 

ble for  ensuring  that  the  plan  is  not  abused 
by  health  practitioners  and  plays  an  important 
role  in  the  administration  of  our  health 

insurance  programme.  A  third  committee  is 
established  under  the  Health  Insurance  Act, 
known  as  the  medical  eligibility  committee. 

This  committee,  composed  of  physicians,  re- 
views the  medical  necessity  of  services  pro- 

vided to  insured  persons  in  hospitals  or  other 
health  facilities  such  as  nursing  homes. 

As  the  Minister  of  Health  plans  to  be  in 

the  House  on  Tuesday  next  week,  and  sub- 
ject to  arrangements  made  with  the  House 

leader  it  is  hoped  that  second  readings  of 
these  bills  might  proceed  at  that  time,  when 
the  minister  is  here. 

APPRENTICESHIP  AND  TRADESMEN'S 
QUALIFICATION  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Apprentice- 

ship   and   Tradesmen's   Qualification   Act. 
Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Minister  of  Colleges  and 
Universities):  Mr.  Speaker,  the  purpose  of 
this  amendment  is  to  enter,  as  evidence,  the 
qualifications  and  other  data  recorded  for 

apprentices  and  tradesmen  and  licences  is- 
sued pursuant  to  the  Act  as  certified  by  the 

director,  without  requiring  the  attendancy 
for  it  of  the  director,  or  other  departmental 
personnel,  in  each  case. 

MINISTRY  OF  COLLEGES  AND 
UNIVERSITIES  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ministry 
of  Colleges  and  Universities  Act,  1971. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  amend- 
ment makes  provision  for  collective  bargain- 

ing procedures  for  employees  of  boards  of 
governors  of  colleges  of  applied  arts  and 
technology,  by  reference  with  appropriate 
changes  to  the  Crown  Employees  Collective 
Bargaining  Act,  1972. 

It  also  authorizes  the  minister  to  make 

regulations  governing  the  terms  and  condi- 
tions on  which  grants  to  post-secondary 

students  will  be  granted  and  provides  for 

the  apportionment  and  distribution  of  legisla- 
tive grants  to  universities,  colleges  and  other 

post-secondary  institutions. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  43rd  order, 
House  in  committee  of  supply;  Mr.  R.  D. 
Rowe  in  the  chair. 

ESTIMATES,  MINISTRY  OF 
SOLICITOR  GENERAL 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  estimates  of  the  Min- 

istry of  Solicitor  General.  Does  the  hon.  min- 
ister have  an  opening  statement? 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Solicitor  General):  A 
very  brief  one,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  that  is 

just  to  tell  you  that  I  have  no  opening  state- ment. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Well, 

that  doesn't  surprise  us. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  There  was  philosophi- 
cal discussion  relating  to  the  department 

upon  the  second  reading  of  the  bill  setting 
up  the  department.  There  was  some  difficulty 
on  the  part  of  some  people  to  understand 

what  the  scope  and  purposes  of  the  depart- 
ment were.  The  breakdown  of  the  votes  in 

the  estimates  is  another  indication  of  the 

scope  of  the  department,  and  a  detailed  dis- 
cussion will  perhaps  enlighten  the  members 

of  the  House  even  further. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well  said. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  a  speaker  for  the 
Liberal  Party? 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  gather  my  last  two  breaths 

upon  my  cigarette  exhausted  the  minister's 
opening  statement.  I'm  sorry  he  wasn't  a 
little  more  definitive.  I  was  hoping  for  a 
great  policy  statement. 

In  dealing  with  these  estimates  of  the 
Ministry  of  the  Solicitor  General  for  the  first 

time  that  they  are  before  us— 
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Hon.  R.  Welch  (Provincial  Secretary  for 
Social  Development):  I  hope  you  follow  his 
example. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  the  provincial  Secretary 
is  full  of  new  vim  and  vigour.  He  had  five 

bills  this  morning.  They  finally  found  some- 

thing for  him  to  do.  I'm  glad. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  He 
practised  all  week. 

Mr.  Singer:  As  I  started  to  say,  Mr. 
Chairman,  when  we  deal  with  the  estimates 
of  the  Solicitor  General  for  the  first  time,  I 

have  to  say  that  as  far  back  as  1965  I  did 
suggest  a  reorganization  of  the  then  Attorney 

General's  department  and  the  creation  of  the 
portfolio  of  Solicitor  General.  I  think  that 
was  a  very  good  idea  then,  and  I  still  think 
it  is  a  good  idea  now.  I  think  the  government 
has  gone  too  far  in  dividing  the  department 
up  into  five  ministries,  and  then  we  have  a 
supersecretary,  because  now  it  gets  a  little 

difficult  to  try  and  figure  out  who  is  respon- 
sible for  what.  It  is  very  difficult,  but  we  try. 

However,  the  important  aspect  of  this 

division  is  the  separation  of  the  police  func- 
tion from  the  judicial  function.  I  think  this 

is  a  policy  that  we  have  to  recognize  as 
important,  because  the  people  who  administer 
the  courts  should  be  separate  and  apart  from 
the  people  who  investigate,  the  judicial 
people  should  be  separate  and  apart  from  the 
police  arm. 

It  is  unfortunate,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we 
do  not  have  available  to  us  the  reports  of  the 
Ontario  Police  Commission  and  the  reports 
of  the  OPP,  because  the  whole  handling  of 
police  and  the  very  large  vote  requested  for 
the  Ontario  Provincial  Police  are  a  substantial 

part  of  the  estimates  of  this  minister.  I  ask 

the  minister  about  this— if  I  could  get  the 
secretary  out  of  my  line  of  vision.  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Secretary. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  thought  you  were  talk- 
ing to  the  House. 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  I  was  addressing  my  re- 
marks substantially  to  the  minister.  I  asked 

the  minister  about  these  reports  in  the  House 
a  few  days  ago  and  he  said  something  about 
reorganization  having  delayed  the  reports.  I 

don't  quite  understand  that,  because  the 
structure  of  the  Ontario  Police  Commission 

hasn't,  to  my  knowledge,  been  changed  even 
though  the  cabinet  positions  are  different,  nor 
has  the  structure  of  the  Ontario  Provincial 

Police  changed.  These  reports  surely  should 
have  been  available  by  now,  and  would  have 

been  a  substantial  help  to  us  in  preparing 
for  a  reasonable  and  adequate  criticism  of 
these  estimates  and  suggestions  in  relation  to 
this  department.  So  the  minister  really  is 
tying  one  hand  behind  our  backs  when  he 
asks  for  approval  of  his  estimates  without 
having  made  these  reports  available  to  us  in 
advance  of  the  calling  of  the  estimates. 

I  wanted  to  say  a  few  words— and  very 
few,  because  I  am  going  to  expand  on  them 

during  the  details  of  the  estimates— about 
the  whole  question  of  supervision  of  police 
forces.  I  listened  with  some  interest  to  the 

minister's  introduction  of  a  statute  dealing 
with  police  arbitrations  and  so  on.  This  is 
going  to  be,  I  hope,  a  good  step  forward, 
but  to  make  it  work  properly,  to  my  mind 
there  has  to  be  a  complete  rethinking  of  the 
whole  method  of  controlling  police  forces. 

I  haven't  heard  anything  about  this  emanat- 
ing from  the  minister  or  from  the  Secretary 

of  Justice,  and  I  wonder  just  how  long  we  are 

going  to  continue  with  the  present  commis- 
sion setup.  I  have  grave  doubts  about  the 

value  of  the  commission  setup  and  particu- 

larly about  the  use  of  judges  on  police  com- 
missions, which  are  still  common  throughout 

the  province.  And,  for  the  very  same  reasons 
that  the  Ministry  of  Solicitor  General  was 
created  to  separate  the  police  arm  from  the 
judicial  arm,  one  would  have  thought  that 
along  with  it  would  have  come  a  reform  or 
even  an  abolishment  of  police  commissions. 
It  would  seem  to  me  that,  notwithstanding 

the- 
Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  a  very  sophisticated  use 

of  the  word  abolishment.  I  like  that— people 
who  say  abolishment  rather  than  abolition. 

Mr.  Singer:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  would  seem  to  me,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  notwithstanding  the  remarks 
made  by  Mr.  Wishart  when  he  was  Attorney 

General,  expressing  a  fear  of  political  inter- 
ference—whatever that  might  mean— in  the 

operations  of  the  police  arm  of  the  munici- 
palities and  of  the  province,  the  time  has 

now  come  when  the  responsibility  for 
policing  should  go  back  to  the  municipal 
councils.  We  are  moving,  certainly,  toward 
fewer  police  forces,  bigger  ones,  better 
trained  ones,  and  it  would  seem  to  me  that 
since  the  municipal  councils  are  getting  more 
sophisticated  and  more  able  to  hire  good  staff 
advisors,  and  probably  the  councillors  are 
better  trained  and  better  educated,  that  the 

control  of  local  police  forces,  regional  police 
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forces,  that  sort  of  thing,  should  be  the  re- 
sponsibility of  the  various  municipal  councils. 

I  don't  think  that  we  serve  any  useful 
purpose  in  continuing  the  anachronism  of 

local  police  commissions.  They  don't  seem 
really  to  be  performing  a  useful  function,  it 

seems  to  me.  I've  never  been  able  to  get 
anyone  responsible  for  police  to  get  into  a 
serious  discussion  of  this,  other  than  to  raise 

the  bogey  of  possible  local  political  inter- 
ference. 

With  this  minister,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
great  respect  for  the  people  who  are  elected 
to  office  by  the  voters.  I  would  think  that  if 
they  are  elected  they  are  given  that  kind  of 
trust  and  they  have  an  expression  of  faith 
given  to  them  by  their  voters  and  they  should 
be  able  to  run  their  police  forces. 

Along  with  that,  I  would  like  to  have  seen 
some  up-to-date  report  on  the  further  con- 

solidation of  police  forces.  Over  many  years, 
we  have  talked  about  the  difficulty  that  the 
small  forces  have  in  operating,  the  one-  and 
two-man  forces.  I  don't  know  if  we  still 
have  any  of  these.  The  reports,  I  mentioned 
earlier,  would  have  been  very  helpful  in 
informing  me,  in  any  event,  as  to  what  pro- 

gress we  had  made  and  the  extent  to  which 
we  have  eliminated  small  police  forces. 

I  would  like  to  have  heard  a  definitive 
statement  from  the  minister,  a  little  more 

definitive  perhaps  than  his  leader's  statement 
this  morning,  but  a  definitive  statement,  about 
how  we  are  going  to  improve  or  raise  the 
educational  standard  of  entrants  into  police 

forces.  I  don't  think  that  in  this  day,  in  1972, 
that  it  is  too  much  to  expect  that  entrants 
into  police  service  should  be  less  trained  or 
less  well  educated  than  most  of  the  people 
that  they  have  to  deal  with.  I  would  hope 
the  day  has  already  arrived,  or  is  not  in  the 
too  far  distant  future,  when  our  standards 
for  entrants  into  police  forces  will  be  at  least 
grade  13. 

I  would  like  to  have  been  given  some  idea 
as  to  how  many  university  graduates  we  have 
in  our  police  forces.  At  one  time,  I  think 
you  could  count  the  number  on  the  fingers  of 
one  hand.  The  situation  has  probably  im- 

proved in  the  last  couple  of  years,  but  it 
would  seem  to  me  that  police  service  should 
have  some  appeal  to  university-trained 
people.  I  would  like  to  know  what  efforts  are 
being  made  insofar  as  that  kind  of  recruit- 

ment direction  is  being  encouraged. 
We  have  talked  on  many  occasions,  Mr. 

Chairman,  about  the  psychological  testing  of 
the  police,  and  this  is  used  in  some  jurisdic- 

tions in  the  United  States.  It  has  been  very 

strongly  advocated  by  the  Ontario  Police 
Association  and  by  its  president  for  a  long 
period  of  time.  In  any  large  group  of  people, 
unfortunately,  we  get  on  occasion  people 
who  are  not  psychologically  suited  for  their 
job,  and  occasionally  this  happens  in  police 
forces.  It  would  seem  to  me,  and  many  other 
persons  far  more  knowledgeable  than  I  in 
this  field,  have  expressed  this  statement,  in- 

cluding the  organization  of  the  policemen 
itself,  that  there  should  be  as  a  condition 
of  entrance  into  police  forces  a  system  of 
psychological  testing  prior  to  acceptance. 

Along  that  line,  I  suppose,  Mr.  Chairman, 
it  would  be  reasonable  to  mention  the  in- 

vestigation and  report  made  by  His  Honour 
Judge  Vannini  into  the  incidents  that  took 
place  when  Mr.  Kosygin  visited  the  Ontario 
Science  Centre.  I  have  read  that  report,  and 
I  compliment  Judge  Vannini  on  his  detail, 
his  thoroughness  and,  I  think,  his  very  cogent 
observations. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  He  was  a  classmate  of 

the  hon.  member,  wasn't  he? 
Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  he  was  a  classmate,  and 

a  very  close  personal  friend.  I  am  delighted, 
Mr.  Chairman,  to  be  able  to  compliment 
Judge  Vannini  because,  in  keeping  with  his 
ability,  he  did  work  very  hard  and  very 
diligently  and  turned  out  what  to  my  mind 
was  an  excellent  report.  Out  of  that  report, 
of  course,  there  are  certain  lessons  to  be 
learned.  When  I  talked  about  psychological 
testing,  he  was  not  uncritical  in  certain 
instances  of  police  action. 

In  addition  to  the  whole  control  aspect, 
one  must  wonder  and  inquire  about  the 
psychological  approach  of  those  gentlemen  on 
police  forces  who  have  to  deal  with  very 
inflammatory  situations  of  that  kind  that 

arise  from  time  to  time.  I  think  we've  got  to 
pay  much  more  attention  to  it,  because  this 
is  the  day  and  age  of  demonstrations.  We 

expect  them,  they're  fine,  they're  part  of  our 
way  of  life,  but  they  have  to  be  in  accord- 

ance with  our  laws.  They  can't  present  a 
danger  either  to  the  general  public  or  to 
particular  people  in  the  community  or  par- 

ticular people  who  visit  the  community. 

It  is  so  important,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we 
have  available,  as  our  police  are,  the  best 
trained,  the  best  fitted  people  that  we  can 
possibly  find.  And  very  important  in  that 
kind  of  selection  and  training  is  the  psycho- 

logical approach  to  the  various  people  who 
take  this  on  as  a  lifetime  job. 

Then,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thought  too  I 
would   make    my    usual    inquiry    about    the 
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usefulness  of  the  Ontario  Police  Commission, 

although  my  good  friend,  Commissioner 

Graham,  is  or  was  here— I  think  he's  around— 
and  I  know  he  works  very  hard. 

But  I  wonder  about  the  present  effective- 
ness of  the  Ontario  Police  Commission. 

While  the  statute  says  certain  things,  it  must 
be  very  difficult  really  for  that  commission 
to  be  able  to  exercise  the  kind  of  control 
that  at  least  one  Attorney  General  thought 
the  Police  Commission  should.  Along  with 
my  idea  about  responsibility  of  elected  people 
for  the  police,  rather  than  having  them 
shielded  by  an  intermediate  body,  I  would 
think  that  the  responsible  person  for  police 
in  the  broad  picture  should  be  the  elected 

representative  of  the  government,  the  Solici- 

tor General.  And  I  don't  think  that  the  arm 
should  necessarily  have  to  extend  through  the 
Ontario  Police  Commission. 

I'm  satisfied  that  there  is  enough  talent 
within  the  Province  of  Ontario  that  the 

minister  could  be  properly  advised,  and  con- 
sult his  advisers  from  time  to  time,  but  I 

don't  think  that  there  should  be  this  additional 

body  in  there.  Over  many  years  I've  expressed 
grave  doubts  about  the  usefulness  of  police 

commissions,  and  I  haven't  seen  too  much 
that,  to  my  mind,  warrants  the  continuation 
of  the  Ontario  Police  Commission. 

One  more  thing  about  police  commissions, 
Mr.  Chairman.  We  have  this  very  large  and 
important  organization,  a  good  police  force, 

the  Ontario  Provincial  Police,  and  the  min- 
ister is  asking  that  a  very  large  portion  of 

his  estimates  be  devoted  to  them.  Theoreti- 
cally, I  would  suppose  that  the  supervision  of 

the  Ontario  Provincial  Police  comes  under 
the  Ontario  Provincial  Police  Commission. 

Practically,  I  wonder.  I  don't  think  it  exists, 
because  very  few  people  tell  Commissioner 
Silk  what  to  do.  Commissioner  Silk  runs  his 

force  well  and  is  responsible  to  the  minister. 
If  there  is  going  to  be  a  police  commission 
that  is  going  to  control  everybody,  then  it 
should  control  the  Ontario  Provincial  Police, 

but  it  doesn't. 
The  Ontario  Provincial  Police  is  a  good 

force,  well  run,  and  Commissioner  Silk 
deserves  great  credit  for  creating  that  force 
and  running  it  as  well  as  it  is  being  run. 
But  the  thought  that  he  and  that  force 
should  be  subject  to  a  police  commission, 

while  it  might  have  been  in  somebody's 
mind,  has  never  taken  place.  In  fact,  one  of 
the  problems  we  had  a  while  back  when  we 
were  talking  about  central  purchasing,  was  a 
difficulty,  I  suppose,  in  trying  to  convince 
the  Ontario  Provincial  Police  that  they  should 

join  in  that  kind  of  a  purchasing  scheme, 
which  theoretically  was  to  apply  to  the  whole 

province.  The  Ontario  Provincial  Police 
resisted  that  participation,  which  again  is 
indicative  of  the  fact  that  the  kind  of  control 

that  I  envisage  should  be  the  control  of  the 
elected  person,  rather  than  a  supposed  control 
of  a  police  commission. 

In  this  vote,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have,  of 
course,  one  of  my  pet  hates,  and  that  is 
the  expenditure  for  emergency  measures. 

Every  year— just  about  every  year— I've  in- troduced a  motion  reducing  the  amount  of 

that  vote  by  the  amount  of  minister's  salary, because  I  continue  to  believe  that  that  is  a 

thorough-going  waste  of  money.  We've  got 
away  from  evacuation  routes  and  mysterious 

signs  that  were  going  to  emerge  from  some- 

body's basement  and  suddenly  direct  all  the 
good  citizens  of  Metropolitan  Toronto  up  in- 

to Bruce  county.  We've  got  away  from  giving 
away  free  blueprints  for  bomb  shelters  and 
that  sort  of  thing.  And  we  spent  a  lot  of 
money  putting  all  that  machinery  together 
in  printing  pamphlets,  directions  and  so  on. 

I  know  I'm  going  to  be  told  again  that  if 
only  those  fellows  in  Ottawa  would  not  en- 

courage us  to  do  this,  then  we  wouldn't 
have  to  do  it.  If  you  are  talking  about  am- 

bulance services  and  that  thing— let's  say 
ambulance  services.  If  you  are  talking  about 

civic  disaster  measures,  let's  talk  about  that. 
But  to  go  on  today  in  1972  and  pretend  that 

we  really  are  making  a  meaningful  contri- 
bution to  the  public  safety  by  providing 

some  sort  of  organization  that  would  take 
over  and  assist  us  in  the  event  that  we  got 

into  an  atomic-type  war  I  think  it's  quite ludicrous. 

One  other  thing— coroner's  investigations 
and  inquests  I  think  have  been  dealt  with 
reasonably  fully  under  the  Act  that  is  before 
us. 

I  think  those  brief  remarks,  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  serve  as  my  introduction  to  these 
estimates. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  Mr.  Chair- 

man, I  have  one  or  two  brief  remarks  I'd like  to  make  before  the  beginning  of  the 
estimates,  and  if  you  can  supply  me  with  a 

quorum  I'd  be  glad  to  make  those  remarks. 
Mr.  Chairman:  We  will  do  a  count  first. 

Mr.  Singer:  Why  don't  we  just  carry  on 
the  way  it  is;  just  be  satisfied  there  are 
enough  downstairs  to  constitute  a  quorum. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  are  short  a  quorum; 

ring  the  bells. 
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Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  a  point  of 
order,  it  is  my  understanding  that  there  was 
a  ruling  that  a  quorum  of  a  committee  con- 

sists of  the  number  of  people  here  and  the 
number  of  people  downstairs.  Until  you,  sir, 

are  satisfied  that  there  aren't  20  people  in 
this  chamber  and  downstairs,  then  I  don't 
think  that  you  have  any  right  to  ring  the 
bells  and  ask  for  a  quorum. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Sir,  on  this  particular  point 
of  order  who  made  such  a  ruling  and  when? 

Mr.  Singer:  The  Speaker  did. 

Mr.    Shulman:   When? 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Some  three 
weeks  ago. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  on  one  of  the  days  you 
weren't  here. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  am  not  aware  of  that 

particular  ruling,  and  I  don't  see  how  we 
could  keep  count  of  the  number  of  members 
downstairs  and  up  here  at  the  same  time, 

when  it  is  drawn  to  the  chairman's  attention 
that  there  is  not  a  quorum. 

Ring  the  bells  please,  for  four  minutes. 

Mr.  Singer:  Why  don't  you  adjourn  and 
go  and  talk  to  the  Speaker? 

Mr.  Chairman:  I'll  wait  four  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman  ordered  that  the  bells  be 
rung  for  four  minutes. 

Mr.   Chairman:   We  now  have   a  quorum 
and  can  continue  the  business  of  the  House. 

The  hon.  member  for  High  Park. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  opening 
my  remarks  preparatory  to  the  estimates  of 
the  Solicitor  General,  I  would  like  to  say 
there  are  a  number  of  matters  about  which  I 
am  extremely  unhappy  in  relation  to  law 
enforcement  in  this  province,  in  relation  to  a 
number  of  the  divisions  that  come  under  the 

minister's  aegis,  but  in  my  preliminary 
remarks  I  am  only  going  to  talk  about  one 
matter  and  I  will  save  the  rest  for  the 
various  votes. 

The  one  thing  I  would  like  to  discuss 
today  is  the  failure  of  this  government,  the 
Ontario  Provincial  Police,  the  Ontario  Police 

Commission,  this  minister's  predecessors  and 
the  minister  himself  to  tackle  the  problem 
of  organized  crime  in  this  province.  Today 
I  would  like  to  continue  the  speech  which 
I  began  on  Oct.  27  and  Nov.  6,  1970,  in 
reference  to  the  Mafia  and  the  failure  of  the 

Solicitor  General  to  take  any  action  in  rela- 
tion to  this  problem. 

I  pointed  out  at  that  time  that  the  initial 
financing  of  organized  crime  comes  from 
gambling,  prostitution,  narcotics,  bribery  and 
usury,  but  that  once  funds  accumulate,  or- 

ganized crime  uses  these  funds  to  penetrate 
into  legitimate  areas  of  business,  by  fair 
means  or  foul.  Once  in  a  business  organized 
crime  brings  with  it  gangster  tactics  and 
seeks  anti-social  ends,  such  as  monopoly 
control. 

It  is  obviously  extremely  difficult  to  prove 
that  a  legitimate  business  is  involved  with 
organized  crime,  and  when  such  proof  does 
become  available  one  would  think  the  Solici- 

tor General  of  Ontario  would  at  least  take 
action.  But  no,  the  opposite  has  occurred. 

The  minister  rose  in  this  House  a  few 

weeks  back  to  say  that,  and  I  quote:  "It  is 
not  a  crime  to  act  as  a  front  for  the  Mafia." 
Let  me  say  he  was  sort  of  pushed  into  that 
statement  by  the  member  for  Downsview 
who  provoked  him,  but,  provoked  or  not, 
that  is  what  he  said,  and  presumably  that 
is  what  he  believes. 

Perhaps  I  shouldn't  be  too  surprised  at the  comment  of  the  Solicitor  General.  I  was 
a  little  more  surprised  at  the  comments  of 
the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Justice  (Mr.  A. 
F.  Lawrence),  I  believe  just  yesterday  in  the 
House,  or  the  day  before  yesterday,  when  he 
said  that  there  had  been,  and  I  quote  his 

words,  "nebulous  links"  between  organized 
crime  and  Emprise.  The  only  thing  I  can 
say  is  that  if  the  minister  had  taken  a  close 
look— or  not  even  a  close  look,  a  faraway  look 
—at  the  evidence  that  is  readily  available 
he  would  see  that  the  links  are  far  from 

nebulous.  They  are  close,  intimate  and  con- clusive. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Look  at 
page  13  in  the  Sun.  Your  point  is  proved 
by  that  alone. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  we  will  get  to  that. 
Today  I  would  like  to  talk  about  Emprise 
Corp.,  which  is  intimately  associated  with, 
and  arranges  financing  for,  major  criminals, 
which  has  been  involved  in  such  activities 
for  many  years  and  which  is  now  active  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario.  My  sources  are  US 
court  records,  congressional  records,  crime 
hearings  in  the  United  States  of  America  and 
certain  personal  contacts  here  in  Ontario. 

I  attempted  to  see  officials  at  Emprise 
Corp.  to  learn  if  there  was  another  side  to 
the  story.  I  was  willing  to  hear  their  end 
of  it  before  presenting  this  material,  and  I 
so  informed  Mr.  William  Gresser,  the  general 
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manager  of  Dominion  Sportservice,  an  Em- 
prise subsidiary.  Six  weeks  ago  he  said  he 

would  call  me  back  and  I  am  still  waiting. 
I  presume  they  have  nothing  they  wish  to 
say. 

Actually,  I  don't  believe  there  can  be  any 
defence  for  the  material  which  is  now  avail- 

able. Incidentally,  Emprise  Corp.,  Dominion 
Sportservice  and  Sports  Service,  are  all 
owned  by  the  same  men,  and  they  all  have 
the  same  directors.  The  names  may  in  fact 
be  used  interchangeably.  Also  it  should  be 
quite  clear  that  the  new  Emprise  Corp.  and  the 
old  Emprise  Corp.  are  synonymous  for  all 
purposes.  The  only  difference  is  that  one 
gentleman  died,  Mr.  Jacobs,  and  so  he  is,  of 
course,  not  on  the  board  of  directors  of  the 
new  corporation.  But  the  two  companies  are 
run  by  the  same  people,  the  shares  are 

owned  by  the  same  people  and  the  one  com- 
pany cannot  say  it  was  not  run  by  the  old 

Emprise.  Let  me  say  the  new  Emprise  is  no 
better  than  the  old  Emprise  and  I  wish  to 
talk  about  things  the  new  Emprise  is  doing 
in  addition. 

What  is  Emprise?  The  firm  of  Emprise  of 

Buffalo,  NY,  is  a  totally  family-owned  entity 
that  controls  or  owns  completely  over  450 
separate  corporations  in  at  least  23  states, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  Canada,  Puerto 

Rico  and  England.  They  operate  nominally 

as  concessionaires  at  sports  events  and  race- 
tracks but  they  have  large  holdings  in  bowl- 

ing alleys,  vending  machines,  drive-in  theatres 
and  airports.  The  own  the  Cincinnati  Royals 
and  the  Ice  Capades.  They  have  a  reported 
cash  flow  of  $60  million  annually  and  their 

vice-president  for  public  relations  has  stated 
it  is  closer  to  $160  million. 

Emprise's  success  is  the  result  of  the 
Horatio  Alger-like  efforts  of  one  Louis  Jacobs 
who  started  in  1915  with  popcorn  sales  in  one 
theatre  and  from  there  guided  the  firm  as 
it  grew  to  this  multimillion  entity  until 
finally  he   died  in   1968. 

The  active  president  of  Emprise  at  the 
present  time  is  one  Jeremy  Jacobs,  his  son, 
aged  31,  the  youngest  son  of  Louis.  The 

vice-president  is  Max  Jacobs,  aged  33,  who 
has  given  up  an  acting  career  for  full  time 
responsibility  with  the  company. 

Emprise  is  as  active  in  the  business  of 

lending  money  to  racetracks  and  to  race- 
track owners  personally  as  they  are  in  the 

sale  of  hot  dogs  and  booze.  Their  association 
with  the  underworld  has  followed  a  constant 

and  consistent  pattern.  It  is  not  illegal  to 
lend  money  to  people  of  bad  reputation  and 
in  the  case  of  Emprise  it  has  proved  very 
profitable. 

I  have  gone  back  in  time  with  Emprise 
corporation  over  a  period  of  some  25  years 
to  see  exactly  what  they  have  been  doing 

in  connection  with  organized  crime.  Obvi- 
ously with  a  corporation  of  this  nature, 

which  is  dealing  in  so  many  numerous  juris- 
dictions, it  is  not  possible  to  get  a  complete 

breakdown  of  all  the  things  they  have  done. 
What  I  am  going  to  give  you  probably  is 
only  a  fraction  of  the  loans  and  associations 
actually  consummated  because  the  company 
is  so  active  and  is  so  widespread. 

However,  I  am  able  to  prove  that  those 
associated  with  or  borrowing  money  from 
Emprise  include:  1.  Sam  Tucker  of  River 
Downs  raceway  in  Ohio,  leader  of  the 

"purple  gang."  2.  Moe  Dalitz  of  Cleveland 
identified  by  the  Kefauver  committee  as  the 
leading  hoodlum  involved  in  organized 
crime.  3.  The  Lion  Manufacturing  Co.  in 
Chicago.  This  firm  went  into  slot  machine 
production  after  Emprise  bought  into  the 
company  on  March  9,  1968,  and  they 

brought  in  one  Gerald  Catena  to  manage  the 
corporation.  This  gentleman  happens  to  be 
the  leader  of  the  Mafia  in  New  Jersey.  In 

1962  this  same  Gerry  Catena  became  Vito 

Genovese's  successor  in  the  Mafia  and  he 
arranged  for  Emprise  to  fund  an  attempt  by 

Joe  "The  Wop"  Cataldo,  a  New  York  gangster 
who  is  now  in  prison  to  gain  control  of 
the  Finger   Lakers   track. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  To  gain  con- 
trol of  what? 

Mr.  Sh ul man:  The  Finger  Lakers  race- 
track. 

Mr.  F.  Drea  (Scarborough  Centre):  Finger 
Lakes  I 

Mr.  Singer:  That  is  what  it  said  in  Sport 
Illustrated. 

Mr.  Shulman:  To  continue:  4.  Big  Bill 
Lias  of  Wheeling,  West  Va.,  racetrack  and 

Shenandoah  Downs  racetrack,  of  West  Vir- 
ginia, was  a  borrower  from  Lou  Jacobs.  The 

US  immigration  has  named  Lias  as  an  unde- 
sirable alien.  5.  Mobsters  Johnny  Dio  and 

Frankie   Carbo   and  Jimmy  Plumeri. 

The  pattern  is  probably  best  identified  by 

Emprise's  12  per  cent  interest  in  Hazel 
Park  in  Michigan.  The  board  of  directors 
of  Hazel  Park  includes  as  president  Anthony 

J.  Zerelli— and  I'll  go  into  some  detail  about 
this  man's  relationship  with  Emprise  later 
on  because  he  is  one  of  the  key  figures  in 
this  whole  business— Giacomo  W.  Tocco,  ex- 

ecutive   vice-president,    and    until    July    25, 
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1969,  Dominic  "Fats"  Corrado.  On  July  24, 
1969,  Mr.  Corrado  was  indicted  by  a  New 
York  grand  jury  for  extortion  and  so  he 
resigned  from  the  board  the  next  day,  but 
he  kept  his  33,000  shares  of  voting  stock. 

On  page  126  of  hearings  before  the 
Senate  McLellan  Committee,  held  in  March 
and  June  of  1969,  all  three  of  the  above- 
named  men  are  identified  as  members  of 

the  Detroit  La  Cosa  Nostra  family  and  their 

rank  is  held  to  be  "Capodecina"— which 
could  be  equated  with  company  commanders 
in    a    military   structure. 

In  addition  to  Emprises'  12  per  cent  par- 
ticipation in  Hazel  Park  Raceway,  they  are 

the  largest  single  stockholder.  Jeremy  Jacobs 
admitted  loaning  Mr.  Zerelli  and  Mr.  Tocco 
and  a  third  member  of  the  board,  a  fellow 
by  the  name  of  Peter  Bellanca,  the  money  to 
buy  their  stock  in  Hazel  Park.  This  is  a 
pattern  that  has  been  followed  for  some  time 
by  Emprise. 

Sportservice  loans  have  been  made  to  many 
a  racetrack  and  individuals  that  have  figured 
in  scandals,  including  the  Hancock  Race 
Track  at  Pittsfield,  Mass.;  the  Green  Moun- 

tain Park  Raceway;  the  Finger  Lakes  Track 
at  Canandaiqua,  NY  and  the  Cahokia  Downs 
in  East  St.  Louis,  111. 

Emprise  has  been  investigated  a  number 

of  times  in  other  jurisdictions.  I've  pro- 
cured a  copy  of  the  New  York  State  Bureau 

of  Investigation  report  on  Emprise,  which 
was  done  in  1969,  and  the  lead  paragraph 
in  that  report  reads  as  follows: 

Sportservice  Corp.  and  the  Emprise 
Corp.  have  many  admitted  contacts  and 
dealings  with  individuals  who  are  hoodlums 
or  alleged  Mafia  leaders.  This  is  particu- 

larly true  relative  to  their  many  conces- 
sions at  stadiums,  racetracks,  ball  parks 

and  so  forth,  in  providing  services  such  as 
foodstuff,  liquor  and  beer,  cigarette  vend- 

ing, soft  drinks,  vending  machines,  towel 
and  linen  service,  dining  facilities,  garbage 
pickup  and  many  other  services  necessary 
to  operate  their  nationwide  corporation. 

It  is  my  contention  that  anybody  in  business 
with  organized  crime  contributes  to  organized 

crime.  The  fact  that  Emprise's  operation  is 
no  "Bonnie  and  Clyde"  rehash,  but  is  sophisti- 

cated, apparently  legal  and  very  profitable, 
does  not  detract  from  the  inescapable  fact 
that  the  money  criminals  use  to  pay  back 
loans  comes  from  criminal  activity,  that  the 
inevitable  quid  pro  quo  for  helping  a  criminal 
is  to  get  the  criminal  to  do  something  for 
you  that  you  do  not  want  to  do  for  yourself 
because  it  is  illegal. 

The  associations  of  the  Jacobs  family  and 
Emprise  with  identified  members  of  the 
underworld  has  been  clearly  established.  Let 
me  trace  one  longstanding  relationship  that 
ranges  over  a  long  period  of  time  and  in- 

volves several  States.  I  specifically  chose  this 
particular  relationship  because  it  involves  the 

"new"  Emprise  and  its  current  president, 
Jeremy  Jacobs. 

The  hoodlum  in  question,  and  his  relation- 
ship to  Emprise,  is  a  man  by  the  name  of 

John  G.  Masoni  and  he  lives  in  Dania— well 
he  has  two  homes— one  is  in  Dania,  Fla.,  and 
the  other's  in  Cleveland,  Ohio. 
Away  back  in  the  1940s  Mr.  Masoni  was 

one  of  the  owners  of  North  Randall  Park 

Race  Track  at  Cleveland.  During  his  owner- 
ship he  hired  persons  with  criminal  records 

and  hoodlum  reputations  to  do  the  policing 
at  the  track.  These  included:  Matt  Nelson,  an 

identified  front  man  for  "Mushy"  Wexler,  the 
Cleveland  racketeer;  Tony  Civite,  alias 

"Muscle  Tony,"  who  decided  which  book- 
makers and  other  undesirables  would  be  per- 

mitted on  the  track;  Nick  Satulla  who  had 
served  time  for  blackmail,  and  Tom  Sans- 
filippo,  who  was  identified  by  Cleveland 

Police  Lt.  Martin  Cooney  as  "a  very  bad 
actor,  a  killer,  and  a  bookmaker."  These  are 
the  people  who  were  policing  the  track  when 
Masoni  was  in  charge. 

In  1951  Masoni  purchased  the  Mayock  dog 
track  using  financing  from  Joe  Adonis  and 
Frank  Costello  of  the  New  York  La  Cosa 

Nostra.  Masoni  and  his  partners  bought  a 
controlling  interest  in  Jefferson  Downs  Race 
Track  in  1959,  by  purchasing  85  per  cent  of 
the  Jefferson  stock.  One  of  the  partners  was 
Carlos  Marcello,  a  recognized  New  York  La 
Cosa  Nostra  kingpin. 

Masoni  currently  operates  the  Daytona 
Beach  dog  track  with  a  loan  outstanding  from 

Emprise  and  a  50  per  cent  stock  participa- 
tion by  Emprise. 

The  present  president  of  the  newly  or- 
ganized Emprise,  Jeremy  Jacobs,  owns  45 

per  cent  of  the  stock  in  a  track  that  is  being 

started  in  a  place  called  Coeur  D'Alene  in Idaho.  The  person  who  owns  the  other  45 
per  cent  of  the  stock  is  one  John  G.  Masoni. 
The  relationship  between  Emprise  and 
Jacobs,  on  the  one  hand,  and  Masoni  on  the 
other,  is  close  and  intimate  and  this  man  is 
a  recognized  hoodlum  who  has  brought 
criminals  in  with  him  in  every  enterprise  he 
has  been  involved  with. 

I  bring  this  out  because  Mr.  Jeremy  Jacobs 
has  stated,  when  confronted  with  old  associa- 

tions of  Emprise  and  hoodlums  that:  "This  is 
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something  my  dad,  now  deceased,  must  have 
done  and  I  am  not  familiar  with  it." 

That's  all  very  well,  but  here  is  a  situation 
in  which  Jeremy  Jacobs  has  involved  himself 
with  John  Masoni  who,  in  addition  to  the 
facts  I  have  already  recited,  is  allied  with 

"Rig  Bill"  Lias,  of  Wheeling  Downs,  WV, 
and  was  allied  with  Dutch  Schultz,  the  gang- 
leader  at  River  Downs. 

Emprise's  recent  conviction  in  Los  Angeles 
was  not  the  first  time  an  official  body  took 
notice  of  their  activities.  Last  year,  the  bi- 

partisan House  and  Senate  committee  of  the 
Arizona  State  Legislature  reported  that 
Emprise  had  been  involved  in  an  apparently 
illegal  joint  involvement  with  one  of  its 
state  racing  commissioners.  I  quote: 

They  misrepresented  the  true  ownership 
position  of  Emprise  in  the  dog  tracks  and 
Tucson  horse  track  known  as  Tucson  Turf 
Club. 

I  continue  with  the  quotation: 

And  that  in  the  past,  Emprise  failed  to 
disclose  the  true  nature  of  their  concession 
contract  with  the  Tucson  Turf  Club  and 
that  Emprise  used  false  income  totals  to 
demonstrate  to  the  Arizona  Legislature  that 
the  dog  track  that  they  controlled  needed 
a  tax  break.  These  figures  that  they  showed 
the  Legislature  differed  substantially  from 
those  reported  on  their  federal  income  tax 
returns  for  the  same  corporate  entries  for 
the  same  years. 

End  of  quotation.  That  is  from  the  Arizona 
State  Legislature. 

On  Feb.  21,  1970,  the  New  Mexico  Racing 
Commission,  in  turning  down  an  Emprise 
subsidiary  for  a  licence,  reported  that,  and  I 
quote : 

1.  In  a  racing  community,  Emprise  Corp. 
and  its  subsidiaries  have  a  bad  general 
reputation  for  honesty  and  fair  dealings. 

2.  The  methods  of  operation  of  Emprise 
Corp.  and  its  subsidiaries,  in  the  racetrack 
business  are  detrimental  to  the  best  inter- 

ests of  racing  and  are  not  in  the  best 
interests  of  the  public  and  would  not  be  in 
the  best  interests  of  racing,  and  the  public, 
for  Emprise  Corp.  and  its  subsidiaries  to 
have  any  control  of  the  operation  of  the 
track. 

End  of  quote.  This  is  from  the  New  Mexico 
Racing  Commission. 

In  addition  to  this,  the  State  of  Arkansas, 
by  order  of  a  majority  of  their  racing  com- 

mission, has  ordered  Emprise  to  divest  itself 
of  its  holding  in  a  dog  track  in  that  state 

because  of  their  association  with  organized 
crime  figures  and  dishonest  testimony  before 
the  commission. 

On  May  11  of  this  year,  two  members  of 
the  St.  Louis  police  department,  Capt.  Earl 
Hockeland  and  Lt.-Col.  John  Doherty  ap- 

peared before  the  House  crime  committee  and 
testified  that  Emprise  holds  the  concession 
contract  with  the  St.  Louis  Cardinals  baseball 
team;  the  St.  Louis  sports  arena,  the  home  of 
the  Blues  hockey  team;  and  the  St.  Louis 
Convention  Centre.  I  quote  from  what  they 
said: 

Closer  ties  between  Missouri  Sports 
Service  Inc.  an  Emprise  subsidiary,  and  a 
suspected  crime  group,  exists  in  the  sublet 
contract  from  Missouri  Sports  Service  Inc. 
to  the  Automatic  Cigarette  Sales  Co.  for 
the  cigarette  vending  machines  at  local 
St.  Louis  sports  facilities. 

This  is  from  those  policemen.  The  police 
officers  also  said  that  one  Anthony  Giardano 
of  St.  Louis  was  on  the  cigarette  company 
payroll;  and  we  will  hear  more  about  him 
later. 

It  is  rather  interesting  here— I'm  going  to 
digress  for  a  moment.  You  may  recall  that, 
when  we  were  discussing  the  Mafia  some  two 
years  ago,  I  related  how,  in  Hamilton,  these 
gentlemen  found  that  cigarette  vending 
machines  were  a  very  popular  way  to  go  into 

business.  They  managed  to  "persuade,"  and I  use  the  word  advisedly,  numerous  small 
stores  in  the  Hamilton  and  Burlington  area 

that  they  should  put  in  their  vending  ma- 
chines because,  otherwise,  it  would  be  very 

unhealthy.  This  is  a  very  favourite  field  for 
the  Mafia  and  for  organized  crime  to  get  into, 
because  it  is  an  easy  field  to  develop  a 
monopoly.  And  the  profits  in  it  are  very,  very 
large,  particularly  when  you  eliminate  the 

opposition. 

Well,  this  brings  me  to  Emprise's  most recent  difficulties  and  here,  because  this  was 
in  open  court,  I  have  the  fattening  details  of 
how  Emprise  operates.  Let  me  say,  this  is 
what  amazed  me  about  the  statement  of  the 

Provincial  Secretary  for  Justice.  He  appar- 

ently hadn't  heard  about  this  court  case.  He 
heard  about  all  the  testimony  from  the 
crime  committee  and  he  found  this  was 
all  nebulous,  when  all  he  had  to  do  was 
to  go  down  to  Los  Angeles  and  read  the 
testimony  given  in  open  court.  I  would 
like  to  read  to  you  from  Judge  David 

Williams'  summation  which  was  made  on 
April  19  of  this  year,  and  I  quote,  beginning 
on  page  8,767  of  the  trial  transcript: 
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Commencing  prior  to  Feb.  1,  1966,  and 

continuing  until  Nov.  27,  1967,  co-con- 
spirators Empire  Corp.,  Anthony  Joseph 

Zerilli,  Michael  Santo  Polizzi,  Anthony 
Giardano,  Peter  James  Bellanca,  Jack  S. 
Shapiro,  Arthur  J.  Rooks,  Louis  M.  Jacobs, 
Max  M.  Jacobs,  Alex  Kachinko,  Maurice 
H.  Friedman,  Twyman  Warner  Richardson 
(also  known  as  T.  W.  Richardson)  and 
Irving  J.  Shapiro  (also  known  as  Slick) 

agreed,  confederated  and  conspired  to- 
gether to  commit  [the  following  offences]: 

Distribute  the  proceeds  of  unlawful 
activity,  namely  the  ownership,  operation 
of  and  receipt  of  profits  from  a  Las  Vegas, 
Nev.,  gaming  casino  by  persons  who  were 
not  licensed  by,  and  whose  interest  in  the 
gaming  casino  had  been  concealed  from, 

agencies  of  the  States  of  Nevada  in  viola- 
tion of  Nevada  law;  and 

The  objects  of  the  conspiracy  were  as 
follows: 

Co-conspirators  Zerilli  and  Polizzi  would 
acquire  hidden  financial  interests  in  casinos 
in  Las  Vegas,  Nev. 

In  order  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 

commission  into  believing  that  shares  had 

been  purchased  with  funds  from  a  legiti- 
mate source,  rather  than  from  persons 

with  concealed  interests,  Zerilli,  Polizzi 

and  Bellanca  would  arrange  to  have  co- 
conspirator Emprise  Corp.,  through  its 

president  Louis  Jacobs,  make  fictitious 

loans  to  Kachinko  and  co-conspirator 
Rooks  and  to  document  them  sufficiently 
to  prevent  discovery  of  their  fictitious 
nature  by  the  commission  during  the 
course  of  its  investigations  .  .  . 

Emprise  Corp.  through  its  officers,  Louis 
M.  Jacobs  and  Max  M.  Jacobs,  would  also 
acquire  shares  by  furnishing  funds  to  Philip 
M.  Troy,  who  in  turn  would  use  said  funds 
to  purchase  shares,  as  the  secret  nominee 

of  and  for  the  concealed  benefit  of,  Em- 
prise Corp.  and  Max  M.  Jacobs.  Emprise 

Corp.  would  allow  co-conspirators  Bel- 
lanca, Shapiro  and  Kachinko  to  represent 

and  vote  its  secret  shareholder  interests 

held  in  the  name  of  Philip  M.  Troy. 

By  virtue  of  their  acquisition  of  con- 

cealed shareholders'  interests  in  and  con- 
trol over  the  shareholder  interests  of  others 

in  [the  casino],  co-conspirators  Zerilli  and 
Polizzi  and  other  unknown  co-conspira- 

tors would  be  able  to,  and  would,  place 

co-conspirators  Shapiro  and  Kachinko  in 
positions  to  supervise  and  control  the  daily 
operations  and  management  of  the  Frontier 
Hotel  for  them  and  to  execute  their  orders 

and  instructions.  Co-conspirators  Zerilli, 
Polizzi,  Bellanca  and  Shapiro  would  also 
arrange  for  loans  to  be  made  by  third 
persons  to  the  Frontier  Hotel  for  operating 
expenses.  One  of  those  loans  in  the  amount 

of  $150,000  would  be  arranged  by  co- 
conspirators Anthony  Joseph  Zerilli  and 

Anthony  Giardano  who  would  then  at- 
tempt to  deceive  the  commission  as  to  the 

true  source  of  the  moneys. 

Well  that's  the  dry  bones  of  the  indictment 
handed  down  by  the  judge,  but  when  you 
examine  the  transcript  of  the  evidence  one 
learns  why  Emprise  Corp.  activities  are  so 
dangerous  here  in  Ontario,  just  as  they  are 

anywhere  else.  You  might  say— 

An  hon.  member:  Quorum? 

Mr.  Deans:  There  is  no  quorum. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  can  you  keep 
a  quorum  in  here,  please? 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  have  no  control  over  that. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  bring  them  back. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  members  from  all  par- 

ties who— 
Mr.  Shulman:  It  is  up  to  the  government 

to  supply  quorums.  Surely  out  of  78  mem- 
bers it  can  bring  in  more  than  seven  mem- 

bers. 

Mr.  Chairman:  That  is  not  right.  If  the 

hon.  member  will  take  his  seat,  we  will  at- 
tend to  that  matter. 

Mr.  Chairman  ordered  that  the  bells  be 

rung  for  four  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  appear  to  have  a 

quorum.  The  hon.  member  for  High  Park 
will  continue. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  before  I 

return  to  my  subject,  I  want  to  thank  the 
member  for  Downsview  for  sending  over  the 

note,  pointing  out  there  was  no  quorum. 

An  hon.  member:  Very  helpful,  indeed. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  He  is  also  not 
here. 

Mr.  J.  M.  Turner  (Peterborough):  He  is 
away,  too. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Also,  I  want  to  reassure 
the  member  for  Wentworth,  as  he  is  a  little 
nervous  about  some  of  the  things  I  have  been 
saying.  So,  if  anyone  who  is  of  hostile  intent 
reads   this   in  Hansard,   I  want  him  to  take 
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care  to  notice  that  I  sit  in  the  front  row, 
somewhat  to  the  right  of  the  Speaker. 

Mr.   Deans:   The   Speaker? 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  contact  is  less  this  after- 
noon. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  member  for  Wentworth 

is   on  the  left  of  the  Speaker. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  know,  but  maybe  the  person 

can't  tell   the  difference. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  relat- 
ing the  method  by  which  Emprise  Corp.  had 

used  their  funds  to  help  hoodlums  in  the 
Mafia  take  over  a  casino  in  Las  Vegas.  In 
looking  at  this  superficially,  you  might  just 
say,  so  what?,  so  they  concealed  the  true 
ownership  of  the  casino  to  help  their  friends 
who  happen  to  be  gangsters,  but  no  real 
harm  came  of  this.  This  is  not  so.  In  effect, 

they  committed  a  highly  sophisticated  rob- 
bery. These  businessmen  have  learned  it  is 

better  to  use  a  corporate  resolution  than  a 
pistol.  Let  me  say  this  is  a  new  type  of  crime 
that  we  are  dealing  with,  one  that  is  highly 
complicated  and  intelligent.  Frankly,  I  have 

grave  doubts  that  the  men  who  are  sup- 
posed to  be  dealing  with  it  are  up  to  the 

expertise  or  intelligence  of  the  people  on 
the  other  side  of  the  fence. 

To  give  you  an  idea  of  what  happens  when 
a  group  like  this,  hoodlums  like  these,  mem- 

bers of  organized  crime,  members  of  the 
Mafia,  people  associated  with  Emprise,  take 
over  a  corporation,  we  have  to  look  at  page 

7,982  of  the  trial  transcript.  Emprise's  busi- 
ness here  in  Ontario  is  food  concessions.  It 

turns  out  that  after  the  scheme  to  take  over 

the  Las  Vegas  casino  was  completed,  a 
gentleman  by  the  name  of  Maurice  Freed- 
man,  who  is  hired  to  run  the  hotel,  arrives 
in  Las  Vegas.  He  goes  to  meet  Anthony 
Zerilli,  who  is  this  Mafia  hoodlum  who  has 
secretly  owned  the  hotel,  and  who  is  so 
closely  tied  to  Emprise.  Zerilli  takes  Freed- 
man  downstairs  to  the  basement,  and  Freed- 
man  swears  that  this  is  what  then  occurred 

in  the  basement,  and  I  quote  from  the  tran- 
script: 

What  is  discussed  down  there  is  service 

contracts,  food  contracts,  who  has  these 
contracts,  who  is  going  to  get  them.  What 
is  said  about  kickbacks?  Mr.  Zerilli  said 

to  Freedman:  "Any  kickbacks,  you  know 
where  the  money  goes." 

The  US  district  attorney's  comment  on  this 
testimony  is  to  the  point:  "This  is  the  good 
old-fashioned  Chicago-type  extortion." 

I    received    an    anonymous    letter    a    few 

weeks  ago  from  a  supplier  of  Emprise  here 
in  Toronto   actually  I  received  a  copy  of  an 
anonymous  letter.  The  anonymous  letter  was 

sent  to  one  John  Mooney,  who  is  the  presi- 
dent of  the  Ontario  Jockey  Club.  I  normally 

throw  anonymous  letters  away  immediately. 
I  pay  no  attention  to  them  at  all,  because 
first  of  all  they  come  in  by  the  dozens  and 

secondly  they  don't  deserve  attention,  but  the 
coincidence  in  this  particular  letter  is  over- 

whelming, for  it  reads: 

I  am  presently  a  supplier  of  the  Do- 
minion Sportservice,  and  for  some  years 

now,  as  suppliers,  we  have  been  required 
to  make  kickbacks  and  to  have  our  sales- 

men make  'loans"  on  the  spot  for  betting 

purposes. 
The  letter  then  goes  on  to  name  two  indi- 

viduals who  are  alleged  to  extract  these  kick- 
backs. I  am  not  going  to  name  those  two 

men  in  the  House.  They  are  both  here  in 
Toronto  at  the  present  time.  They  are  both 
working  for  Emprise  Corp.  The  thing  that 
upsets  me  about  this— I  went  to  John  Mooney, 
president  of  the  Ontario  Jockey  Club,  be- 

cause he  had  received  the  original  letter, 
the  copy  of  which  was  supplied  to  me,  and 
he  was  doing  some  investigation  there.  I 
suspect,  although  I  am  not  certain,  that  this 
may  have  had  something  to  do  with  the  fact 
that  the  Ontario  Jockey  Club  has  kicked  out 
Emprise  Corp.  But  what  is  really  hard  to 

believe  is  that  not  a  single  one  of  the  sup- 
pliers of  Emprise  Corp.  in  this  province 

have  been  questioned  by  the  OPP  or  anyone 

from  John  Yaremko's  office.  One  would  think 
that  with  all  this  material  in  the  public 
records,  someone  over  there  might  come  to 
life. 

The  interesting  thing  is  there's  an  article 
in  the  morning  Sun,  today's  Sun,  and  the 
heading  is:  "The  Ontario  Police  Probed  Em- 

prise for  Five  Years  but  Took  No  Action." 
Well,  their  probe  must  have  been  at  a  very 
funny  level,  because  when  I  made  my  first 
allegations  in  this  House  some  weeks  ago  in 
which  I  asked  the  Attorney  General  (Mr. 

Bales),  the  Minister  of  Justice  and  the  Solici- 
tor General  about  Emprise  and  its  relation 

with  the  Ontario  Jockey  Club,  the  very  next 
day,  suddenly,  arriving  at  the  Jockey  Club 
are  scores— and  I  use  the  word  advisedly— of 
investigators. 

My  informant  at  the  Jockey  Club  is  a  very 

senior  man  there  and  I  don't  wish  to  em- 
barrass him  with  the  government  by  men- 

tioning his  name  but  he  said:  "We  never 
heard  from  them  before  that  day.  Suddenly 
we  had  inspectors  from  the  Liquor  Control 
Board,   inspectors  from   the   Liquor  Licence 
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Board,  inspectors  from  the  provincial  police, 

inspectors  from  Queen's  Park,  we  had  in- 
spectors coming  out  our  ears  and  we  had 

never  heard  from  them  before." 
This  was  the  great  investigation  about 

which  the  Solicitor  General  rose  in  this  House 

and  said:  "We  are  doing  a  great  investiga- 
tion but  it  is  not  in  the  public  interest  to 

reveal  what  we  are  doing."  Well,  I  can understand  his  statement  now.  We  know  now 

what  he  was  doing.  He  was  sending  in- 
spectors out  like  mad  to  try  and  make  up 

for  the  fact  he  hadn't  been  doing  anything 
before.  Well,  we'll  go  back  to  that  again. 

But  let's  come  back  to  this  case  in  Los 
Angeles.  Emprise  was,  of  course,  convicted 
in  this  case.  This  is  not  an  allegation.  This  is 
not  a  statement  in  front  of  a  hearing.  The 
case  took  some  six  months  to  hear  and  they 
were  convicted,  and  I  quote  from  the  Globe 
and  Mail  of  April  27,  1972.  It  is  very  brief 
so  I  will  quote  it: 

Los  Angeles:  A  federal  jury  convicted 
three  men  yesterday  of  conspiring  to  con- 

ceal their  ownership  in  a  Las  Vegas 
gambling  casino. 
The  three  are  Anthony  Zerilli  and 

Michael  Polizzi,  named  as  Detroit  Mafia 
figures  in  the  1969  list  prepared  by  the 

attorney  general's  office,  and  Anthony 
Giordano,  identified  as  a  St.  Louis  under- 

world figure  in  a  1958  senate  hearing. 

Three  others,  including  a  former  De- 
troit municipal  judge,  were  convicted  of 

being  "front"  men  for  the  gang  leaders 
in  the  purchase  of  the  Frontier  hotel  and 
casino  in  1966. 

A  seventh  defendant,  also  convicted, 
was  the  Emprise  Corp.  of  Buffalo,  accused 
of  making  fictitious  loans  for  the  purchase 
of  the  casino. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  obviously  is  not  time 
to  go  through  the  9,000  pages  of  evidence 
given  in  the  court  case,  but  one  other 
matter  which  is  significant  is  that  Zerilli 
and  the  other  hoods  were  already  skimming 
the  money  from  the  casino.  We  know  of  at 
least  $225,000  taken  in  the  brief  period  that 
they  were  in  control.  And  in  case  anyone 

doesn't  know,  skimming  is  the  taking  of 
cash  out  of  the  company  from  the  daily 
receipts  before  the  official  count  is  made 
and  this  allows  you  to  avoid  (a)  paying  in- 

come tax  and  (b)  splitting  with  your  part- 
ners, or  shareholders  or  stockholders  if  there 

happen  to  be  any. 

These  people  are  crooks,  pure  and  simple. 

When  they  get  hold  of  an  enterprise  they'll 

milk  it.  They'll  milk  it  by  skimming;  they  11 
milk  it  by  kickbacks;  they'll  milk  it  in  every 
way  they  possibly  can  and  legality  means 
nothing  to  them. 

What   else   do   we   know   about   Emprise? 
1.  We  read  from  the  crime  hearings  which  have 
taken  place  in  Washington  in  this  last  month: 

Zerelli,  a  stockholder  and  former  presi- 
dent of  Hazel  Park,  hesitated  when  asked 

if  Emprise  had  given  him  half  a  million 
dollars  to  help  him  take  over  the  track, 
which  was  described  by  Michigan  authori- 

ties Tuesday  as  a  haven  for  criminals. 

Finally  he  replied:  "On  the  advice  of 
counsel,  I  respectfully  decline  to  answer 
this  question  on  the  grounds  I  believe 

my  answer  might  tend  to  incriminate  me." 

The  question  was,  "Was  he  given  $500,000 
by  Emprise  to  take  over  the  track?" 

Let  me  say,  if  there  is  any  doubt,  he  was 
given  that  money.  He  used  this  money  to 
take  over  the  track;  the  track  is  now  run 
by  and  for  the  benefit  of  criminals. 

What   else    do   we  know  about   Emprise? 
2.  We  know  that  Emprise  is  fantastically 
profitable.  The  concessionaire  is  the  most 

consistent  profit  maker  in  sports.  As  con- 
cessionaire to  the  Washington  Senators,  Em- 

prise made  almost  $2  million  in  the  last 
three  years  while  Bob  Short,  the  fellow  who 
owns  the  team  lost  half  a  million  dollars 

every  year  he  was  in  business. 
Then,  3.  We  know  that  Emprise  will  use 

illegal  tactics  against  its  opponents.  Sworn 
testimony  was  given  some  four  weeks  ago  to 
the  US  house  crime  committee  on  May  15, 

1972,  that  Emprise  hired  a  man  to  wire- 
tap the  phones  of  four  officials  and  reporters 

who  were  investigating  them,  including  one 

congressman.  I  see  in  today's  Sun  there  is  a 
report  from  Washington  that  that  isn't  all they  did.  It  says  here: 

In  Washington,  Max  Jacobs,  co-owner  of 
Emprise,  admitted  that  he  and  others  of 
the  Jacobs  family  of  Buffalo  had  attempted 
to  oast  Congressman  Sam  Steiger  of  Arizona 
as  a  child  molester  by  indicating  the  con- 

gressman had  illicit  relations  with  his  own 
three-year-old-daughter. 

They  were  forced  to  admit  this  was  a  lie 
and  it  was  made  up  purely  and  simply  to 
smear  this  congressman.  Do  you  know  what 

that  congressman's  crime  had  been?  He  had 
got  up  in  the  US  House  of  Representatives 
and  spoken  on  some  of  the  material  which  I 

am  using  today.  This  was  Emprise's  reply. 
These  are  the  people  we  are  dealing  with. 
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What  else  do  we  know  about  Emprise? 
4.  We  know  that  Emprise  often  gets  its 

food  concessions  by  making  low-interest-rate 
loans  to  the  sports  facility  involved.  I  have  a 

letter  here  from  the  secretary-treasurer  of 
the  Montreal  Expos  in  which  he  states, 

"Dominion  Sports  Services  of  Canada  Ltd. 
loaned  the  Montreal  Expos  baseball  club 

$2  million  to  assist  us  in  financing  our  oper- 

ations at  the  beginning." 
They  gave  this  loan  at  very  low  interest 

rates,  far  lower  than  the  going  rate.  Why  did 
they  do  this?  Are  they  great  lovers  of  the 
Montreal  Expos?  Are  they  very  anxious  to  see 
baseball  flourish  in  Canada?  Not  exactly.  In 
return  for  this  they  received  the  food  con- 

cessions for  some  20  years.  Let  me  say,  this 
is  the  same  route  they  have  used  everywhere 

else.  A  low-interest-rate  loan  to  start  with, 
then  the  food  concessions,  then  kickbacks, 
then  all  of  the  other  illegal  activities  that 
follow. 

Then  5.  We  know  that  when  Emprise  is 
not  asked  to  make  a  loan  to  the  sports  facility 
they  will  attempt  to  get  their  in  by  buying 
stock  in  the  company.  Emprise  is  a  large 
holder  of  stock  in  The  Ontario  Jockey  Club. 
The  last  report  I  have  shows  they  had  ovei 
$100,000  shares  registered  in  their  name.  I 
have  no  idea  how  many  other  shares  they 
own,  which  are  not  registered  in  their  name. 
They  have  a  habit  of  registering  shares  in 

other  people's  names. 
And  6.  We  know  that  Emprise  often  uses 

US  goods  rather  than  Canadian  in  its  Jockey 
Club  concessions.  I  have  a  letter  here  from 

one  of  my  constituents,  Mr.  R.  L.  Mac- 
Pherson  of  28  Kennedy  Ave.,  who  complained 
of  this  to  the  manager  of  the  Mohawk  Race- 

way and  was  told  that  the  Ontario  Jockey 
Club  had  no  control  over  what  goods  Emprise 
sold  in  their  booths. 

And  7.  We  know  that  the  Michigan 

Attorney  General  is  taking  away  Emprise's 
liquor  licence  in  that  state  because  of  the 
facts  related  here. 

Then  8.  We  know  that  Emprise  Corp. 
has  never  applied  for  a  liquor  licence  in 
Ontario  but  runs  the  bars  at  the  racetracks  in 

Fort  Erie,  Greenwood,  Woodbine,  Garden 
City  and  Mohawk.  Since  it  has  no  liquor 

licences,  apparently  John  Yaremko  can't  stop 
it  selling  liquor.  The  Ontario  Jockey  Club, 
fortunately,  is  not  quite  as  sanguine  as  our 
Solicitor  General  and  they  have  now  an- 

nounced that  they  are  cancelling  Emprise's 
contract  as  of  Dec.  31,  1972. 

I  just  want  to  digress  again,  for  a  moment. 

This  is  a  very  strange  situation  in  this  prov- 
ince where  people  of  this  ilk,  closely  allied 

with  organized  crime,  can  come  in  and 
without  even  going  to  the  trouble  of  apply- 

ing for  a  licence,  get  the  right  to  sell  alcohol 
in  five,  very,  very  popular  places  in  this 
province.  And  what  happens? 

Well,  you  know,  the  Solicitor  General  is 
notified,  the  Attorney  General  is  notified,  the 
Provincial  Secretary  for  Justice  is  notified. 
They  send  out  inspectors  like  mad,  and  they 

can't  find  anything  wrong.  Apparently,  they 

didn't  find  any  of  this  material.  They  didn't 
find  anything  wrong;  they  sent  all  their 
inspectors  out,  they  investigated,  and  they 
said  there  is  nothing  wrong  there. 

It  appears  to  me  there  is  something  wrong, 
first  of  all,  when  you  allow  a  system  where 
someone  can  get  a  liquor  licence  and  can  in 
effect  hand  it  over  to  someone  else  without 

even  letting  you  know  about  it.  As  it  stands 

now,  if  I  have  a  liquor  licence  in  this  prov- 
ince and  I  decide  to— I  could  use  the  word, 

"lease"— lease  it,  lease  the  facilities,  give  the 
facilities  over.  I  can  bring  in,  goodness,  Mr. 
Magaddino  from  Buffalo,  and  have  him  run 
it,  and  apparently  there  is  nothing  you  can 
do  about  it. 

There     is     something    wrong    with    your 
licensing  system.  You  keep  such  a  close  eye 

on  such  stupid  things,  as  to  whether  people- 

Mr.  Deans:  Like  homemade  wine. 

Mr.  Shulman:  —drink  homemade  wine.  You 

go  into  a  place  like  Honest  Ed's  and  say  they 
can't  serve  hot  dogs.  You  do  dumb  things  and 
you  can't  see  when  organized  crime  moves  in 
on  you  with  both  feet. 

Well,  no  more  need  be  said.  The  facts  are 

quite  definite.  Emprise  Corp.  is  intimately 
involved  with  organized  crime.  They  have 

been  involved  in  numerous  unsavoury  prac- 
tices. They  have  been  convicted  in  the  United 

States  of  America  of  acting  as  a  front  for  the Mafia. 

In  Ontario  today,  they  still  operate  the 

food  and  liquor  concessions  at  all  our  race- 
tracks. In  addition  to  their  Jockey  Club  con- 
tracts, they  have  contracts  with  other  inde- 

pendent racetracks  and  they  are  reported  to 
have  concessions  in  other  sports  fields  and  in 
some  theatres.  They  are  not  anxious  to  tell 
me  what  those  sports  fields  are  or  what  those 
theatres  are;  I  understand  they  have  certain 
contracts  in  the  hockey  field.  You  have  the 
facility  to  find  out.  For  goodness  sake,  do  so. 

Now,  you  said  it's  not  in  the  public  interest to  reveal  what  actions  you  have  taken,  and 
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I    say    bullshit!    You    have    taken   no    action 
whatsoever. 

I  ask  you  one  straight  question:  When  does 

the  government  intend  to  move  against— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please!  I  think  the 
member  should  respect  the  dignity  of  the 
House  in  his  language.  We  have  very  young 
visitors  in  the  gallery.  I  think  the  House 

would  appreciate  it  that— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Let  me  tell  you,  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  visitors  in  the  gallery  are  not  so  young 

that  they  haven't  heard— 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right.  Order  please.  The 
member  may  continue. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Thank  you.  If  I  have 

offended  anyone  with  that  bad  word  "Mafia," 
I  certainly  apologize.  I  ask  one  straight  ques- 

tion of  the  minister:  When  does  the  govern- 
ment intend  to  move  against  Emprise  acti- 

vities in  this  province? 

And  just  before  I  finish,  I  have  to  go  back 
to  his  comment  some  weeks  ago  that  you  are 
not  breaking  any  law  if  you  act  as  a  front 
for  the  Mafia.  Well,  perhaps  the  minister  is 
right,  but  the  minister  has  it  within  his 

ability  to  make  it  an  offence,  if  it  isn't.  If 
there  isn't  enough  information  here  to  allow 
you  to  control  a  corporation  like  this,  surely 
you  can  pass  legislation  to  do  so? 

There  is  such  legislation  in  New  York; 
there  is  such  legislation  in  other  states.  I 
have  brought  in  such  legislation  here  in  the 

House— it  had  first  reading,  I  am  sure  it  will 
go  no  further.  But  surely  it  is  not  up  to  us; 
surely  it  is  not  up  to  the  council  of  state 

governments;  surely  it  is  not  up  to  the  New 
York  Legislature  to  give  you  the  idea? 

Surely  you  must  have  people  in  your  de- 
partment who  can  tell  you  that  such  legisla- 

tion is  simple,  that  it  can  be  brought  in 
easily,  that  it  will  receive  unanimous  consent 
in  the  House?  And  if  there  is  any  doubt  in 

the  minister's  mind  as  to  what  should  be 
done  I  refer  him  to  a  bill  which  I  introduced 

here,  An  Act  respecting  Businesses  Con- 
trolled by  Organized  Crime,  which  gives  a 

very  simple  way  of  rescinding  the  corporate 
licence  of  any  corporation  which  is  as  a 
corporation,  or  whose  directors  are,  intimately 
involved  with  organized  crime. 

This  is  the  way  you  can  handle  it,  and  this 
is  the  way  we  expect  you  to  handle  it.  But 

we  don't  expect  you  to  get  up  and  make 
stupid  statements  saying  "what  we're  doing 
is  a  big  secret,"  when  we  know  you're  not 
doing  anything. 

This  doesn't  fool  anybody.  It  doesn't  fool 

us;  it  doesn't  fool  the  Mafia;  it  doesn't  fool 

the  press;  it  fools  no  one.  It  doesn't  even 
salve  your  reputation;  it  just  makes  us  all 
look  like  fools  here. 

So  I  ask  you  now  and  I  hope  I  am  going 
to  get  an  answer.  Emprise  is  active  in  this 
province  today  and  in  other  provinces.  I 

have  a  list  of  their  activities  in  other  prov- 

inces; but  I  won't  assail  you  with  that,  I'll send  that  to  the  federal  Minister  of  Justice.  I 

am  asking  what  do  you  intend  to  do  about 
their  activities  in  this  province,  or  do  you 

intend  to  do  anything?  Please,  don't  say  it's 
not  in  the  public  interest  to  say  whether 

you're  going  to  do  anything,  because  then  we 
are  going  to  have  an  awful  time. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  on  a 

point  of  personal  privilege.  I  am  advised  that 
while  I  was  out  of  the  House  for  a  few 

minutes,  the  hon.  member  for  High  Park 
indicated  that  I  had  sent  him  a  note  advising 
there  was  no  quorum.  I  sent  him  no  such 
note. 

Mr.  Shulman:  On  a  point  of  order,  if  I 

may,  Mr.  Speaker.  The  note  was  not  sent  to 
me.  I  understood  it  was  sent  to  the  member 
for  Wentworth  who  so  informed  me.  He  said 
the  member  for  Downsview  informed  him 

that  there  was  not  a  quorum,  and  he  passed 
it  on  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Do  you  wish  to  withdraw 
that  remark  then  about  the  member  for 
Downsview? 

Mr.  Shulman:  I'll  be  happy  to  amend  the remark. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 

just  like  at  this  point  perhaps  to  make  some 
comments  with  reference  to  what  has  been 
said  so  far.  The  member  for  Downsview 

raised  some  very  pertinent  questions.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  they  were  questions  which 

came  into  my  mind  very  early  upon  assump- 

tion of  the  portfolio.  I  don't  think  he  was  in 
the  House- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Minister,  just  a  minute 

before  you  begin,  was  the  hon.  member  for 
High  Park  finished  with  his  remarks? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Yes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  That's  okay,  then. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  On  May  4,  I  had  an- 
nounced the  establishment  of  a  task  force 

on  policing  which,  hopefully,  will  check  into 

the  matters,  which  have  concerned  the  mem- 
ber for  Downsview  and  others  and  have 

been  in  the  thinking  of  the  government  for 
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some  time,  and  into  the  necessity  at  this 
time  of  a  review. 

With  relationship  to  the  specific  points  that 
he  touched  upon,  there  were  eight  general- 

izations that  I  mentioned  in  the  announce- 
ment. There  is  the  question  of  the  admin- 

istration of  the  police  forces,  including  the 
concept  of  boards  of  police  commissioners 
and  their  makeup,  which  he  made  reference 
to,  the  problem  of  small  police  forces.  This 
was  referred  to  as  the  process  of  the  desig- 

nation of  municipalities,  including  the  amal- 
gamation of  forces.  To  be  perfectly  frank 

with  him,  not  much  has  taken  place  in  this 
field  in  the  last  couple  of  years.  There  was  a 
period  of  time  when  the  so-called  one-man 
police  force  disappeared.  But,  once  that  was 

done,  beyond  that,  there  hasn't  in  the  last 
couple  of  years  been  much  advance.  This 
will  be  a  basic  consideration,  I  hope,  of 
the  task  force. 

We've  talked  in  terms  of  the  police  per- 
sonnel planning  and  development,  which 

would  relate  to  the  education  and  training 
of  the  police  force.  It  will  however,  I  think, 
be  more  of  a  review  and  an  evaluation  of 
what  is  going  on,  the  question  of  whether 
the  standard  should  be  grade  12  or  grade 
13.  I  do  know  that  in  recent  times  the  OPP 

have  gone  through  developing  a  new  screen- 
ing process  for  their  applicants  which,  al- 

though it  does  not  include  psychological 
testing  as  such  per  se,  the  process  was 
based  on  a  study  made  by  Professor  Vincent 

D'Oyley  of  the  Ontario  Institute  for  Studies 
in  Education  in  consultation  with  psycholo- 

gists and  members  of  the  Civil  Service  Com- 
mission. Presently  the  experts  feel  that  the 

process  both  for  screening  and  promotional 
is  one  of  the  best.  Within  the  terms  of  refer- 

ence of  the  task  force,  this  too  should  be 
looked  into. 

The  relationship,  the  function  and  role  of 
the  Ontario  Police  Commission  will  be  a 

very  basic  examination— the  relationship  of 
the  OPP  with  the  ministry  and  with  the 
other  forces.  Presently,  I  may  say,  though, 
that  it  has  been  my  practice  to  have  dealt 
with  the  municipal  police  forces  through  the 
structure  of  the  OPC  and,  without  prejudg- 

ing, I  find  that  there  is  a  certain  value  to  be 
able,  as  Solicitor  General,  to  deal  in  that  way 
instead  of  dealing  directly  with  the  chiefs  of 
police  or  the  boards  of  police  commissioners 
on  a  one-to-one  basis.  Although  I  have  had 
occasion  to  meet  with  both  police  associa- 

tions and  a  governing  authority  on  a  direct 
basis,  they  were  in  reference  really  to  what 
might  be  a  general  problem  rather  than  a 
specific  problem. 

With  respect  to  the  OPP  and  the  mem- 
ber's comments  about  their  resistance  to  cen- 

tral purchasing,  I  won't  go  into  that  at  the 
present  time.  But  when  we  get  to  the  OPP, 
perhaps  I  can  outline  the  purchasing  proce- 

dures of  the  Ontario  Provincial  Police  in 
some  detail  for  the  hon.  member. 

With  respect  to  EMO,  I  have  listened  to 

and  read  the  hon.  member's  remarks  in  the 
past,  and  I  have  no  firm  opinion  as  to  the 
continuing  role  or  the  scope  of  EMO.  They 
have  discharged  responsibilities  in  certain 
specific  fields  in  a  very  excellent  way,  which 
were  more  or  less  concluded.  They  are  con- 

tinuing in  a  role,  and  when  I  think  of  the 
disaster  of  Rapid  City  or  in  terms  of  a  similar 

emergency  operation,  I  recall  the  input  I'm 
getting  from  the  municipalities.  There  are 
certain  communities  that  have  nothing  but 
glowing  praise  for  EMO  and  the  greatest 
reliance  on  and  support  for  EMO.  There  are 
certain  communities  in  which  question  marks 
are  raised,  but  this  is  something  I  think  I 
might  go  into  more  detail. 

In  any  event,  I  assure  the  hon.  member 
that  the  review  of  EMO  will  be  one  of  the 
things  that  our  new  department  will  be 
undertaking.  Just  as  we  have  taken  a  look 
at  the  coroner  system,  so  we  propose  to 
examine  each  of  the  functions. 

With  respect  to  the  contribution  from  the 

member  for  High  Park,  I  don't  know  whether 
he  gave  any  credit  to  Sports  Illustrated  or 
not,  but  perhaps  he  might  have;  they  gave 
an  even  better  summary  than  he  did  of  the 
operations  of  Emprise.  Maybe  the  reason  we 

couldn't  get  a  quorum  is  that  perhaps  more 
members  have  already  read  Sports  Illus- trated. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  material  is  here;  it  is 

not  in  Sports  Illustrated. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  We'll  be  examining 
the  hon.  member's  remarks. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Don't 
disparage  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  don't  disparage  the 
hon.  member's  contribution  at  all,  except  that 
I  do  have  a  certain  personal  resentment  to 
him  reading  a  list  of  hoodlums  and  every- 

thing, and  every  once  in  a  while,  instead  of 

saving  "the  hon.  member  for  Bellwoods"  or 
"the  Solicitor  General,"  he  just  slips  in  the 
name  John  Yaremko.  Well,  if  the  hon.  mem- 

ber for  York  South  doesn't  think— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Doesn't  the  minister  opposite have  a  name? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:   Yes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  is  your  name? 

Hon.   Mr.   Yaremko:   Solicitor  General.   In 

this   House   I'm  the  member  for  Bellwoods. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You're  John  Yaremko  to  all  of 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  In  this  House  I'm— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  In  tins  House  I'm  die 
Solicitor  General  or  the  member  for  Bell- 
woods. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That's  a  red  herring. 
What  are   you  doing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  That  is  not  a  red 

herring.  The  hon.  member  wasn't  even  in 
his  seat  to  hear  the  dissertation.  I  imagine 
he  read  Sports  Illustrated  too. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Look  at  the  facts.  They  are 
independent    of    Sports    Illustrated. 

it. 
Mr.  MacDonald:  He  is  trying  to  disparage 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I'm  not  disparaging  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  your  little  honour  is  of- 
fended by  ordinary  names. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes,  I  can  assure  the 

member  that  it's  a  tactic  I  would  never 
use. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Just  cool  off.  All  you 
are  doing  is  wasting  time. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We've  got  all— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  With  respect  to  the 

hon.  member's  last  pointed  question,  my 
answer  to  him  hasn't  varied  from  what  I've 
said  in  the  House  on  previous  occasions.  I 
do  not  think  it  is  in  the  public  interest  to 
go  into  the  examination  by  the  responsible 
authorities  of  the  activities  of  this  or  any 
other  group  or  emanation  or  facet  of  crime 
within  the  province. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Will  the  minister  allow  a 
question?  Does  the  minister  deny  that  there 
was  no  investigation  of  these  liquor  licenses 
by  your  people  until  I  rose  in  the  House 
some  weeks  ago  and  made  the  allegation? 

Mr.  Singer:  You're  an  important  man. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I'm  not 
in  a  position  to  answer  that.  I  do  know  this, 

and  I  think  the  hon.  member  is  aware,  that 
the  contractual  arrangements  between  the 
Jockey  Club  and  the  Dominion  Sportservice, 
I  think  it  is,  go  back  some  considerable  num- 

ber of  years,  almost  a  decade.  And  one  can 

only  assume  the  arrangement- 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  is  another  special 
privilege. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Why  didn't  you  find  out about  it  for  a  whole  decade? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —the  arrangement  with 
respect  to  the  contractual  relationship  was 
then  known  to  the  board  and  has  been  known 
to  the  board. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Why  didn't  you  do  anything about  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  can  only  assume  that 
the  operations  of  Dominion  Sportservice  were 
in  keeping  with  the  needs  and  requirements 
of  the  Ontario  Jockey  Club,  and  that  so  far 
as  the  Liquor  Licence  Board  was  concerned, 
that  it  was  being  carried  on  in  a  perfectly 
proper  way. 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  not  good  enough,  really. 

Mr.  Shulman:  You  haven't  even  questioned 
the  suppliers  to  find  out  whether  they  extract 
the  kickbacks.  You  never  did.  Never  once,  to 
this  day,  have  you  talked  to  the  suppliers. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  you'll  have  a  chance 
when  you  get  into  votes  to  ask  questions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I 
said,  I  do  not  propose  to  go  into  the  details. 
When  the  estimates  of  the  Prime  Minister 

(Mr.  Davis)  are  up,  and  the  Provincial  Secre- 
tary for  Justice  will  be  called  upon  to  have 

some  input  into  the  estimates  debate,  he,  no 
doubt,  will  touch  upon  the  generalities  of 
the  approach  to  crime— call  it  organized, 
syndicated,  the  infiltration  of  business,  what- 

ever you  may.  He  will  be  touching  upon  that. 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  a  veiy  poor  way  of 
dealing  with  a  serious— 

On  vote  1301: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  1301,  item  1. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, on  a  point  of  order,  this  being  a  new 

department,  I  would  like  the  minister  to 
make  a  statement  as  to  whether  he  wishes 
to  go  into  the  whole  question  of  liquor  during 
the  course  of  his  estimates,  or  whether  this 
will  be  taken  as  a  separate  matter,  with  the 
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commitment  from  the  minister  that  we  will 

have  an  opportunity  to  investigate  or  to  make 
comments  upon  the  way  in  which  the  liquor 
industry  operates  and  the  Liquor  Control 
Board  and  Liquor  Licence  Board  operate  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
is  nothing  in  the  estimates  of  the  Ministry 

of  the  Solicitor  General  relating  to  the  oper- 
ations of  those  two  boards.  It  is  just  a  fact  of 

life  that  during  the  reorganization  period  of 
the  government,  I  have  continued  to  be  the 
minister  through  whom  the  boards  report  to 
the  Legislature.  I  do  not  know  whether  there 
has  been  the  occasion,  but  there  has  been  in 

the  past  general  debate  outside  of  the  esti- 
mates- 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  was  the  last  item  follow- 
ing the  conclusion  of  the  estimates? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  That  was  in  relation  to 

the  former  Department  of  the  Provincial 
Secretary. 

Mr.  MaoDonald:  That's  right— 

Hon.    Mr.    Yaremko:    Now    the    occasion 

would  be   the  in-depth  examination  by  the 
appearance   of   the    two    boards   before    the 
relevant    committee    on    commissions- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh  come  on! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Now  just  a  minute- 

Mr.   Shulman:   No,  you  are   not  going  to 
get  away  with  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Not  that  way,  they  report 
through  you  to  the  House. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Would  the  hon.  mem- 
ber do  me  the  courtesy  of  letting  me  finish 

my  remarks?  Would  he  get  off  the  edge  of 
his  seat- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Sure,  go  ahead. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —lean  back,  be  com- 
fortable, relax. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  no,  no.  Come  on,  Mr. 
Minister,  come  on. 

Mr.    MaoDonald:    Finish   your   remarks. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Now  there  has  been 

the  custom  in  the  past  of  having  on  the 
order  paper,  I  think,  the  tabling  of  the 
reports  of  the  two  boards.  I  think  the  tabling 
took  place  some  considerable  time  ago.  No 
one  raised  the  issue  and  it  has  not  been 

put  on   the   paper  as   an   order,   so   I   don't 

know  what  the   government's   intention   will 

be- 

Mr.  Shulman:  "General  administration"  is 
what  it  should  come  under. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —in  this  regard,  but  I 

suggest— Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Are  you 

saying   you   don't   want   to   talk   about  it? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order!  The  hon.  minister— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —this  is  a  matter  that 
can  be  decided  outside  the  purview  of  the 
consideration  of  these  estimates. 

Interjections    by   hon.    members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order! 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Chairman,  continuing  the 
point  of  order;  before  we  get  a  conclusive 
statement  on  this,  perhaps  it  is  best  to  turn 
to  the  House  leader  and  have  him  give  an 
indication. 

It  has  been  traditional  in  this  House  that 

some  time  be  allocated  to  the  problems  of 
liquor  in  the  province.  It  has  generally  fallen 
to  the  Attorney  General  and  has  followed 
upon  his  estimates  as  kind  of  a  last  item. 
It  is  never  in  there  specifically  in  terms  of 
allocations  or  within  the  estimates  or  moneys 

being  granted.  We  have  to  get  a  deter- 
mination with  this  new  ministry,  sir,  pre- 

cisely how  this  is  going  to  be  handled  in  this 
sitting  of  the  House. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  will  inquire  and  find 

out  precisely  where  it  belongs,  where  the 

discussions  should  take  place.  I'll  report  back to  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't 
think  that  is  quite  good  enough  because, 

quite  frankly,  we  have  been  outfoxed  on  two 
or  three  occasions  in  recent  years  by  this. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  What  an  admission. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  We  have  been  told— if 
the  minister  would  just  listen,  Mr.  Chairman, 

through  you  to  the  minister— it  would  be 
dealt  with  at  the  end;  or  we  have  been  told 
it  would  probably  be  put  on  the  order  paper 
and  we  fell  between  two  stools. 

I  want  to  suggest,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  if 

the  government  can't  come  in  and  clearly indicate  that  it  will  be  dealt  with  at  the 

end  of  these  estimates  or  by  specific  order 

on  the  order  paper,  everybody  in  the  oppo- 
sition should  deal  with  it  on  the  first  esti- 

mate of  this  department.  It  is  there  we  deal 
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with  policy  for  which  the  minister  is  answer- 
able to  the  House.  We  do  this  traditionally 

in  other  departments,  so  if  you  want  it  all 
crammed  in  under  administration  on  the 

first  vote,  that's  where  we  will  cram  it  if 
you  don't  give  us  an  order  or  an  area  else- where. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  hon.  member  has 

been  here  long  enough- 

Mr.    Chairman:    The    hon.    leader    of    the 
House  has  said  he  will  take  it  up  and  notify 
you  on  Monday  when  it  will  take  place. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  said  I  will  report 
back  and  I  will  report  back  on  Monday. 

Mr.   Deans:    Mr.   Chairman,   on   the  point 
of  order,  it  would  be  our  intention- 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  In  accord- 
ance with  tradition. 

Mr.  Deans:  —to  debate  the  matter  and 
to  bring  up  all  matters  pertaining  to  liquor 
licences  and,  the  Liquor  Control  Board  and 
the  liquor  industry  under  the  first  vote,  unless 
the  House  leader  can  make  a  commitment 
that  it  will  be  dealt  with  in  another  area. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right,  it  is  under  the  minister's 
salary. 

Mr.  Deans:  That  is  exactly  how  it  will  be 
done. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  made 
a  commitment  to  the  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore  which  I  will  keep. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  committee 
rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  commit- 
tee of  supply  begs  to  report  progress  and 

asks  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Con- 
sumer and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr.  Speak- 

er, before  I  ask  for  the  adjournment  of  the 
House,  I  would  like  to  inform  the  members 
that  on  Monday  we  will  proceed  with  the 
further  consideration  of  these  estimates. 

On  Tuesday,  I  would  ask  the  members 
to  be  prepared  for  any  of  the  items  that 
appear  on  the  order  paper.  Particularly,  I 
suppose,  we  will  lead  off  with  the  items 
standing  in  the  name  of  the  Minister  of 
Health  (Mr.  Potter),  because  I  understand 
the  minister  will  be  here  for  that  purpose. 
Following  that,  of  course,  any  other  items 
of  legislation.  I  think  I  would  prefer  to 
make  a  further  announcement  on  Tuesday 
evening,  but  I  am  sure  there  will  be  estimates 
following  that  as  well. 

I  think  I  have  committed  myself  thus 
far  as  well,  that  following  the  Solicitor 
General,  we  will  be  prepared  for  either  the 
provincial  Treasurer  (Mr.  McKeough)  or  the 

Premier's  (Mr.  Davis)  office. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Which one? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  In  standing  committee, 
the  Ministry  of  the  Attorney  General  (Mr. 
Bales),  the  Chairman  of  the  Management 
Board  of  Cabinet  (Mr.  MacNaughton),  or  my 
department,  following  the  current  consider- 

ation of  the  Ministry  of  Transportation  and 
Communications . 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  1:00  o'clock,  p.m. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 

The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 
Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  We  are  pleased  to  have  guests 
with  us  today.  In  the  east  gallery,  students 
from  the  Sacred  Heart  School  of  Mildmay; 
in  the  west  gallery,  students  from  Hillside 
Senior  Public  School  of  Clarkson;  in  both 
galleries,  students  from  St.  Charles  Separate 
School  of  Toronto. 

Statements  by  the  ministry. 

CIVIL  SERVICE  APPOINTMENTS 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  wish  to  inform  members  of  the  House  that 
a  new  deputy  minister  has  been  appointed 
to  the  Ministry  of  Revenue.  I  am  pleased  to 
announce  that  Mr.  Donald  A.  Crosbie,  who  is 
now  assistant  deputy  minister  of  administra- 

tion in  the  Ministry  of  Transportation  and 
Communications,  will  assume  his  new  post  as 
Deputy  Minister  of  Revenue  effective  today. 

Mr.  Crosbie  joined  the  civil  service  in  1958 
as  a  solicitor  for  the  then  Department  of 
Lands  and  Forests,  and  he  became  the 
assistant  deputy  minister  of  administration  in 
the  Ministry  of  Transportation  and  Communi- 

cations in  1971. 

At  the  same  time,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
pleased  to  announce  that  Mr.  Stuart  W. 
Clarkson,  who  has  been  Deputy  Minister  of 
Revenue  since  May  1,  1971,  will  continue  to 
serve  in  a  most  important  role,  with  the  rank 
and  status  of  deputy  minister,  as  executive 
director  and  member  of  the  Advisory  Com- 

mittee on  Energy  in  the  Ministry  of  Treasury, 
Economics  and  Intergovernmental  Affairs. 

LAW  OF  OCCUPIER'S  LIABILITY 

Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  (Attorney  General):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  wish  to  table  today  the  report  of 
the  Ontario  Law  Reform  Commission  on  the 

law  of  occupier's  liability.  This  area  of  the 
law  has  for  a  long  time  been  subject  to 
uncertain  and  old  doctrines  which  have  re- 

mained unaffected  by  the  major  developments 
in  tort  law  in  this  century.  The  commission 
undertook  the  very  difficult  task  of  reviewing 
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this  significant  body  of  law  with  a  view  to 
ascertaining  the  most  appropriate  manner  for 
its  improvement. 

In  the  report  which  I  am  tabling  today, 

the  commission  recommends  an  occupier's 
liability  Act  which  would  operate  in  place 
of  the  common  law  rules.  The  Act  would  set 
out  the  responsibilities  of  an  occupier  toward 
persons  and  their  property  that  may  be  on 

the  occupier's  premises.  In  general  terms,  the Act  which  is  proposed  requires  an  occupier 
to  take  such  care  as  is  reasonable  in  all 
circumstances  to  see  that  a  person  entering 
his  premises  will  be  reasonably  safe  in  using 
the  same  for  the  purposes  contemplated  by 
the  occupier.  It  would  do  away  with  the 
established  common  law  categories  of  invitee, 
licensee  and  trespasser  which  have  been  used 
for  many  years.  It  also  deals  with  special 

problems  particularly  relevant  to  occupier's 
liability  in  relation  to  master  and  servant, 
innkeeper,  bailees,  common  carriers,  landlord 
and  tenant,  independent  contractors  and 
others. 

The  government  will  give  consideration  to 
the  recommendations,  but  as  they  propose  a 
fundamental  change  in  the  existing  common 
law,  I  look  forward  to  receiving  comments 
from  the  public  and  members  of  the  bar  as 
to  these  recommendations. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  only  a  limited  num- 
ber of  copies  available  at  the  present  time, 

but  I  will  see  that  some  are  sent  to  all 
parties  and  to  the  press. 

NEW  TYPE  OF  BUS 

Hon.  G.  R.  Carton  (Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 

would  like  to  take  just  a  moment  of  the 

members'  time  to  invite  them  to  a  preview 
of  a  new  type  of  bus  that  is  being  developed 
by  the  Ontario  Northland  Transportation 
Commission.  This  vehicle,  the  prototype  of  a 
new  concept,  will  be  on  display  in  front  of 
the  main  entrance  to  the  Legislature  tomor- 

row, Tuesday,  June  20,  between  the  hours  of 
10  a.m.  and  noon. 

Briefly,  the  vehicle  is  a  standard  highway 
bus    that    has    been    modified    to    meet    the 
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highest  comfort  demands  for  long-distance 
express  travel.  The  major  modifications  were 

carried  out  at  the  commission's  North  Bay 
garage  and  seating  arrangements  were  in- 

stalled by  a  commercial  firm  to  the  specifica- 

tions laid  down  by  the  commission's  engineers. 
The  project  was  carried  out  in  recognition 

of  the  need  for  comfortable  through  highway 
service  between  northern  communities  and 
linking  northern  communities  with  major 
cities  of  southern  Ontario.  Starting  June  28, 
an  experimental  overnight  service  will  be 
inaugurated  between  Timmins  and  Toronto. 

I  am  sure  you  will  find  this  concept  highly 
innovative  and  interesting  and  I  invite  all 
members  to  join  with  me  in  this  preview  of 
the  first  unit  tomorrow  morning. 

An  hon.  member:  How  about  a  pass  on  it? 

FARM  MACHINERY  BOARD 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agriculture 
and  Food):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  announce 
the  appointment  of  a  new  Farm  Machinery 
Board  consisting  of  five  Ontario  farmers  who 
will  in  the  future  seek  to  resolve  problems 
that  arise  out  of  the  use,  maintenance  and 
repair  of  farm  machinery,  and  mediate  dis- 

putes among  farmers,  dealers  and  manufac- 
turers. The  new  board  replaces  the  old  Farm 

Machinery  Advisory  Board- 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  The  mem- 
ber for  Huron-Bruce  (Mr.  Gaunt)  will  be  over 

there,  no  doubt. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —which  included  in  its 
membership  representatives  of  farmers,  farm 
machinery  dealers- 

Mr.  Stokes:  And  the  member  for  Riverdale 
(Mr.  Renwick). 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Al  Eagleson! 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  We'll  be 
ex-officio  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —distributors  and  manu- 
facturers. The  new  board  was  created  by 

order-in-council  dated  June  14,  1972,  and 
held  its  first  meeting  last  Friday,  June  16. 

Appointed  to  the  board  are:  as  chairman, 
Clayton  Karges  of  Denfield,  Middlesex  coun- 

ty; vice-chairman,  Roland  Belanger  of 
Chatham,  Kent  county;  members  of  the  board 

are  Don  Barnet  of  Singhampton,  Grey  coun- 

ty; Mark  Leduc  of  Alfred  in  Prescott,  Russell 
county;  Roger  Larocque  of  Haileybury, 
Timiskaming  district. 

All  members  of  the  board  are  practising 
farmers.  They  represent  various  geographical 
areas  in  Ontario  and  several  are  bilingual. 

Hal  Wright  of  Guelph  who  served  as  a 
part-time  secretary  of  the  previous  board 
assumes  the  position  of  full-time  secretary- 
manager-field  man  for  the  new  board.  He 
will  be  in  a  position  to  respond  to  requests 
for  assistance  in  resolving  problems  relating 
to  farm  machinery.  Should  he  be  unable  to 
resolve  these  matters  satisfactorily,  they  may 
then  be  referred  to  the  Farm  Machinery 
Board  which  will  bring  together  the  parties 
involved  in  the  problem,  hopefully,  to  reach 
an  agreement. 

Individuals  experiencing  difficulty  with 
farm  machinery  service,  maintenance,  war- 

ranties or  other  such  matters  are  urged  to 
contact  Mr.  Wright  in  writing,  indicating  the 
nature  of  the  complaint.  If  there  is  urgency 

in  resolving  the  matter,  Mr.  Wright's  office may  be  contacted  by  telephone,  but  the 
complaint  must  be  confirmed  in  writing. 
Complaints  should  be  directed  to  H.  E. 

(Hal)  Wright,  secretary-manager-field  man 
of  the  Ontario  Farm  Machinery  Board,  On- 

tario Ministry  of  Agriculture  and  Food,  School 
of  Engineering,  University  of  Guelph, 
Guelph,    Ontario. 

I  look  forward  to  improved  farm  machin- 
ery service  in  Ontario.  We  have  been  assured 

of  the  co-operation  of  the  farm  machinery 
industry,  and  I  have  complete  confidence  in 
the  members  of  this  board.  They  are  all  suc- 

cessful farmer-businessmen  who  have  had 
considerable  experience  with  mechanized 
farm  operations.  They  will  approach  the 

problems  drawn  to  their  attention  with  sin- 
cerity in  order  to  seek  practical  solutions. 

This  board's  predecessor,  the  Farm  Machin- 
ery Advisory  Board  served  a  useful  function, 

and  I  want  to  thank  those  persons  who  serv- 
ed on  it  for  their  contribution. 

This  is  a  new  approach  with  a  completely 
new  membership.  Hal  Wright,  on  a  part- 
time  basis  in  the  past,  has  done  excellent 
work  and  now  can  devote  full  time  to  the 
job.  Farm  machinery  that  is  not  operative 
through  faulty  construction,  poor  service  or 
lack  of  parts,  or  for  any  reason,  is  a  liability 
to  the  farmer  and  not  an  asset.  This  is  a 
situation  we  intend  to  correct  and  this  board 
has  my  full  support  in  finding  resolutions  to 
such  problems. 

Mr.    Speaker:    Oral    questions. 
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OFFSHORE    MINERAL   RIGHTS 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  Premier  what  the  stance  of 
Ontario  is  in  the  continuing  arguments  with 
the  government  of  Canada  on  offshore  min- 

eral rights  as  they  might  pertain  to  any 
provincial  rights  we  would  have  in  James 
Bay  and  Hudson  Bay? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  hasn't 
been  any  change  really  in  the  past  number 
of  months.  I  notice  from  the  press  this  morn- 

ing that  it  has  been  raised  again  as  it  relates 
to  the  Maritimes  and  to  Quebec,  I  would 
assume  that  there  will  be  some  discussion 
with  the  federal  government  in  the  relatively 
near  future  as  far  as  Ontario  is  concerned; 
but  there  has  been  no  change  of  status  really 
from  the  former  discussions. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  Was  the 

province's  position— say  in  the  former  Pre- 
mier's regime— one  that  Ontario  had  offshore 

rights,  that  is,  in  the  waters  of  James  and 
Hudson  Bay,  or  had  we  already  delegated 
the  authority  to  license  exploratory  drilling 
to  the  government  of  Canada? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  recall 
it,  the  position  really  was  that  we  were  in- 

terested in  having  this  determined  in  some 
agreed  fashion,  or,  if  not,  through  determina- 

tion of  the  course.  I  don't  think  there  had 
been  any  final  determination  of  it.  I  under- 

stand this  is  really  still  the  position  today. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  further  supplementary 
with  your  permission,  Mr.  Speaker:  Is  On- 

tario going  to  take  an  active  part  in  any 
judicial  hearings  that  might  arise  out  of  this 
squabble   involving  the   Maritime  provinces? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  doubt  we 
will  be,  shall  we  say,  active  participants  to 

any  litigation.  We  probably  shouldn't  be  an 
active  participant.  We  shouldn't  be,  but 
probably  legally  I  shouldn't  be  offering  that 
as  legal  opinion.  Certainly  we  will  be  keep- 

ing a  very  close  eye  on  it. 

ATOMIC  WARHEADS   AT  NORTH  BAY 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Another  question  of  the 
Premier,  Mr.  Speaker:  Has  he  been  inform- 

ed or  consulted  as  to  the  status  of  the  atomic 
warheads  that  have  been  at  North  Bay?  The 
announcement  to  phase  them  out  was  made, 
I  think,  a  couple  of  months  ago? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't 
believe    that    the    government   has    been.    I 

don't   believe   that   I   have   been   personally either. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Does  the  Premier  know 
whether  they  are  there  or  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No. 

REGIONAL   DEVELOPMENT  COUNCILS 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Treasurer,  who  has  just 
returned  from  Ottawa  in  time  for  question 
period.  Can  he  tell  the  House  when  the 
regional  development  councils,  as  they  are 
presently  constituted,  will  be  phased  out? 
Are  they,  in  fact,  now  a  dead  letter,  if  I  may 
use  that  phrase? 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer,  and 
Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs):  I  indi- 

cated this  morning  that  we  should  change  to 
a  new  role  in  two  areas.  One  would  be 
the  broad  area,  which  would  be  the  five 
planning  regions  of  the  province.  For  input 
into  that  we  would  hope  to  have  five  sub- 

committees, perhaps  of  the  economic  council 
—and  that  is  a  long  way  from  being  deter- 

mined—to represent  the  business,  labour  and 
academic  interests.  In  terms  of  the  grassroots 
input,  which  was  the  other  role  that  the 
regional  development  councils  were  supposed 
to  play  and  to  some  extent  did,  I  indicated 
that  we  would  be  moving  to  use  the  regions, 
the  cities,  separated  cities  and  towns  and 
the  counties  to  a  much  greater  extent.  The 
timetabling  on  that  is  about  Jan.  1,  1973.  So 

we  would  expect  to  answer  the  member's question  about  the  end  of  this  year. 

The  Minister  of  Industry  and  Tourism  (Mr. 
White)  and  the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Re- 

sources Development  (Mr.  A.  B.  R.  Law- 
rence) have  both  expressed  interest*  as  I 

indicated  this  morning,  of  perhaps  assuming 

part  of  the  role  which  the  regional  develop- 
ment councils  have  had,  which  is  industrial 

and  tourist  promotion.  It  may  be  that  this 
switch  might  take  place  before  the  end  of 
the  year  to  bring  some  or  all  of  the  councils, 
in  a  new  form  or  modernized  form,  under 
the  aegis  of  the  Minister  of  Industry  and 
Tourism  in  the  next  few  months.  I  suspect 
that  the  date  for  both  things  is  probably 

Jan.  1. 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Are 

these  mini-super-planning  boards  going  to 
have  most  of  their  appointments  coming  from 
municipalities  —  that  is,  recommended  by 
municipalities— or  will  they  all  be  established 
and  appointed  by  the  Ontario  government? 
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Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  five  municipal 
groups?  The  planning  advisory  groups?  No. 
I  suggested  this  morning  that  this  would  be 
under  the  aegis  of  the  municipal  liaison  com- 

mittee, and  I  suspect  they  probably  will 
make  the  appointments,  either  from  within 
their  own  group,  probably  with  some  on  the 
outside. 

REFUSAL  OF  ODC  LOAN  FOR 
CORNWALL  ENTERPRISE 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'd  like  to 
ask  the  Minister  of  Industry  and  Tourism 
why  he  feels  that  it  would  be  an  improper 
departure  to  extend  a  grant  under  the  ODC 
programme  to  a  company  that  had  already 
been  in  receipt  of  assistance  from  the  De- 

partment of  Regional  Economic  Expansion? 

Hon.  J.  White  (Minister  of  Industry  and 
Tourism):  Mr.  Speaker,  a  week  or  two  after 
assuming  this  responsibility,  I  flew  to  Ottawa 
to  confer  with  Mr.  Pepin,  who  is  my  federal 
counterpart,  to  discuss  several  matters,  none 
less  important  than  this  idea  of  complement- 

ing federal  programmes  with  our  own  provin- 

cial programmes.  It  seems  to  me  that  it's 
inappropriate  for  us,  as  a  provincial  govern- 

ment, to  be  giving  grants  of  money  to  a 
recipient  in  excess  of  the  maximum  amounts 
determined  by  the  federal  government  on  a 
per-job  basis. 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  thought  we  were  supposed 
to  complement  what  they  were  doing. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  For  that  reason,  we  de- 
clined to  give  this  grant  of  money,  called  a 

performance  loan,  to  this  particular  applicant. 
However,  in  our  anxiety  to  nurture  enterprise 
in  the  Cornwall  area,  we  did  make  available 
$500,000  by  way  of  a  term  loan  over  the 
maximum  period  at  current  interest  rates. 

I  have  given  the  principal  reason  for  the 
refusal  to  grant  a  performance  loan.  Now  I 
must  say  that  there  were  other  reasons  that 
are  troublesome  to  me  personally,  one  being 
the  ratio  of  public  moneys  which  were  anti- 

cipated in  proportion  to  the  private  contribu- 
tion. I  have  seen  several  figures— one  of  $4 

million,  one  of  $6  million  and  one  of  $7 

million-for  total  investment.  I  think  $641,000 
has  been  agreed  to  by  way  of  a  DREE  grant 
from  the  federal  government;  the  amount 
of  money  we  were  being  asked  to  contribute 
by  way  of  a  performance  loan  was  $500,000, 
which  would  have  made  the  amount  of  tax- 

payers' money  something  over  25  per  cent of  the  total. 

Another  thing  that  troubles  me  is  the 

matter  of  giving  taxpayers'  money  to  a 
brewery,  winery  or  distillery  when  a  signifi- 

cant minority  of  taxpayers  are  completely 
opposed  to  alcoholic  beverages. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Well, 
the  government  just  gave  them  $19  million 

of  taxpayers'  money.  Why  is  the  minister 
being  solicitous  nowr 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  other  matter  that 
is  troublesome  in  this  particular  instance  has 
to  do  with  the  fact  that  this  particular  in- 

dustry is  overexpanded  at  the  present  time; 
there  is  overproduction.  And  one  of  the 
guidelines  to  the  ODC  has  been  that  per- 

formance loans  should  not  be  made  where 
such  loans  would  simply  shift  jobs  from  one 
locality  to  the  next. 

As  I  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  principal  reason 
was  our  reluctance  to  breach  the  rule  that  an 
applicant  in  receipt  of  federal  grants  be 
excluded  from  provincial  grants.  And  there 
are  overtones,  which  I  think  did  not  enter 

into  the  cabinet's  decision  but  which  none- 
theless are  of  secondary  importance  and  some 

concern  to  me  personally. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Can 
the  minister  tell  the  House  whether  or  not  the 

result  of  all  this  moralizing  and  soul-searching 
is  going  to  be  that  the  company  is  giving  up 
all  of  its  plans  to  locate  in  Cornwall,  or  is 
there  perhaps  still  some  way  whereby  the 
expansion  or  the  location  of  the  brand  new 
industry  in  Cornwall  can  be  achieved? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  We  would  like  it  very 
much  if  this  firm  located  in  Cornwall  nnd 

provided  the  75— rising  to  105— jobs  which 
they  have  talked  about.  In  the  four  months 
that  I  have  had  this  ministry,  however,  never 
have  I  had  direct  representation  from  the 
company,  its  president  or  its  solicitor.  How 
serious  they  are  about  the  undertaking,  there- 

fore, I  cannot  determine  directly.  We  stand 

ready  to  assist  this  company  and  other  com- 
panies in  locating  in  these  underdeveloped 

areas,  in  these  high  unemployment  areas.  We 
are  prepared  to  lend  half  a  million  dollars  on 
the  terms  that  I  mentioned  earlier- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Eight  per  cent. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —at  the  current  rate  of 
interest. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —if  the  minister  never  had 
direct  representation  from  that  particular 
company  sufficient  to  allow  him  to  know  how 
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much  the  total  capital  expense  would  be  and 
whether  or  not  it  was  therefore  legitimate  to 

give  half  a  million  dollars  by  way  of  per^ 
formance  loan,  why  is  he  now  willing  to  give 
half  a  million  dollars  by  way  of  conventional 
loan?  What  representations  did  he  have  on 
that  score  Which  allowed  him  to  arrive  at 
that  decision? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  there's  an 
enormous  difference  between  a  term  loan 

which  must  be  repaid  and  which  does  not 
constitute  part  of  the  equity  capital,  and  a 
performance  loan  which  finds  its  way  into 
the  equity  of  the  Company. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Surely,  even  before  the  min- 
ister provides  half  a  million  dollars  at  eight 

per  cent,  he  has  to  have  fairly  considered 

specifics  about  the  company's  intentions  and 
a  knowledge  of  its  balance  sheet  operation, 
of  its  cash  flow  and  of  its  capital  expenditure? 

He  can't  do  it  without  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  My  hon.  friend  is  con- 

fused, Mr.  Speaker.  He's  confusing  two  mat- 
ters here.  The  Leader  of  the  Opposition 

asked  me  if  there  was  a  prospect  still  for  this 
company  to  locate  in  Cornwall.  I  have  to  say 

I  don't  know  because  I've  never  talked  to  the 
principals  of  the  company  or,  for  that  matter, 
their  solicitors,  who  have  never  endeavoured 
to  get  in  touch  with  me.  This  does  not  mean 
that  the  ODC  has  not  got  full  information,  or 

that  it  has  not  received  representations  be- 
cause, in  fact,  it  has.  I  am  simply  not  able 

to  judge  the  intentions  and  the  sincerity  of 
the  promoters  in  this  instance  because  I  have 
never  spoken  to  them  personally. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  he  had  enough  on  hand 

to  judge  their  intentions  and  sincerity— suffi- 
cient to  make  a  cabinet  decision  that  the  half 

a  million  dollars  shouldn't  be  given  in  addi- 
tion to  the  DREE  grant? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  As  a  matter  of  policy  we 
determined  a  grant  should  not  be  forthcoming 
from  this  level  of  government  when  the 
applicant  was  in  receipt  of  a  maximum  grant 
available  through  DREE. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Does  the  Minister  of 

Labour   (Mr.  Guindon)   agree  with  that? 

Mr.  Lewis:  One  supplementary:  Has  the 
minister  ever  given  a  grant  in  addition  to  a 
DREE  grant?  There  is  a  quote  in  the  paper 

which  said,  "'Normally/  he  said,"  meaning 
the  minister,  "'the  federal  grant  is  reduced 
by  the  amount  offered  by  the  Ontario  Devel- 

opment Corp/"  Which  implies  that  he  has 

given    complementary    grants    in    this    pro- 

gramme. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  that  infer- 
ence is  incorrect. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  incorrect? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Because  the  amount  of  the 

DREE  grant  is  ordinarily  reduced  by  the 
amount  of  any  provincial  grant,  there  is  no 
advantage  to  the  applicant  to  apply  for  an 
ODC  grant.  In  fact,  if  an  applicant  does  so 

apply  he  is  refused  because  the  net  advance 
to  the  company  is  nil. 

In  this  instance— which,  to  my  knowledge, 

is  the  only  such  instance— there  was  a  clause 
in  the  DREE  agreement,  between  the  fed- 

eral government  and  the  company,  that  any 
moneys  received  by  way  of  a  forgivable 

loan,  performance  loan  or  grant- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Would  not  be  deducted. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —from  the  provincial 
government  would  not  be  deducted.  We  were 

faced,  perhaps  for  the  first  time,  with  a  de- 
cision which  involved  permissible  stacking  of 

grants  in  a  way  not  found  previously  and,  of 
course,  there  were  these  several  reasons 

which  I  have  advanced.  We  concluded,  hav- 
ing in  mind  the  various  considerations,  that 

we  shouldn't  breach  the  principle  which  has 
been  well  established. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Did  the  minister  consider  tak- 
ing an  equity? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  No,  that  is  not  the 

policy  in  ordinary  circumstances. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  OF  LAW 
REFORM  COMMISSION 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question,  Mr.  Speaker,  of 
the  Attorney  General,  if  I  may.  Will  the 
Attorney  General  bring  in  legislation,  as 
recommended  by  the  Ontario  Law  Reform 

Commission,  to  prohibit  landlords  from  cut- 
ting off  heat,  gas,  electricity  or  water  and 

from  removing  windows  or  doors  to  force 
tenants  out? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  indi- 

cated on  Friday  last,  we're  giving  careful consideration  to  the  recommendations  of  that 

commission  and  the  legislation  will  be  brought 
forward  shortly. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  by 

"shortly",  is  that  likely  to  happen  before  the 
end  of  this  month? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes. 

SERVICES  FOR  NORTH  PICKERING 
AND  NEW  TORONTO  AIRPORT 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  of  the  provincial 
Treasurer,  Mr.  Speaker,  of  the  $127  million 
announced  for  the  water  and  sewage  sys- 

tems for  the  central  York  and  Pickering 
areas,  how  much  of  that  is  municipal  money, 
or  how  much  in  addition  to  that  will  be 
anticipated  from  the  municipalities? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  whole  $127 
million  in  construction  costs  would  be  pro- 

vincial ly  spent— at  least  this  is  what  the  an- 
nouncement said  that  was  anticipated.  Now 

there  are  still  hosts  of  negotiations  to  go 
through,  but  it  was  the  intention  that  the 
$127  million  would  be  financed  by  the  prov- 

ince and  recovered  from  the  municipalities- 
recovered  from  the  users. 

I  am  not  sure  whether  some  of  the  $127 
million  may  have  been  an  expenditure  by 
Metro  within  Metro,  but  the  total  figure  was 
$127  million  which  was  to  be  spent  by  the 
province  and  perhaps  some  of  that  by  Metro. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Could  the  minister,  by  way  of 
supplementary,  tabulate  the  additional  capital 
cost  that  would  be  put  up  by  local  and 

regional  governments  to  complete  the  sys- 
tems? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  they  would  be 
responsible  for  the  distribution  system,  but 
the  distribution  system  in  many  instances 
is  there;  that  would  be  their  responsibility. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Can  you  divide  the  $127 
million  for  me  on  the  basis  of  how  much  is 
attributed  to  the  needs  of  the  North  Picker- 

ing community  and  how  much  is  attributed 
to  the  needs  of  the  airport? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  you  should 
be  asking  the  Minister  of  the  Environment 
(Mr.  Auld)  these  questions,  but  the  fact  was 
that  the  central  York  scheme  was  needed  in 

any  case  and  the  effect  of  adding  the  popula- 
tion allocation  to  North  Pickering,  in  addi- 
tion to  including  it  with  it  at  this  time, 

would  be  to  reduce  the  costs  overall. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  the  fact  of  the  airport  did 
not  increase  the  cost  of  the  system  in  terms 
of  additional  requirements? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Not  in  terms  of  a 
gallonage  charge;  no,  it  reduces  it.  But  if 
you  want  to  put  an  allocation  of  another 
200,000  or  300,000  people  up  there  you 
would  reduce  the  cost  per  household  or  per 

1,000  gal  by-  something  less— the  economies 
of  scale  are  about  reached,  but  I  think  the 
figure  was  used  that  if  there  were  another 
200,000  population  the  figure  might  drop 
from  about  69  cents  per  1,000  gal  to  62  cents 
—something  like  that. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  A 

supplementary  question  on  this  matter:  The 
release  gives  the  wholesale  cost  to  the  muni- 

cipality at  31  cents  per  1,000  gal,  exclusive 
of  cost  of  purchasing  water  from  Metro.  The 
major  portion  of  water  will  not  be  purchased 
from  Metro,  though,  will  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  All  the  water  will 
come  from  the  Metro  system. 

Mr.  Good:  Does  the  Treasurer  have  an 
estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  purchasing  of  the 
water  on  top  of  this  then? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  I  think  that  is 

something  which  is  going  to  have  to  be  nego- tiated with  Metro. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

CONFERENCE  TELEPHONE  MEETINGS 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  ask  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Corporate  and 
Commercial  Relations,  or  its  equivalent.  Now 
that  the  minister  is  by  law  legalizing,  as  I 
understand  it,  conference  telephone  meetings 

of  boards  of  directors  and  executive  com- 
mittees of  Ontario  corporations,  how  will  he 

establish  the  venues? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  That  has  not 
been  discussed  in  the  House  yet,  of  course. 

When  the  legislation  is  introduced  I  think 
we  can  discuss  that  point. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  won't  tell  us  in advance? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  No,  we  will  discuss  it 
then.  It  will  be  up  very  soon. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Is  this  just  a  clever  guise  to 
make  effective  the  promise  of  Canadian 
directors  and  Canadian  meetings  simply  by 

using  the  avenue  of  conference  telephone meetings? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Not  at  all.  As  a  matter 

of  fact  it  is  a  practice  that  is  carried  on 
quite  regularly. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  why  I  ask.  Can  the 
minister  tell  me  at  this  time,  having  judged 
it,  where  he  will  consider  the  venue? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  As  I  said,  we  will  do 
that  when  the  legislation  is  here.  I  would  just 
tell  the  hon.  gentleman  that  it  will  be  here 
very,  very  soon.  We  will  discuss  it,  in  detail. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  provincial  Treas- 
urer has  the  answer  to  a  question  previously 

asked. 

AD  IN  MARKHAM  ECONOMIST 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
member  for  York  Centre  (Mr.  Deacon)  asked 
a  question  on  Friday  about  a  certain  editorial, 
which  appeared  in  the  Markham  Economist 
and  Sun,  and  if  I  might  I  will  read  this 
statement: 

My  ministry  authorized  the  placing  of  an 
advertisement  in  the  April  13,  1972,  issue  of 
the  Markham  Economist  and  Sun  announcing 
the  opening  of  an  information  office  on  Brock 
Rd.  in  Pickering  township.  The  ad  was 

headed  "Airport  Information  Office"  and  was 
identified  at  the  bottom  as  being  placed  by 
the  government  of  Ontario. 

This  was  the  only  one  placed  by  my  ministry, 
or  anyone  representing  my  ministry,  in  that 
particular  issue  of  the  Markham  Economist 
and  Sun.  The  agency  placing  the  ad  on  be- 

half of  my  ministry  received  an  invoice  dated 
April  18,  1972,  for  $22.68  for  this  ad  and 

this  invoice  was  paid.  Subsequently,  my  min- 
istry received  a  statement  of  account  directly 

from  the  Markham  Economist  and  Sun  re- 
ferring to  an  ad  in  the  issue  of  April  13, 

1972.  The  amount  of  the  statement  was 
$25.20.  The  statement  was  made  out  to 

"Airport,  RR1,  Pickering";  the  person  or  group 
placing  the  ad  was  not  identified.  This  state- 

ment was  erroneously  assumed  to  be  a  charge 
for  the  ad  with  regard  to  the  airport  infor- 

mation office  and  was  processed  and  paid  by 
my  ministry.  No  tearsheet  nor  outline  of  the 
contents  of  the  ad  accompanied  the  state- 

ment. The  ad  authorized  by  the  government 
appeared  in  10  newspapers  in  the  area. 

I  have  no  knowledge  of  who  placed  the 
second  ad  relating  to  the  airport  in  the  April 

13  issue  of  the  Markham  Economist  and  Sun, 
but  I  can  assure  the  House  that  it  was  not 

placed  by  my  ministry  or  anyone  associated 
with  it,  nor  was  anyone  in  my  ministry  aware 
in  advance  that  such  an  ad  was  being  placed. 
We  do  not  know  the  identity  of  the  holder 
of  the  post  office  box  referred  to  in  this 
second  ad,  nor  are  we  financing  any  protest 
groups  of  any  kind.  My  ministry  has  never 
purchased  any  ad  placed  in  connection  with 
the  Pickering  development  which  has  not 
been  clearly  identified  as  Ontario  government 
advertising. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Has  the  Treasurer  asked  for  a 
refund? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  My  officials— and  I 
am  looking  at  this  myself— are  already  check- 

ing to  see  how  this  payment  could  have  been 
incurred.  In  the  meantime  we  are  requesting 
a  refund  of  $25.20  from  the  Markham  Econ- 

omist and  Sun. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York Centre. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Would 
the  minister  determine  whether  or  not  the 
bill  for  $25.20— which  the  minister  states  he 
does  not  believe  was  correctly  paid  for  by 
the  Treasurer,  and  in  which  I  agree  with 
him  certainly  should  never  have  been  paid 
for  by  the  Treasurer— was  actually  received  in 
an  envelope  direct  from  the  Markham  Econo- 

mist and  Sun?  Would  he  be  able  to  deter- 
mine whether  that  had  been  received  directly 

from  the  Markham  Economist  and  Sun  or 

was  it  something  redirected  in  an  envelope? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Was  it  a  plain  brown  envelope? 
Size  10?  Mr.  Speaker,  maybe  the  Treasurer 
would  think  that  the  public  accounts  com- 

mittee might  look  into  the  disbursement  and 
voucher  practices  of  his  department  in  view 
of   the   circumstances? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  He  might  very  well 
do  so. 

Mr.   Lewis:   Right.   Yes. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Would  the  minister  also  ask 

for  a  report  from  the  Provincial  Auditor  as 
to  how  the  pre-audit  failed  to  catch  that? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Thun- der Bay. 

OPERATION  OF  CONCERTS 
AT  ONTARIO  PLACE 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  have  a  question  of  the  Min- 
ister   of    Industry    and    Tourism.    Has    the 
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minister  received  any  complaints  from  the 

public— as  I  have— about  the  operation  of 
the  special  concerts  that  are  going  on  at 
the  Forum?  Specifically,  has  he  received 
any  complaints  about  cordoning  off  all  of 
the  park  or  the  grass  area  around  the 
Forum  so  that  it  would  exclude  members 

of  the  public  from  getting  from  one  place 
to  another  without  having  to  take  a  long 
circuitous  route?  And  the  second  part  of  the 
question:  Is  the  minister  aware  of  how  much 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  Caribbean  Music 
Festival,  which  was  conducted  for  about  12 
hours  last  Saturday  at  $3.50  a  head,  will 
find  its  way  into  the  coffers  of  the  treasury 
of  Ontario  Place  as  opposed  to  the  people 
who  are  sponsoring  this  particular  event? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  had 
no  such  complaints  in  respect  to  question 
No.  1.  We  have  developed  a  new  walkway 
intended  to  take  people  who  are  not  in  fact 
going  to  listen  to  the  concert  around  rather 
than  through  the  Forum.  The  reason  for  this 
is  that  the  Toronto  Symphony,  in  particular 
—no  doubt  other  concert  groups  too— com- 

plained bitterly  about  the  through  traffic 
and  the  resultant  noise  from  adults  and, 
more  particularly,  children  who  were  using 
the  Forum  as  a  shortcut.  No  doubt  the  cor- 

doning off  which  my  hon.  friend  mentions 
is  the  attempt  to  satisfy  that  particular  com- 

plaint. If  I  understood  what  he  said  properly, 
there  is  no  attempt  to  keep  people  out  but 
rather  to  discourage  the  use  of  the  Forum 
as  some  form  of  shortcut. 

With  respect  to  the  second  question,  I 
have  no  information  on  that  but  I  will  be 
glad  to  get  it  and  send  it  to  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Stokes:  As  a  supplementary:  Can  the 
minister  explain  why  there  were  so  many 
police  in  the  area  last  Saturday?  It  is  my 
information  there  were  anywhere  from  six 
to  12  policemen  maintaining  order  around  the 
affair  that  was  going  on  at  the  Forum,  and 
they  were  keeping  people  off  the  grassy  area. 
I  had  several  complaints  about  it.  I  would 
appreciate  it  if  the  minister  would  look  into 
that,  too. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  policemen  may  like 
Caribbean  music.  That  is  the  only  reason  I 
can  think  of. 

Mr.  Stokes:  But  they  were  keeping  the 
public  off  the  grassy  area. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Rainy River. 

SCHOOL  CLOSING  DATE 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Educa- 

tion. In  view  of  the  no  doubt  numerous  com- 
plaints from  school  boards,  has  he  over  the 

weekend  reviewed  the  policy  in  regard  to 
the  releasing  of  elementary  and  secondary 
students?  Has  he  changed  his  mind  on  this 
policy,  and  can  he  indicate  how  many 
school  boards  have  indicated  they  have  al- 

ready set  a  policy  in  this  regard? 

Hon.  T.  L.  Wells  (Minister  of  Education): 
The  answer  to  the  first  part,  Mr.  Speaker, 
is  no.  The  answer  to  the  second  part  is 
that  I  expect  every  school  board  in  the 
province  will  adhere  to  the  June  30  closing 
date  for  elementary  schools. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Does  the  minister  feel  that  it  might 
have  been  misleading  on  the  part  of  his 
officials,  when  the  boards  were  informed  that 

the  end  of  school  would  be  decided  "in  the 
light  of  the  school  board's  policy  and  the 
arrangements  made  by  the  principal  and  staff 

within  that  policy"? 
Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  What  is  the  hon.  member 

quoting  from  there? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  am  quoting  from  the 

directive  from  the  minister's  department about  10  months  ago. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wasn't minister  when  that  directive  went  out.  I 

don't  think  that  that  directive  is  ambiguous. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No;  it  means  they  can 
settle  it  themselves. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  It  certainly  was  never 
intended  to  apply  or  indicate  or  suggest  that 
anything  other  than  June  30  be  the  closing 

date- Mr.  Lewis:  No,  it  is  a  matter  of  high 
principle,  I  think.  This  is  where  you  dig  in 
your  heels  and  take  your  stand. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  —for  elementary  schools. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  would  read  the  hon. 
member  this  quotation.  It  says: 

No  one  who  reads  the  Department  of 
Education  memorandum  distributed  to 
school  boards  will  comprehend  how  some  of 
them  managed  to  interpret  it  as  giving 
local  discretion  on  school  closing.  The 
memo  is  unequivocal  to  anyone  who  under- 

stands the  meaning  of  words,  which  should 
include  school  authorities. 
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Interjections  by  hon.  members,. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  That  little  quotation  I 

read  is  from  one  of  Ontario's  independent 
newspapers— the  London  Free  Press— who,  on 
reading  the  memorandum  last  week,  saw  fit 
to  write  that  on  Saturday. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Did  they  say  "unequivocal"? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  That  is  what  they  said. 

They     also    said    that    there    is     nothing 

ambiguous  here.  I've  talked  to  all  the  directors of    education    who    have    concerns    in    this 

matter,  and  I  don't  think  there  is  any  prob- 
lem here  and  that  everyone  will  be  closing 

on  June  30.  I  think  I   should   also  tell  the 
House   that   a   task   force   will   be   meeting, 
chaired  by  our  assistant  deputy  minister- 

Mr.  Reid:  For  next  year. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  —to  consider  the  matter  of 
differences  between  the  secondary  school  and 
the  public  school  closing. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Between  June  28  and  June  30. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  This  was  also  indicated  in 
the  memorandum  which  the  school  boards 
received.  Various  groups  will  be  appointing 
members  to  this  group. 

An  hon.  member:  The  minister  is  task  force 
crazy. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  The  only  criterion  for 
this  group  is  they  have  to  be  prepared  to 
work  over  this  summer. 

Mr.  Reid:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker:  In 
view  of  the  obvious  confusion,  regardless  of 
whose  fault  it  is,  does  the  minister  not  feel 

that  it  wouldn't  be  a  great  lessening  of  his 
own  power  if  he  allowed  those  school  boards 
which  have  made  the  decision  to  close  to  do 

so,  as  they've  already  informed  their  staff 
and  the  parents  and  the  students,  and  to  do 
away  with  this  not  too  subtle  form  of  black- 

mail about  the  losing  of  school  grants? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Mr.  Speaker,  first,  there 
is  no  subtle  form  of  blackmail  here. 

Mr.  Reid:  Not  subtle  at  all. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  It  is  very  unequivocal.  If 
any  school  board  does  not  stay  open,  they 
will  lose  grants. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  There  is  no  blackmail 

there.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  don't  think  that 
the  public  of  this  province  would  expect 
anything  else.  They  expect  their  school  build- 

ings to  be  used. 

Interjections  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  Supplemen- 
tary, Mr.  Speaker:  How  can  the  grants  be 

called  into  question,  when  they  are  no  longer 
based  on  pupil  attendance  per  day? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Mr.  Speaker,  our  grant 
people  have  assured  me  we  can  figure  out  a 
way  of  adjusting  grants,  if  such  is  necessary. 

But  I  must  reiterate  here  that  I  don't  believe 
this  will  be  necessary,  because  I  have  every 
indication  that  the  school  boards  of  this  prov- 

ince will  act  in  a  responsible  manner  and 
close  their  elementary  schools  on  June  30. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  supplementary:  If  the  min- 
ister sets  up  a  task  force  to  look  into  a  dif- 

ference of  two  days,  what  would  he  have 
done  if  it  was  a  week? 

Hon.    Mr.    Wells:    Well,    of    course,    Mr. 

Speaker,   the   hon.   member- 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  question  is  hypothetical. 
The   hon.   member  for   Huron-Bruce. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  The  hon.  member  shows 
his  ignorance  of  the  whole  matter. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Huron- Bruce. 

ONTARIO  HYDRO   LABOUR  DISPUTE 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  Labour.  Ontario 

Hydro's  CUPE  union  has  indicated  that  it 
will  go  on  strike  on  Wednesday,  June  21,  if 
bargaining  is  not  resolved  and  a  settlement 
reached.  In  view  of  this,  what  is  his  depart- 

ment doing?  Is  the  department  actively  par- 

ticipating in  this  negotiation?  If  it  isn't,  what does  he  consider  the  effects  will  be  on  the 
Ontario  population  if  such  a  strike  is  held? 

Hon.  F.  Cuindon  (Minister  of  Labour): 
Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  reply  to  the  hon. 
member,  I  can  assure  him  that  intensive 
meetings  are  presently  going  on  between 
our  officials  and  representatives  of  the  union 
and  Hydro.  Now,  as  we  all  know,  June  21 
is  the  deadline  for  a  rotating  strike.  I  do  not 
know  what  is  in  the  future;  I  wish  I  did, 
but  we  are  very  close  to  the  situation. 
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Mr.  Gaunt:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speak- 
er: Is  the  minister  optimistic  that  something 

can  be  resolved  before  Wednesday's  dead- line? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  minister  cannot  express  an  opinion  at 
this  time,  but  he  is  always  optimistic  as  a 
rule. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Port 
Arthur. 

HIRING    OF    PREGNANT 
SCHOOL  TEACHERS 

Mr.  Foulds:  A  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Labour,  Mr.  Speaker.  Is  his  department  in- 

vestigating the  situation  involving  the  Ham- 
ilton separate  school  board,  which  has  evi- 

dently decided  that  teachers  taking  time  off 
to  have  babies  next  year  will  not  be  allowed 
to  return  to  their  regular  classrooms? 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  makes  sense. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker.  The 
hon.  member  is  of  course  referring  to  the 
Wentworth  County  Separate  School  Board. 

Presently,  our  Women's  Bureau  is  still  work- 
ing with  the  school  board,  which  has  drafted 

these  new  policies.  The  board  may  provide 
alternative  work  provided  it  is  comparable 

to  the  teacher's  normal  position.  Now,  if  a 
teacher  does  not  feel  the  job  she  is  given  is 
comparable  to  her  normal  position,  it  is  up 
to  her  to  make  a  complaint  under  the  Wo- 

men's Equal  Employment  Opportunity  Act, 
and  we  would  act  on  this  complaint. 

Mr.  Foulds:  A  supplementary:  Has  the 
minister  received  any  such  complaints  so  far? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Not  to  my  knowledge, 
Mr.   Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 

DISPOSABLE  MILK  JUGS 

Mr.  Good:  Yes,  a  question  of  the  Provin- 
cial Secretary  for  Resources  Development: 

Is  the  minister  considering  any  action  to  pro- 
hibit the  use  of  the  new  3-qt  disposable  milk 

jug  which  is  being  introduced  by  Dominion 
Dairies    for    their    Sealtest   products? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Sec- 
retary for  Resources  Development):  The 

question  is  one  that  has  been  under  study 

for  several  months  by  the  Minister  of  the 
Environment  and  presumably  he  can  report 
by  way  of  response  to  that  question. 

Mr.  Good:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Since  this  is  the  first  3-qt  disposable  jug  be- 

ing considered  for  milk  distribution  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  and  it  will  add  a  con- 

siderable amount  of  waste  material  to  our 
already  full  waste  disposal  sites,  is  the  min- 

ister not  actively  considering  the  dissuasion 
of  these  people  in  this  particular  instance 
from  using  it? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  The  Minister  of 
the  Environment,  as  I  mentioned,  has  been 
looking  into  it.  The  debate  has  several  sides; 
there  are  some  advantages  to  this  particular 
form  of  disposable  bottle.  Those  arguments 
are  before  him,  and  presumably  he  will  re- 

port when  he  is  ready. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sand- 
wich-Riverside. 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  A 
supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the  min- 

ister not  agree  that  it  is  much  easier  to  pre- 
vent this  from  getting  on  the  market  than  it 

would  be  to  get  it  off,  and  therefore  an  im- 
mediate decision  is  rather  urgent? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Well,  I  think  the 
fundamental  principle  is  that  it  is  very  hard 
for  a  government  to  legislate  directly  in  rela- 

tion to  one  out  of  any  number  of  a  variety 
of  disposable  containers.  Presumably  what 
the  Minister  of  the  Environment  will  want 
to  do  is  present  the  policy  field  committee, 
the  government  and  the  House  with  a  more 
general  attack  on  disposable  containers  as 
such. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Huron- Bruce. 

SALARY  INCREASE  FOR 
REGIONAL   GOVERNMENT   CHAIRMAN. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 

tion of  the  Treasurer.  In  the  Treasurer's 
letter  of  June  1  to  a  regional  chairman,  Mr. 
Coolican,  he  indicated  an  increase  in  salary 
from  $35,000  to  $38,000.  Is  this  part  of  a 
programme  for  an  overall  increase  for  the 
regional  government  chairmen  in  the  prov- ince? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Each  of  the  four 

chairmen's  salaries  was  reviewed  by  the 
Management    Board.    This    is    on    a    regular 
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two-year  basis,  following  the  cycle  of  the 
administrative  classes.  Each  was  reviewed 
and  appraised. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  A  supplementary? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Supplementary. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  gather  there  are  no  new 
duties  attached  to  this  pay  raise?  It  is  just  a 
general  pay  raise  for  the  job  which  was 
being  done? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  To  help  put  some  bread 
on  the  table. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Are  there  any  additional 
fringe  benefits? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No  plane?  How  does  he 
get  around? 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Rainy 
River. 

FEDERAL  ELECTION 

Mr.  Reid:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Resources  De- 

velopment. In  view  of  the  fact  that  he  is 
in  the  same  boat  as  his  colleague  from  St. 
George  (Mr.  A.  F.  Lawrence),  is  he  think- 

ing of  joining  him  in  contesting  the  federal 
election? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  that  that  is  not  a 
matter  of  urgent  public  importance. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes,  it  is.  The  boat's 
sinking. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 

BAN  ON  TROUT  BAIT 

Mr.  Good:  I  have  a  question  of  the  Pro- 
vincial Secretary  for  Resources  Development. 

Could  the  minister  inform  the  House  whe- 
ther or  not  the  Ministry  of  Natural  Re- 

sources is  considering  banning  the  use  of 
roe  or  spawn  as  bait  in  the  taking  of  rain- 

bow trout  in  southern  Ontario? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  I  don't  know 
but  I  will  pass  the  question  to  the  Minister 
of  Natural  Resources  (Mr.  Bernier). 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park. 

TAX  INQUIRIES 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  A  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Revenue,  Mr.  Speaker:  Is 
the  minister  now  ready  to  report  on  the 
matter  in  his  department,  which  he  promised 

he'd  report  on  last  week,  in  which  his  offi- 
cials told  a  certain  law  firm  inquiring  about 

whether  a  tax  had  been  paid  that  (a)  it  had 

been  paid;  (b)  it  hadn't  been  paid;  and  (c) 
they  wouldn't  tell  whether  it  was  paid? 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
The  facts  are  obvious  from  the  letters  that 

the  hon.  member- 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please!  On  numerous 
occasions  during  the  past  two  or  three 
weeks  it  has  been  noted  that  members  in 
the  press  gallery  have  been  interrupting  the 
proceedings  with  loud  laughter.  The  rules 
regarding  conduct  in  these  chambers  and  in 
the  galleries  apply  to  the  press  gallery  as 
well  as  anyone  else.  I  would  ask  them  to 
desist  from  their  habit  of  applauding  or 
clapping  or  laughing  during  the  process. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  happens  if  one  of  them 
laughs? 

Mr.  Foulds:  Off  with  his  head! 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  so  uncharacteristic  of  the 

Legislature. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If  one  of  them  laughs 
we  will  write  an  editorial  about  him  in  the 
morning  paper. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  are  going  to  build 

a  tower— 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  obvi- 

ously, as  the  hon.  member  appreciates,  there 
were  some  apparent  contradictions  in  the 
correspondence  which  he  produced  in  the 
House.  Until  I  am  satisfied  as  to  the  reasons 

for  these  apparent  contradictions  I  won't have  the  kind  of  answer  which  the  hon. 
member  will  be  satisfied  with,  nor  will  I  be 
satisfied  with  it.  He  may  rest  assured  the 
whole  matter  is  under  investigation  and  I 
want  to  satisfy  myself  that  either  there  is  a 
logical  explanation  for  it  or,  alternatively, 
why   that    land    of   correspondence   was    en- 

Mr.  Shulman:  Will  the  minister  be  giving 
an  answer  before  the  House  rises? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:   I  would  hope  so.  It 
depends  on  when  the  House  rises. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor-Walkerville. 
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COMPANY'S  PLANS  TO  TRANSFER 
OPERATIONS 

Mr.  B.  Newman  ( Windsor- Walkerville ) : 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Min- 

ister of  Labour.  Have  the  minister's  officials 
given  up  in  all  attempts  to  ̂ convince  Duplate 
of  Canada  Ltd.  not  to  transfer  operations 
from  the  city  of  Windsor  to  Hawkesbury? 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  Mr.  Speaker,  no,  to 
my  knowledge  we  are  not  giving  up  hopes 

but  I  haven't  had  any  report  lately,  since last  week. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park. 

POSITION  OF  BOILERMAKERS' UNION 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Labour,  Mr.  Speaker:  Is  the  Minister  of 
Labour  in  a  position  to  report  on  the  matters 
he  promised  he  would  report  on,  involving 

the  boilermakers'  union  and  the  plight  of  the members  of  that  union? 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
I  have  a  letter  in  the  mail  for  these  people. 
I  admit  that  I  was  perhaps  a  little  late  in 
acknowledging  it  but  I  am  sure  the  hon. 
member  will  realize  that  at  the  present  time 
our  staff  has  more  work  than  they  possibly 
can  handle.  I  will  look  into  this  very  shortly. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce. 

EMPRISE  CORP.  ACTIVITIES 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Solicitor  General.  Can  the  minister 
explain  the  inability  of  the  Ontario  Provincial 
Police  to  establish  the  link  between  organized 
crime  and  Emprise  inasmuch  as  the  OPP  has 
been  investigating  this  matter  for  at  least  five 
years? 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Solicitor  General):  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  form  of  question  asked  by  the 
hon.  member  is  really  a  rhetorical  one,  be- 

cause he  asked  the  question  and  answered 
himself.  I  have  indicated  in  this  House  that 
I  do  not  believe  it  is  in  the  public  interest  to 
disclose  the  details  of  the  investigations  being 
carried  on  by  the  proper  authorities  in  respect 
of  any  particular  aspects  of  organized,  or 
syndicated,  or  white  collar  crimes,  call  it 
whatever  you  may. 

Mr.  Shulman:  You  may  change  your  mind 
before  the  day  is  over. 

Hon.   Mr.   Yaremko:    I  may  say  this,   Mr. 

Speaker- Mr.  Lewis:  White  collar? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —I  want  to  make  it 

abundantly  clear  that  the  government  is  con- 
cerned about  the  existence,  or  the  possible 

encroachment,  of  this  particular  kind  of  crime 
into  the  Province  of  Ontario- 

Mr.  Shulman:  Very  good! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —and  that  the  authori- 
ties charged  with  the  responsibility  are  carry- 
ing out  their  responsibilities.  But,  to  disclose 

the  details  of  what  has  been  done  in  this 

regard  or— 
Mr.  Shulman:  And  very  embarrassing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —what  has  been  dis- 
closed, is  not  in  the  public  interest.  As  indi- 

cated on  Friday  last,  the  Provincial  Secretary 
for  Justice  (Mr.  A.  F.  Lawrence)  may  be  in 
a  position  to  comment  in  a  general  way  in 
respect  of  this  and,  at  that  time,  any  further 
questions  can  take  place. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  A  supplementary  question,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Would  the  minister  be  prepared  to 
indicate  that  the  association  is  something 
more  than  nebulous,  as  was  cited  by  the 
Provincial  Secretary  for  Justice  a  few  days 

ago? 
Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Pro- 

vincial Secretary  for  Justice  made  a  state- 
ment, and  my  recollection  was  that  he 

wasn't  directing  it  to  any  specific  matter;  but 
he  can  answer  for  himself  when  he  comes 
into  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

STRIKE  AT  DUNNVILLE  PLANT 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question,  Mr.  Speaker,  of  the 
Minister  of  Labour:  The  10  days  having 

elapsed,  can  he  give  us  a  report  on  the  situ- 
ation at  Lanark  Manufacturing  Co.  in  Dunn- ville? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  felt 
by  our  officials,  as  well  as  the  representatives 
of  the  union  and  management,  that  the  tim- 

ing is  still  not  appropriate  for  a  settlement; 
but  I  would  hope  that,  perhaps,  conditions 
might  change  very  shortly. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  a  supplementary r 
The  minister  is  saying  that  he  is  confident 
that  the  company  will  remain  in  Dunnville 
when  negotiations  proceed? 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
have  no  indication  so  far,  that  they  would 
leave. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre. 

PERSONAL  REPORTING  AGENCIES 

Mr.  Deacon:  A  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Consumer  and  Commercial  Relations:  When 
does  the  minister  propose  to  introduce  his 
bill  on  personal  reporting  agencies,  which  he 
described  some  three  months  ago  as  being 
high  on  his  list  of  priorities  for  the  current 
legislative  session? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  It  remains  in  that  posi- 
tion, of  course,  and  as  soon  as  I  have  the 

legislation  prepared  it  will  be  introduced. 

in    the    House    and    the    Attorney 
on   down   below   in   the   estimates, 

We  have   a  few  days Mr.    R.   F.   Nixon: 
vacant  in  August. 

Mr.  Deacon:  A  few  days  in  August,  eh? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park. 

UNION   SAVINGS  AND  LOAN 
ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  question,  Mr.  Speaker,  of 
the  same  minister:  Is  he  in  a  position  now  to 
report  on  the  matter  of  the  Union  Savings 
and  Loan  Association,  which  he  promised 
last  week  and  the  week  before? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  What  association? 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  Union  Savings  and 
Loan  Association. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  No,  I  regret  that  I 
did  not  arrive  in  my  office  early  enough  this 
morning  to  get  that;  but  I  will  try  to  do  it 
tomorrow. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park. 

AVAILABILITY  OF  MINISTERS  IN 
THE   HOUSE 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  question  of  the  House 
leader,  Mr.  Speaker:  Inasmuch  as  the  same 
critics  are  involved,  is  there  any  way  of 
avoiding  having  both   the   Solicitor   General 

on    here 
General 

which  apparently  is  going  to  happen  begin 
ning  today? 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  the  hon.  member  means 
is  that  the  Solicitor  General  should  be  down 
below. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  wish  I  were  faced 
with  that  problem  to  make  a  decision  right 
now;  but  I  am  not.  I  will  if  it  arises. 

Mr.   Shulman:   It  will  arise,  right  now. 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  being  no  further  oral 
questions,  the  oral  question  period  has  ex- 

pired. Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Mrs.  M.  Birch  from  the  standing  social 
development  committee,  presented  the  com- 

mittee's report  which  was  read  as  follows and  adopted: 

Your  committee  begs  to  report  the  follow- 
ing bill  with  certain  amendments: 

Bill  127,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Separate 
Schools  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 
Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 

Introduction  of  bills. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  before 
the  orders  of  the  day,  I  would  like  to  say 
that  I  have  given  a  commitment  that  I  will 
place  an  order  on  the  order  paper  for  the 
consideration  of  the  LCBO  and  the  LLBO, 
and  they  can  be  dealt  with  as  a  separate 
item.  I  now  call  No.  51. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  51st  order,  House 
in  committee  of  supply;  Mr.  R.  D.  Rowe  in 
the  chair. 

ESTIMATES,  MINISTRY  OF 
SOLIGITOR  GENERAL 

(continued) 

On  vote  1301: 

Mr.   R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): What  page  is  that? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  1301,  page  146. 
Had    the    minister   finished    his    statement 

at  the  end  of  the  day? 
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Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Solicitor  General):  Yes, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right.  Vote  1301  shall 
be  considered  as  a  unit,  as  a  whole.  The 
member  for  High  Park. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  Mr.  Chair- 

man, I'd  like  to  continue  on  the  matter 
which  I  was  talking  about  Friday,  which  is 
organized  crime  and  the  Mafia  in  this  prov- 

ince, perhaps  in  particular  Emprise  Corp., 
and  most  specifically  the  comment  by  the 
minister  that  it  is  not  in  the  public  interest— 

"public,"  note— to  reveal  what  he  is  doing. 
I'd  like  to  ask  the  minister  if  he  saw  the 
confidential  report  of  the  OPP,  this  three- 
page  report  directed  to  the  director  of  intel- 

ligence from  Det.  Crowley,  dated  Aug.  31, 
1971,  in  relation  to  three  companies— General 
Instrument  and  Canadian  Tote  and  Control 
Data,  but  specifically  in  relation  to  Canadian 
Totalisator? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  do  not  recall,  Mr. 
Chairman,  having  seen  that  document. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  in  case  the  minister 

hasn't  seen  it— actually,  he  has  seen  it— let  me 
refresh  his  memory. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  how 
can  the  hon.  member  say  that  I  have  seen 
it? 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  am  told  it  was  put  on  his 

desk.  If  the  minister  didn't  see  it,  perhaps 
I  will  have  to  apologize,  but  it  was  put  on 
his  desk. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
hon.  member  has  made  a  statement  that  I 

saw  the  document.  Now,  I  don't  know  what 
his  resources  are  for  obtaining  documents; 
he  has  no  resources  for  knowing  what  I  read 
and  what  I  don't  read. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  I  am 
sure  you  did. 

Mr.  Shulman:  That's  quite  correct,  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  agree.  I  have  no  way  of  know- 

ing whether  he  read  it.  Let  me,  in  case  he 
has  not  read  it,  refresh  his  memory,  if  I 
may  phrase  it  that  way.  And  if  he  wishes 
to  get  a  copy  of  it,  I  presume  someone  is 
here  from  his  department. 

The  document  is  dated  Aug.  31,  1971;  it's 
marked  "confidential"  and  it's  directed  to 
the  director  of  intelligence  from  Det.  Crow- 

ley. Is  that  sufficient  to  identify? 

Now,  just  to  give  the  background  of  this 
particular  document,  Mr.  Chairman— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Would  the  hon.  mem- 
ber repeat  the  date  of  the  document  please? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Aug.  31,  1971,  a  three-page 
document. 

Now,  to  give  the  background,  as  you  know, 
Mr.  Chairmanj  two  or  three  days  ago  the 
Provincial  Secretary  for  Justice  (Mr.  A.  F. 
Lawrence)  released  two  green  volumes  on  off- 
track  betting.  The  summary  and  substance  of 
those  volumes  was  that  we  are  going  to  have 
offtrack  betting  in  this  province,  and  it  is 
recommended  that  we  have  a  combination  of 

manual  and  automatic  systems.  The  Provin- 
cial Secretary  for  Justice  and  the  Depart- 

ment— Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Just  on  a  point  of 
order— just  on  a  point  of  clarification.  We 
had  had  on  Friday  last  the  general  remarks, 
and  it  would  seem  to  me  that  the  remarks  of 
the  hon.  member  would  be  more  appropriate 
in  dealing  with  either  the  vote  for  the  Ontario 
Police  Commission,  or  the  Ontario  Provincial 
Police,  when  we  come  to  those  details.  He  is 
now  reading  a  specific  document,  and  I 
would  think  that  other  than  being  in  the 
main  office,  or  vote  1301  or  1302,  it  could 
be  in  vote  1305,  criminal  and  general  law 
enforcement. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Would  it  not  be  more 

appropriate  under  vote  1305,  which  is  the 
criminal  and  general  law  enforcement  pro- 

gramme, rather  than  the  general  office? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  to  the  point 
of  order,  what  I  am  discussing  is  the  failure 
of  the  minister  and  his  predecessor  to  deal 
with  organized  crime.  If  you  will  allow  me 
to  tie  this  up  with  organized  crime,  which 
I  am  about  to  do,  you  will  very  well  see 
that  this  has  to  do  with  organized  crime  and 
with  the  failure  of  the  minister  to  do  any- 

thing about  it. 

Specifically,  I  am  about  to  come  to  the 
relationship  of  a  certain  well-known  gentle- 

man to  Emprise  Corp.  winch  we  were  dis- 
cussing, and  which  certainly  should  come 

under  organized  crime,  and  the  failure  of 
the  minister  to  control  it  or  take  any  action 
whatsoever. 

The  minister  has  said  here  in  his  pre- 
liminary remarks— and  prior  to  this— that  he 

did  not  feel  it  was  in  the  public  interest  to 
reveal  what  is  being  done.  I  am  now  aware 
of  what  is  being  done.  I  have  the  documents 
in  front  of  me,  and  I  think  it  is  important  to 
make  the  public  aware,  and  I  intend  to  do 
that  this  afternoon. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  It  seems  to 
me  that  your  comments  would  be  very  appro- 

priate under  the  general  law  enforcement 
programme  which  is  just  exactly,  it  seems  to 
me,  what  you  are  talking  about. 

Mr.  Shulman:  But  I  am  not  talking  about 
the  general  law  enforcement  programme,  I 
am  talking  about  the  minister.  I  am  talking 
about  programme  planning  and  evaluation, 
and  I  am  talking  about  the  failure  of  the 
minister  under  the  main  office,  and  his  salary. 

Mr.  Chairman:  If  they  are  general  state- 
ments to  do  with  the  operation  of  the  office, 

it  is  right.  But  if  you  are  getting  into  details 
I  am  sure  the  minister  could  better  answer 
them  under  1305  when  he  would  have  the 

appropriate  officials  before  him,  as  we  usually 
do. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  am  sure  we  will  go  into 
this  in  detail  under  1305.  I  will  therefore 
not  read  the  document  at  this  time.  I  wish  to 
talk  about  the  failure  of  the  minister  and  his 

department  to  take  any  action  against  or- 
ganized crime. 

Mr.  Chairman:  That  still  has  to  do  with 
general  law  enforcement,  and  would  be 
appropriate. 

Mr.  Shulman:  It  has  to  do  with  programme 
planning  and  evaluation,  and  I  am  suggest- 

ing there  really  isn't  any. 

Mr.  Chairman:  That  is  of  the  whole  de- 
partment? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Yes  sir,  it  is. 

Mr.   Chairman:    If  the  minister  is  willing 
to  respond  at  this  time- 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  haven't  given  anything  to 
respond  to  yet!  Can  I  say  what  I  was  going 
to  say? 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  order  please.  In  general 
principle,  if  you  are  talking  about  law  en- 

forcement it  should  be  under  the  law  enforce- 
ment vote. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  am  talking  about  pro- 
gramme planning. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Perhaps  we  had  better  hear 
some  of  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't 
know  how  far  you  will  let  the  hon.  member 
talk.  There  is  a  specific  vote  dealing  with 
exactly  the  subject  matter  that  the  hon. 
member  wishes  to  talk  to,  and  it  is  just  a 

matter  of  keeping  some  semblance  of  order 
in  the  discussion  of  estimates. 

When  we  come  to  that  vote  the  hon. 
member  can  speak  for  hours,  or  days,  and  in 
detail  on  whatever  he  wishes.  But  that  is  the 

proper  place. 

Mr.  Chairman:  From  the  remarks  up  to 
now  it  is  certainly  clear  to  me  they  would  be 
more  appropriate  under  the  general  law  en- 

forcement programme. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  what  I  am 

trying  to  talk  about  is  the  minister's  failure 
in  this  role,  which  obviously  has  to  come 
under  the  first  vote,  which  is  ministry  admin- 

istration programme. 

Mr.  Chairman:  That  could  just  as  well 

apply  under  1305. 

Mr.  Shulman:  It  could  just  as  well,  but  it 
happens  to  apply  here. 

Mr.    Chairman:    But    it    has    to    do    with 

general  law  enforcement  programmes- 

Mr.  Shulman:  But  I  am  talking  about  pro- 
gramme planning  and  evaluation  and  I  am 

quoting  directly  from  page  146. 

Mr.  Chairman:  If  you  keep  your  remarks 
to  that  item  I  think  the  member  should 

proceed. 
Mr.  Shulman:  The  programme  planning  and 

evaluation  which  I  wish  to  talk  about  is  the 
failure  of  programme  planning  to  deal  with 
organized  crime. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  hon. 
member  will  have  the  opportunity  of  speak- 

ing on  any  and  all  subjects  that  he  wishes 
during  the  course  of  these  estimates.  It  is  a 
fact  of  life  that  everything  that  goes  on  in 
the  department,  everything,  is  related  to  the 
minister.  There  is  not  one  item  of  any  kind, 

whether  it's  a  paper  clip  being  purchased  or 
the  investigation  into  organized  crime;  all  of 
it  is  related  to  the  ministry.  But  in  the  con- 

sideration of  estimates  in  this  House,  there 
are  votes. 

There  is  a  time  and  place  for  specific  dis- 
cussions. I  suggest  that  what  the  hon.  member 

has  already  embarked  upon,  properly  belongs 
in  a  vote  that  is  clearly  defined— criminal  law 
enforcement. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  first  of 
all,  it  can  quite  as  appropriately  fall  within 
vote  1303,  which  has  the  Ontario  Police 
Commission  obviously  involved;  or  vote  1304, 
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which  is  the  Ontario  Provincial  Police,  ob- 

viously involved.  It  doesn't  more  obviously 
fall  into  1305,  than  it  does  into  1304  or  1303; 
or  for  that  matter,  into  1301. 

Under  1301,  Mr.  Minister,  it  says,  "Pro- 
gramme planning  and  evaluation— new  activ- 

ity." This  is  something  that  we've  never  had 
an  estimate  for  before;  you're  budgeting 
$71,000.  Perhaps  you  can  tell  us  what  pro- 

gramme planning  and  evaluation  means,  and 
then  we  can  see  whether  it  falls  here  as 

appropriately  as  the  other  vote. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Just  before  that,  if  I  might 
explain  to  the  hon.  member  for  High  Park, 
in  response  to  his  remark  that  the  minister 
had  made  certain  comments  about  what  he 

wants  to  talk  about.  He  was  replying  to  the 
opening  statement,  not  the  item-by-item  dis- 

cussion of  the  vote.  Yes? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Oh  no,  no!  Two  weeks  ago 
in  this  House  the  minister  specifically  took 
the  responsibility  of  saying  this  matter  was 
something  that  should  not  be  discussed.  I 
now  have  information  that  shows  why  he  said 
that,  and  I  want  to  bring  that  out;  it  has  to 
do  with  his  role,  specifically. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes!  Well,  it  very  appropri- 
ately, in  my  opinion,  is  under  1305;  and  well 

get  to  that— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  —in  all  due  course. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  no.  It  falls  just  as  viably 
under  the  others.  But  let  us  hear,  Mr.  Chair- 

man, what  programme  planning  and  evalu- 
ation is. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  just  before  he  does; 

the  reason  I  didn't  want  to  bring  it  up  under 
1305,  is  that  it's  much  broader  than  1305. 
Parts  of  it  will  come  up  under  1305.  This  is 
a  far  broader  matter.  It  has  to  do  with  the 

whole  role  of  organized  crime  and,  specifically, 
the  failure  of  the  minister  and  his  advisers. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Well,  I  don't  see  how  the 
hon.  member  can  reasonably  expect  that  to 
be  under  anything  but  criminal  and  general 
law  enforcement  programme,  with  all  respect. 

Mr.    Shulman:    Well,  because   it  is   much 

wider- 

Mr.     Chairman:    And    he'll    have     ample 
opportunity,  I  assure  him. 

Mr.  Shulman:  —and  it  is  not  coming  under 

criminal  law;  for  part  of  it's  OPP,  part  of  it's 
OPC  and  part  of  it's  the  minister. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes,  when  it's  a  body- 

Mr.  Shulman:  And  perhaps  it  should  come 

under  general  programme  planning  and  evalu- 
ation; which  is  zero,  non-existent,  zilch. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Well,  would  the  hon.  min- 
ister offer  an  explanation  to  the  member  for 

Scarborough  West's  question? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman, 

the  point  is  very  well  taken.  It  is  a  new  ac- 
tivity; actually  the  concept  of  the  ministry 

is  totally  a  new  activity.  We  are  in  the 
process,  and  have  been,  of  setting  up  its 
structure.  We  will  have  a  ministry  office 
consisting  of  the  minister  and  the  deputy 
minister.  They  will  be  assisted  by  a  ministry 
staff  and  they  will  be  assisting  the  programme 
managers  and  the  programme  staff  groups  in 
the  following: 

The  development  of  policy  initiatives  and 

alternatives  and  the  necessary  legislative  re- 
quirements to  implement  policy;  the  devel- 

opment or  maintenance  of  a  planning  process; 

a  management  information  system  for  mon- 
itoring performance;  and  an  evaluation  pro- 

cess for  measuring  performance  against  ob- 
jectives; the  application  of  modern  manage- 

ment and  organization  development  tech- 
niques to  produce  the  optimum  organization 

structure  for  translating  policy  into  pro- 

gramme so  as  to  most  effectively  meet  ob- 
jectives; and  the  development  of  necessary 

informational  channels  between  the  ministry 

and  his  client  groups  to  provide  two-way 
communication  and,  therefore,  the  feedback 

links  required  to  monitor  changing  needs 

in  the  changing  environment  in  which  pro- 
grammes operate. 

It  consists  really  of  a  number  of  individuals. 
I  can  give  the  names  of  two  at  the  present 

time;  a  policy  development  co-ordinator,  who 
is  D.  D.  Higley,  formerly  a  chief  inspector 
with  the  OPP;  and  a  planning  and  evaluation 
adviser,  Mr.  Michael  Brown.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can  give  a  very  good 
example  of  the  work  of  these  two  individuals, 
because  they  have  assisted  us  in  translating 

the  coroners'  report  of  the  Law  Reform 
Commission  into  a  bill  of  this  Legislature, 
and  developing  the  Police  Act,  which  was 
but  a  problem  within  the  new  ministry  and 
is  now  seen  in  the  form  of  a  bill  in  this 

Act.  These  are  two  examples  of  some  of  the 
work  that  will  be  done. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  on  policy  development. 
May  I  ask  the  minister  what  are  the  policies 

he's  developing  in  order  to  control  organized 
crime  in  this  province? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 

bulk  of  this  work  comes  through  the  efforts 
of  the  Ontario  Police  Commission  and  of 

the  Ontario  Provincial  Police;  the  latter 

through  the  course  of  their  criminal  law 
enforcement.  I  suggest  this;  that  at  the 
proper  time  and  at  the  proper  place,  I  will 
be  able  to  delineate  for  the  hon.  member 

the  specifics  of  how  that  work  is  carried  on. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Is  the  minister  suggesting 
that  there  is  no  central  planning  through 
his  office  in  this  particular  field? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  minis- 
try office  structure  is  just  coming  into  being. 

The  liaison  is  there  with  the  two  agencies 

primarily  concerned,  and  in  addition  in  in- 
direct contacts  with  the  other  agencies 

throughout  the  province.  The  responsibility 

for  carrying  out  planning  on  a  continuing 
basis,  of  course,  lies  with  the  two  agencies 
involved. 

We  are  in  the  process  of  creating  that 
structure.  We  have  already,  in  the  course 
of  the  six  weeks,  been  in  continuous  con- 

tact with  these  agencies  to  learn  from  them 
what  the  scope  of  their  activities  is.  Once 
that  basis  has  been  formed,  then  we  go  on 
from  there  to  develop  future  policies  and 

programmes   in— 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  you  heard  the 
minister  say  his  central  office  is  responsible 

for  liaison.  He  is  going  to  go  on  and  de- 
velop future  policy.  Surely,  I  can  discuss 

it— after   you   get   me    a   quorum,   that  is. 

Mr.  Chairman:   Really,   I  say  to  the  hon. 

member,  I  know  these  things  are  difficult- 

Mr.    Shulman:    Get    me    a    quorum    first, 

then  we'll  discuss  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We'll  count  first. 

Mr.  Chairman  ordered  that  the  bells  be 

rung  for  four  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please!  We  are  just 
counting  to  see  whether  we  have  a  quorum 
or  not.  We  now  have  a  quorum. 

Mr.  W.  Newman  (Ontario  South):  Mr. 
Chairman,  on  a  point  of  order.  When  the 
committee  is  sitting  downstairs,  which  is 
really  an  extension  of  the  House,  do  we  have 
to  have  a  quorum  in  here  too,  or  is  it  a 
quorum   between   the   two    of   them? 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  question  was  discuss- 

ed the  other  day  and  there  has  been  no  for- 
mal ruling  in  that   respect  to   include  both 

bodies  in  one  quorum.  Until  such  a  ruling 
is  made  by  Mr.  Speaker  I  will  have  to  abide 
by  the  orders  as  they  are  laid  down.  So  at 
the  present  time  we  need  a  quorum  in  this 
particular  chamber. 

Mr.   Shulman:    Mr.   Chairman- 

Mr.   Chairman:   Order  please!   Just  before 
we    continue,    I    think   if   the   hon.    member 

would  look  at  the  explanation  at  the  foot  of— 

Mrs.  M.  Scrivener  (St.  David):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, on  a  point  of  order.  At  this  point  then, 

since  I  am  the  chairman  of  the  standing 

committee  on  estimates,  my  committee  can- 
not proceed  with  its  business. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Do  you  not  have  a  quorum 
down  there? 

Mrs.  Scrivener:  We  came  up  here  at  the 
call  of  the  bell. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  see  nothing  to  prevent 

the  committee  members  from  returning— 
the  standing  committee  that  is— to  their  du- 

ties, and  we  will  see  what  happens  here. 

An  hon.  member:  Don't  all  go  at  once! 

Mr.  Shulman:  Not  too  many  of  them. 

Mr.  Chairman:  In  explanation  of  the  hon. 

member's  point,  which  was  under  some  dis- 
cussion at  the  ringing  of  the  bells,  the  de- 

scription of  the  programme  reads:  "This  pro- 
gramme provides  supporting  administrative 

and  financial  services  for  the  operating  pro- 

grammes   of   the   ministry." 
The  operating  programmes  of  the  ministry 

in  my  opinion  are  votes  1302,  1303,  1304, 
1305,  etc.,  and  the  topic  which  he  wishes  to 
discuss  is  one  of  the  operating  programmes 

and  would  certainly  be  very  appropriate 
under   1305. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  minister 
has  just  finished  explaining  the  programme 
under  this  vote.  He  said  it  involves  liaison 

in  setting  up  of  programmes  and  that  is 
exactly  what  I  want  to  discuss.  Now  you  are 
going  to  rule  me  out  of  order;  it  is  most 
strange. 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  the  topic  which  you 
indicated  you  were  going  to  discuss  is  very 
appropriate  under  1305  and  I  so  rule.  Any 
further  discussion  on  1301?  We  will  soon 

get  to  vote  1305. 

All  right,  1301  then? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Before  you  leave  it,  may  I 

ask  one  question?  When  we  come  to  1305— 
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and  I  will  be  quite  happy  to  discuss  it  there 
—it  is  going  to  involve  certain  matters  that 
are  not  under  1305.  Are  you  going  to  then 
rule  me  out  of  order  because  I  am  getting 
into  too  broad  a  topic,  whereas  right  now 
you  are  saying  it  is  too  narrow  or  something? 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  is  assum- 
ing interpretations  which  he  has  no  right  to 

assume  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  am  just  making  sure  I  am 
allowed  to  bring  this  in  under  one  of  these 

votes  and  I  don't  care  which  one.  But  if  you 
try  and  rule  me  out  of  order  on  1305,  say- 

ing it  should  be  1301,  you  and  I  are  going 
to  have  a  very  bad  time  today. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  don't  think  the  threat  is 
necessary.  If  it  has  to  do  with  law  enforce- 

ment it  will  be  very  appropriate. 

Mr.  Shulman:  It  isn't  just  to  do  with  law enforcement.  It  has  to  do  with  the  failure 
of  the  minister  to  set  out  proper  policies. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Which  is  the  policy  of  law 
enforcement. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  am  in  no  way  challenging  your  rul- 

ing. I  would  ask  you  to  reconsider  the  fact 
that  votes  1304  and  1305  are  related  en- 

tirely to  the  Ontario  Provincial  Police;  that 
is  the  major  heading  on  those  two  votes.  I 

thing  that  since  it  is  within  the  minister's 
discretion  to  so  order  the  votes  of  his  esti- 

mates in  any  way  he  sees  fit,  we  are  con- 
strained always  within  the  meaning  of  those 

estimates.  The  particular  votes  1304  and 
1305  are  solely  and  entirely  confined  to  the 
Ontario  Provincial  Police.  As  I  understand 
it,  my  colleague,  the  member  for  High  Park, 
wishes  to  discuss  a  matter  which,  in  his 
judgement  and  subject  to  hearing  him  and 

the  chairman's  judgement,  relates  entirely 
to  the  responsibility  of  the  minister  as  min- 

ister of  this  department. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  think  the  hon.  member 

wasn't  in  the  House;  I've  a  very  good  idea of  what  went  on.  Vote  1304  has  to  do  with 
the  body  known  as  the  Ontario  Provincial 
Police.  Now  1305  has  to  do  with  the  law 
enforcement   programme    of   all   forces,   you 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  in— 

Mr.   Chairman:    No,  you  are  actually   de- 

bating the  chairman's  rulings. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  just  want  to  make  the 
point  clear.  In  my  book,  vote  1305  has  at 
the  top  of  it,  on  page  156  and  following,  the 

heading  "Ontario  Provincial  Police,  continu- 
ed." Now  1304  and  1305  are,  on  any  ordin- 

ary interpretation  of  this  book,  which  is  con- 
fusing enough,  related  entirely  to  the  On- 

tario Provincial  Police. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes,  on  different  facets  of 
their  work.  No.  1304  is  the  body  itself,  the 
number  of  members,  their  training  and  the 
various  headings  which  you  see  here.  No. 
1305  is  the  law  enforcement  programme  of 
the  OPP— and  probably  other  bodies.  I  am 
just  not  too  sure— and  1306,  too.  It  is  the 
work  that  the  hon.  member  wishes  to  discuss, 
there  is  no  question  of  that.  I  think  it  would 
be  very  appropriate  then,  more  appropriate 
than  at  the  present  time,  and  I  have  so 
ruled. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  If  I  may  be  of  assist- 
ance, when  we  get  to  the  detailed  votes  like 

1301-well,  1301  stands  by  itself;  1302  stands 
by  itself  and  then  you  get  to  1303,  the  super- 

vision of  police  forces.  Then  you  get  the 
Ontario  Provincial  Police  which  consists  of 
votes  1304,  1305  and  1306.  It  would  seem 

to  me  that  when  we  come  to  1303,  super- 
vision of  police  forces,  it  may  be  that  if  the 

hon.  member  wishes  to  discus  it  at  that  time- 

Mr.  Shulman:  What  difference  does  it  make 

where  we  bring  it  up?  Anywhere  you  like. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Fine.  It  is  just  that 
there  is  an  orderly  way  of  doing  things. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  1303  is  the  work  of 
the  Ontario  Police  Commission  in  all  its 
facets,  whatever  that  might  be,  and  police 

training,  so  I  think— 

Mr.  Shulman:  All  right.  Let's  go  on. 
Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  OPC  is  interested- 

Mr.  Shulman:  As  long  as  it  is  understood 
it  is  being  brought  up  under  a  vote,  you  may 
choose  which  one. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  will  certainly  give  the 
hon.  member  every  opportunity  to  discuss  it 
in  the  appropriate  place.  Vote  1301,  then,  is carried? 

Vote  1301  agreed  to. 

On  vote  1302: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Now  1302,  public  safety 

programme;  there  are  certain  rather  defined 
items  here.  Is  it  the  wish  that  the  committee 
discuss  them  item  by  item? 
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Mr.  Shulman:  Yes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  first  one  is  programme 
administration.  Item  No.  1.  Anything  under 
that? 

Carried. 

Item  No.  2,  Centre  for  Forensic  Sciences. 

The  hon.  member  for  High  Park. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Who  is  doing  your  pathology 
these  days,  Mr.  Minister? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  At  the  present  time  we 
are  getting  the  pathology  services  from  a 
number  of  sources,  from  those  men  designated 
as  regional  pathologists  and  from  the  path- 

ology services  which  are  available  in  certain 
hospitals. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Is  the  minister  aware  that 

Toronto  happens  to  be  the  only  large  city  in 
all  of  North  America  that  doesn't  have  a 
pathologist  on  the  staff? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Actually  what  is 
happening  and  has  been  occurring  for  some 
time  is  that  we  are  in  the  process  of  obtain- 

ing the  services  of  someone  who  will  be 
known  as  a  provincial  pathologist— director 
of  forensic  pathology  will  be  his  title.  When 
we  have  that  person  we  will  be  able  to  de- 

velop in  a  more  thorough  way  the  direct 
service  of  pathology  services. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Very  good.  How  long  has 
that  post  been  vacant? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  It  goes  back  some  time. 
It  goes  back  three  years— 2^  years— and  it  has 

a  history  which  I  don't  want  to  bore  the 
House  with  by  recounting.  It  goes  back  to 
an  advisory  council,  back  in  December  of 
1968;  and  then  indicates  what  has  been 
attempted  to  be  done  in  this  matter.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  I  think  at  the  beginning  of 
the  year  we  thought  we  had  the  pathology 
problem  solved;  but  it  has  not  yet  been 

solved.  But  I'm  hopeful  that  before  not  too long,  this  very  important  post  will  be  filled. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  it's  been  vacant  2^ 
years.  How  much  are  you  p'repared  to  pay 
the  man  to  fill  that  very  important  post? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  It's  a  $64  question,  I think. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well  I  would  hope  that  the 
minister  would  be  able  to  answer  the  $64 
question;  because  nobody  else  can. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  In  discussions  with 

the   civil   service   about  the   particular  sum, 

there  is  no  doubt  that  the  amount  that  is  to 

be  paid  as  salary— that  and  other  aspects- 
has  been  one  of  the  factors  in  the  finding 
of  the  suitable  person. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Is  the  minister  saying  to  me 
that  in  the  2%  years  the  post  has  been 

vacant,  he's  not  yet  prepared  to  say  how 
much  he  is  willing  to  pay  to  fill  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  This  matter  was  one  of 

the  items  that  was  on  my  desk  when  I 
assumed  the  new  ministry.  I  inquired  into 
it,  and  I  am  satisfied  that  we  are  now  initiat- 

ing what  may  be  the  final  steps  to  obtaining 

the  services  of  this  person.  There's  no  ques- 
tion that  this  post  must  be  filled. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Very  interesting,  except  that 
your  predecessor  said  that  last  year.  Your 
predecessor  said  that  two  years  ago  and  we 
are  getting  the  same  answer.  The  post  has 
to  be  filled,  the  post  will  be  filled;  the  post 

hasn't  been  filled  and  the  post  isn't  going  to be  filled. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  for  your 
information,  we  are  hopeful  that  perhaps  the 

giving  of  a  status  to  the  post— he  will  be  a 
director  of  forensic  pathology— that  the  title 
may  be  an  added  incentive  to  assume  this 
job.  We  are  in  the  process  of  developing  a 

new  building.  All  of  those  factors  are  in- 
volved. When  a  man  sees  that  he  has,  in 

addition  to  a  reasonable  salary,  a  title  of 
distinction  and  facilities  that  are  first  rank, 
it  may  enable  us  to  get  the  kind  of  person 
we  want. 

We  can  get  a  pathologist- 

Mr.  Shulman:  You  can't. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well,  just  a  minute. 
There  is  the  standard  that  we  set.  I  think 
the  hon.  member  would  agree  that  this  is 
not  just  a  question  of  getting  a  pathologist, 

but  getting  "the"  pathologist  for  the   post. 
Mr.  Shulman:  The  minister  is  unaware  of 

how  eagerly  a  pathologist— any  qualified 
pathologist— is  sought  at  the  present  time; 
so  much  so  that  you  have  had  no  applica- 

tion for  the  post  at  all.  Not  from  any  qualified 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  My  recollection  is 
that  some  time  I  saw  a  figure  of  12;  and  I 
think  there  have  been  interviews  with  at 
least  six. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Qualified  pathologists,  with 
a  degree? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  beg  your  pardon? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Qualified  pathologists— 
members  of  the  college? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Can  the  minister  name  one? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well,  it  doesn't  add 
anything  to  give  one. 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  little  credibility. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  A  little  credibility? 

I  don't  have  to  give  the  name  of  a  person  to 
give  credibility.  I  don't  think  the  fact  of 
giving  the  name  of  a  person  here  adds  any- 

thing, and  establishing  the  fact  that  either 

he  did  not  want  the  job  or  we  didn't  feel 
he  was  qualified. 

I  say  to  the  hon.  member  that  I  have  seen 
the  figure  12  somewhere,  and  that  we  have 
had  five  or  six  interviews. 

Mr.  Shulman:  All  right,  I  will  abandon 
that  for  the  moment.  If  the  minister  is  inter- 

viewing, or  has  interviewed  five  or  six  peo- 

ple, and  yet  doesn't  know  what  the  salary 
is;  what  does  he  say  to  these  people  when 

they  say:  "What's  the  salary."  Does  he  say: 
"Well,  we  don't  know,  but  we  will  find 

out." 
Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Of  course,  Mr.  Chair- 

man, I  don't  do  the  interviewing  myself.  My 
task  is  to  determine  that  we  have  to  get  a 
pathologist  and  to  see  that  that  is  carried 
out.  Then  it  is  the  responsibility  of  others 
within  the  department  to  make  the  presenta- 

tions. I  believe  it's  in  the  process  of  going  to 
Management  Board  for  a  review  at  the 
present  time. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't  want 
to  belabour  this.  I  guess  it  is  ludicrous 
enough  as  it  is.  I  just  want  to  point  out  for 

the  record  that  the  minister  doesn't  do  the 
interviews;  this  is  quite  true.  His  assistants 
do  the  interviews.  The  answer  he  has  given 
here,  when  we  ask  about  the  salary,  is  that 

that's  the  $64  question.  I  just  want  you  to 
picture  the  scene  when  the  pathologist  comes 
in  for  his  interview.  He  goes  through  the 
whole  thing,  his  qualifications  and  so  forth, 

and  he  says,  "What  is  the  salary?"  I  pre- 
sume the  deputy  answers  the  same  as  the 

minister,  "That's  the  $64  question."  This 
may  give  you  some  idea  of  why  that  par- 

ticular position  has  been  vacant  for  2Vz  years. 

Incidentally,  in  case  the  minister  doesn't 
know  it  and  I  presume  he  doesn't,  it  isn't 
vacant   because    of    the    salary.    You    had    a 

chance  to  get  one  of  the  most  qualified  men 
in  North  America.  He  was  prepared  to  accept 
the  very  low  salary  you  were  offering  at 
that  time.  He  said  the  working  conditions 

were  atrocious  and  he  wouldn't  accept  it. 
That  is  why  it  is  vacant,  and  it  will  be 
vacant  when  we  come  back  next  year  and 
debate  this  again. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  2. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  If  the  hon.  member 

is  going  to  be  repetitious,  I  am  going  to  be 
repetitious  in  my  answers.  I  indicated  to 
the  hon.  member  that  now  we  have  a  title 

"director  of—" 
Mr.  Shulman:  Do  you  think  someone  is 

going  to  take  a  job  like  that  because  of  the 

title? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes;  that  is  a  fringe 

benefit.  There  will  be  a  reporting  relation- 
ship to  the  assistant  deputy  minister.  He  is 

going  to  have  a  spanking  new  building  right 
at  the  centre  of  town  and  of  the  action. 

These  all  add  to  the  position. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Wonderful!  Is  the  minister 

suggesting  that  the  new  title  "director  of 
forensic  sciences"  is  of  more  value  to  a  path- 

ologist than  "chief  pathologist  for  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario"  was?  Is  that  what  he  is 

suggesting?  Does  he  think  anyone  is  going 
to  believe  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  hon.  member  has 

missed  the  significant  point.  It  is  the  re- 
porting status.  He  will  now  report  to  the 

minister  through  the  assistant  deputy  min- 
ister. That  reporting  status  is  a  very  im- 

portant factor. 
Mr.  Shulman:  And  where  did  the  chief 

pathologist  report  before? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Through  the  director 
of  the  forensic  centre. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Is  the  minister  seriously 

suggesting  this  would  make  any  difference  to 
a  pathologist,  to  whom  he  reports?  Are  you 
serious? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  He  wants  to  have 

status  and  that  is  important.  I  say  this,  that 
if  anybody  were  to  hint  that  from  Morty 

Shulman  the  word  "doctor"  was  to  be  taken 
from  the  title,  he  would  do  anything  in  the 

world  to  stop  that,  because  the  term  "doctor" 
gives  him  status  far  beyond  mortal  beings. 

I  don't  decry  him  for  that;  every  doctor  feels 
the  same  way.  I  feel  the  same  way  about 

my  Queen's  Counsel.  Being  a  director  with 
director  status— 
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Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Not 
really. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —reporting  directly  is 
a  very  important  factor.  The  hon.  member  is 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  really  don't  want  to  be- 
labour this,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well,  you  are  be- 
labouring it. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  minister  is  quite  wrong. 
He  is  quite  wrong  about  me,  first  of  all.  I 

don't  use  doctor's  plates.  The  title  means 
nothing  to  me.  I'm  called  Mr.  Shulman  in the  House. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Are  you  trying  to  avoid 

being  called  for  duty  by  not  having  doctor's 
plates?  Shocking! 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  no  patholo- 
gist in  this  world  is  going  to  believe  that  that 

title  is  going  to  make  the  slightest  bit  of 
difference.  What  matters  are  working  condi- 

tions; what  matters  is  salary.  That's  why  the 
post  is  vacant  and  that's  why  it  is  going  to continue  to  be  vacant.  I  suggest  the  minister 
go  down  and  take  a  look,  because  obviously 

he  just  doesn't  know  what  he  is  talking about. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
hon.  member  thinks  that  the  only  thing  that 
the  person  seeking  this  job  is  going  to  be 
interested  in  is  dollars  that  are  going  to  be 

paid- 
Mr.  Shulman:  No,  the  working  conditions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —the  hon.  member  is 
away  off  base. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  will  try  once  more,  and  I 

didn't  want  to  belabour  this. 

Mr.  Chairman:  You  are  both  being  very 
repetitious. 

Mr.  Shulman:  You  had  a  chief  pathologist; 
you  had  the  best  man  available  in  all  of 
Ontario,  practically  all  of  North  America.  He 
was  prepared  to  take  a  substandard  salary. 
He  quit  because  of  the  working  conditions. 
Have    I    got   through   to    the   minister? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  2,  carried? 

Item  2  agreed  to. 

Item  3,  emergency  measures.  Carried? 

Item  3  agreed  to. 

Item  4,  fire  safety  services. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor- Walkerville):  Mr. 
Chairman,  may  I  ask  of  the  minister  if,  under 
this  vote,  we  could  discuss  mobile  homes  and 
camper  trailers  and  the  safety  feature  in- 

volved in  them,  that  is,  the  requirement  that 
at  least  one  of  the  windows  in  the  portion 
of  the  mobile  unit  that  does  not  have  a  door 
be  set,  such  that  by  strict  pressure  of  the 

individual's  body  against  the  window  the 
window  would  snap  out  and  the  individual 
could  escape  from  the  mobile  unit  rather  than 
be  trapped  inside? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  know 

nothing  about  this.  I  haven't  heard  of  this 
matter  before.  The  point  seems  to  be  well 
taken.  It  is  done  in  the  case,  I  think,  of  buses, 
which  at  the  present  time  are  all  equipped 
with  that  particular  window.  I  would  be 
glad  to  refer  it  to  both  the  fire  marshal  and 
to  the  Ministry  of  Transportation  and  Com- 

munications so  that  they  might  look  at  the 

problem. 
Mr.  B.  Newman:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Then  I'll  pass  over  to  the  minister's  officials 
a  clipping  that  recommends  such  a  move, 
especially  in  the  United  States,  and  if  it 
applies  there,  I  think  it  would  apply  here  in 
Ontario. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  4. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Still  on  vote  1302,  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  wonder  if  you  might  give  me 
permission  to  ask  one  question  about  the 
Centre  of  Forensic  Sciences,  which  in  the 
heat  of  my  fury  I  slipped  over. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Well,  you  have  permission. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Thank  you.  I  want  to  ask  the 
minister  why  the  Centre  of  Forensic  Sciences 
refuses  to  do  investigations  that  it  considers 
too  small,  and  I  specifically  refer  to  a  letter 
which  was  sent  to  the  minister  and  to  myself 
by  Mr.  Gordon  Zabrack  of  325  Joicey  Blvd. 
in  Toronto;  this  is  back  last  November.  There 
was  a  car  accident,  a  hit-and-run  accident 

actually— I'll  just  quote  briefly:  "Last  winter 
our  yellow  Camaro,  parked  on  a  side  street, 

had  its  door  bashed  in  while  parked—" 
Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  On  a  point  of  order, 

Mr.  Chairman,  was  that  letter  addressed  to 
me? 

Mr.  Shulman:  No,  this  one  is  addressed  to 
me,  but  I  understand  the  department  was  also 
written;  it  would  be  your  predecessor. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Oh,  the  department. 
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Mr.  Shulman:  The  police  were  called  but 

they  had  a  semi-witness,  so  they  took  paint 
samples  from  the  other  car,  sent  them  to  the 
Centre  of  Forensic  Sciences,  and  the  Centre 
of  Forensic  Sciences  refused  to  do  the  case 

because  they  said  the  damage  involved  was 
too  small  and  they  were  too  busy  to  look  into 
small  cases. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
not  familiar  with  the  matter.  Would  the  hon. 

member  care  to  read  the  reply  of  the  Centre 
of  Forensic  Sciences? 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  reply  came  through  the 

police:  "The  investigating  officer  came  back 
to  tell  us  he  felt  he  might  have  the  guilty 
party,  but  the  paint  would  have  to  be  checked 

out  by  the  lab."  Many  weeks  went  by  and  he 
kept  calling  the  police  officer.  Finally,  some 
months  later,  he  was  informed  that  the  lab 
was  too  busy  to  be  bothered  with  such  a  small 

case;  he  was  very  sorry,  but  they  couldn't  go 
further  with  it  because  they  were  so  far 

behind  in  their  work  they  couldn't  take  small cases. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 

don't  know  what  the  concern  was  of  the 
gentleman  who  was  interested  in  getting  the 

answer- 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  concern  was  that  his  car 

was  smashed  in;  they  knew  who  it  was  and— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No,  but  what  was  the 

purpose  of  it?  You  see,  the  centre's  priorities 
in  servicing  are,  firstly  the  police,  secondly 
the  regional  pathologists,  thirdly  coroners  and 
defence  counsel  in  criminal  cases,  and  then 
we  get  to  the  civil  cases.  There  is  a  workload 

at  the  centre,  an  extensive  workload— one 
investigation  may  take  weeks  and  weeks  of 

a  person's  time— so  they  have  to  pass  judge- ment. 

I'd  be  very  happy  to  look  into  that  instance, 
because  I  don't  think  that  any  case  is  too 
small;  it's  just  a  question  that  this  case  may 
have  to  take  its  order  in  importance. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  investigating  officer  is 

Constable  McFarlane,  No.  1966,  from  Sta- 
tion 32,  and  I  wish  to  inform  you  that  is  not 

true.  It's  not  a  matter  of  taking  precedence; 
they  are  so  jammed  up  down  there,  they  are 

so  far  behind,  they  just  can't  take  all  the 
cases.  And  what  I  am  suggesting  to  the 
minister  is  that  they  need  more  money,  they 
need  more  staff;  otherwise  this  kind  of  thing 
is  going  to  occur  again  and  again.  The 
police  were  not  told  that  the  case  might  take 
six  months  or  a  year  or  two  years;  they  were 

told  they  couldn't  take  on  small  cases,  they 
were  too  jammed  up. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  4  was  completed 

then,  was  it?  Fire  safety? 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  I  would  like  to  ask  one 

question  of  the  minister  under  item  4.  Re- 
garding the  recommendations  of  the  grand 

jury  in  relation  to  various  centres,  does  the 

department  follow  up  on  the  recommenda- 
tions? Because  I  have  one  here  concerning 

the  juvenile  detention  home  in  Amherstburg, 
and  one  of  the  comments  is  that  the  upper 
floor  is  lacking  an  emergency  exit  and  the 
windows  are  constructed  of  solid  plexiglass, 
which  is  highly  combustible  and  gives  off  a 

poisonous  gas  when  burned.  Is  it  the  minis- 

ter's responsibility  to  follow  up  on  these 
recommendations,  and  would  he  have  his 
officials  follow  up  on  this  one  specifically? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes,  we  will,  Mr. 
Chairman.  My  understanding  is  that  those 
reports  come  up  through  the  office  of  the 

inspector  of  legal  offices  and  they  are  check- 
ed out.  I  may  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  respect 

to  the  hon.  member's  earlier  question  con- 
cerning mobile  homes,  there  is  a  committee 

presently  studying  those  features  that  the 
hon.   member   touched   upon. 

Mr.  Newman:  The  mobile  home  question, 

Mr.  Chairman,  goes  beyond  simply  the  mo- 
bile home;  it  also  includes  the  travel  trailer, 

because  if  there  are  two  rooms  in  the  unit, 
then  there  is  always  access  to  a  door,  but 

the  second  room  in  the  unit  only  has  win- 

dows— Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  —and  the  individual  could 
not  leave  if  there  were  a  fire  in  the  front 

part  of  the  unit.  So  there  must  be  some 

means  of  escape,  and  that  is  by  push-out 
windows. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  4  then  is— Yes? 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich- Riverside):  Mr. 
Chairman,  has  the  minister  made  any  head- 

way in  the  matter  of  having  the  parking 
areas  of  supermarkets  and  some  highrise 
apartments  covered  by  the  Highway  Traffic 
Act  in  such  a  way  that  fire  engines  can  get 
to  the  places  easily  in  the  event  of  trouble? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  am  advised  that  the 

fire  marshal  is  looking  at  that  problem  at 
the    present    time. 

Mr.  Burr:  Mr.  Chairman,  he  has  been 
looking  at  it  ever  since  I  came  to  this  House, 
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I   think.  When  is  he  going  to  make  a  deci- 
sion? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  think  it  relates  to 

the  position  of  that  particular  piece  of  pro- 
perty in  relationship  to  municipal  control. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  would  think  the  hon. 

member's  point  is  taken  in  the  context  of  all 
the  action  that  takes  place  on  parking  lots 
of  that  kind  which  have  <a  private  status 
within  the  law,  and  yet  are  used  by  the 
public  in  a  very  public  way,  and  I  think  it 
relates  to  the  position  of  the  Highway  Traf- 

fic Act  and  a  number  of  others  items.  So 

far  as  I  am  concerned  the  hon.  member's 
position  is  new  with  me,  and  I  will  follow 
it  through. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted 

to  reinforce  the  hon.  member's  comments, 
because  as  everyone  does  shop  to  a  certain 
extent  in  various  shopping  malls  and  plazas 
throughout  the  Province  of  Ontario,  you  do 
find  that  parking  is  in  the  restricted  area.  You 
find  individuals  parking  their  cars  in  areas 
that  are  designated  as  fire  routes,  and  yet 

nothing  seems  to  be  done,  and  it  isn't  done 
because  I  understand  no  one  has  authority  to 
do  anything.  Last  year  I  introduced  a  private 

member's  bill  specifically  on  this  one  point, 
and  nothing  was  followed  up  by  the  govern- 

ment, Mr.  Minister.  I  think  you  are  going  to 
have  to  look  very  seriously  at  that  and  come 
down  with  some  type  of  legislation  before  we 
do  have  some  serious  type  of  disaster  at  one 
of  our  shopping  centres. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  No.  4  carried? 

Item  4  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  5— coroners'  investi- 
gations and  inquests;. 

The  hon.  member  for  High  Park. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 

to  draw  the  minister's  attention  to  an  inquest 
into  the  death  last  July  28  of  an  18-year-old 
boy  named  Mark  Predun,  of  291  Chambers 
Ave.,  Sault  Ste.  Marie.  There  was  consider- 

able unrest  in  Sault  Ste.  Marie  about  that 
inquest,  particularly  in  view  of  the  evidence 
that  was  given.  There  were  a  number  of  wit- 

nesses who  said  that  the  woman  who  killed 
the  boy  did  not  stop  at  a  stop  sign  marked 
by  a  flashing  overhead  light,  nor  did  she 
slow  down.  The  woman  said  she  admitted 
her  fault,  that  she  ran  the  stop  sign,  and  yet 
the  jury  made  no  recommendations  and  no 
charges  have  been  laid.  Does  the  minister 
care  to  make  any  comment  on  this? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  wonder  if  the  hon. 

member  would  repeat  the  last  couple  of— 

Mr.  Shulman:  Predun— P-r-e— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  know  the  name,  but 
the  specific  question? 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  specific  question  is, 
why  were  no  charges  laid  following  the 
inquest? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  My  notes  state,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  a  highway  traffic  charge 
under  the  old  section  64(a)  was  laid  against 
Mrs.  Alma  M.  Speer,  and  that  the  charge 
was  heard  on  July  27,  1971,  and  a  conviction 
obtained.  Mrs.  Speer  was  assessed  a  fine  of 
$20  and  the  fine  was  paid. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Exactly,  the  charge  was  fail- 
ing to  stop  at  a  stop  sign.  Does  the  minister 

not  agree  that  a  more  serious  charge  should 
have  been  laid  involving  the  death?  All  she 
was  charged  with  was  going  through  a  stop 
sign,  and  she  was  fined  $20.  What  kind  of 

charge  is  that  when  a  death  results?  Shouldn't careless  driving  or  reckless  driving  have  been 
laid  here? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
responsibility  lies  with  the  Crown  attorney 
who  would  have  examined  all  of  the  material 
placed  before  him  and  come  to  a  conclusion 
on  what  charge  was  proper  in  the  instance. 

I  guess  he  would  examine— what?— the  police 
reports.  I  would  imagine  it's  a  simple  thing 
to  lay  a  charge,  but  it's  another  thing  to  make 
sure  that  the  charge  stands  up  in  a  court  of 
law  and  the  Crown  attorney  would  exercise 
his  discretion. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  don't  want  to  pursue  this— 
Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  But  there  have  been 

a  great  many  instances,  I  believe,  where  there 
have  been  fatalities  but  only  simple  charges 
could  be  laid. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Not  when  you've  got  six 
witnesses.  But,  however,  I  just  want  to  get 

this  quite  straight,  so  I'll  go  after  the  Attor- ney General   (Mr.  Bales),  if  necessary. 

Is  the  minister  suggesting  that  this  is  the 
responsibility  of  the  Crown  attorney  and  not 
of  the  officers  who  made  the  recommenda- 

tion? If  so,  we'll  proceed  with  this  downstairs 
tomorrow  with  the  Attorney  General. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No.  It's  a  joint  re- 
sponsibility. 

Mr.  Shulman:  All  right. 



3852 ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  officers  in  con- 
sultation with  the  Crown  attorney. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Then  let's  talk  about  your 
end  of  the  responsibility— the  officers.  Why 
was  no  serious  charge  laid? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't 
think  that  I'm  in  a  position  to  pass  or  could 
be  expected  to  pass  on  the  judgement  of 
police  officers  in  the  particular  case,  in  July, 
1971.  The  officers  must  have  come  to  the 

conclusion  that  that  was  the  only  charge 
which  properly  should  have  been  made  at 
the  time,  and  they  therefore  made  it. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Is  the  minister  prepared  to 
look  into  the  matter  and  report  back? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes,  I'd  be  glad  to 
review  the  file. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I'd  like  to 
turn  to  the  death  of  Det.  Brian  Maloney  of 
the  Ottawa  police  department  and  the  in- 

quest into  that  particular  death.  Why  were 
no  charges  laid? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  don't  have  the 

material  with  respect  to  that,  but  I'll  look 
into  the  matter. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Will  the  minister  report 
back? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Okay.  I'd  like  to  turn  to  the 
deaths  of  Mr.  Art  Eckert  and  Mr.  Ewart 

Lane  of  Smithville  and  I've  had  consider- 

able correspondence  with  the  minister's  pre- 
decessor as  to  whether  an  inquest  would  be 

held.  The  last  letter  I  have  is  dated  Dec. 

15,   1971. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  What  is  the  name 

again,    Mr.    Chairman? 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  names  were  Ewart  Lane 
and  Arthur  Eckert.  The  last  letter  I  have 

from  the  minister's  office  is  dated  Dec.  15, 
promising  that  an  inquest  would  be  held 
at  some  indefinite  time  in  the  future.  Has 

that  inquest  yet  been  held  and  if  so,  what 
was   the   result? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Better  check  into  that 

one  too,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Thank  you. 

I'd  like  to  ask  the  minister  about  a  coro- 
ner, Dr.  M.  Hopkinson,  who  last  December 

threatened  he  would  resign  if  an  inquest 
were  held  into  the  deaths  of  David  Leaver, 

his  wife  and  three  of  his  four  daughters,  all 
of  whom  died  when  their  plane  crashed  near 
Tobermory. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  We  were  not  aware,  I 
believe,  of  the  threat  to  resign.  The  crash 
was  investigated  and  it  was  the  determination 

of  the  supervising  coroner's  office  that  no 
inquest  need  be  held. 

Did  he  threaten  to  resign  if  it  were 
held  or  if  it  were  not  held? 

Mr.  Shulman:  If  it  were  held. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well  it  was  a— 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  quote  from  the  Oakville 

Journal-Record  of  Dec.  29,  1971: 

Coroner  Dr.  M.  Hopkinson  said  he  will 
fight  any  effort  to  force  an  inquest  into  a 
plane  crash  that  took  the  lives  of  five 
Halton  county  residents  .  .  .  Hopkinson 
said  he  would  resign  as  coroner  if  forced 
to  hold  an  inquest. 

I  wonder,  why  is  your  department  so  anxi- 
ous that  this  inquest  not  be  held  in  a  plane 

crash?  What  is  there  here  that's  so  upsetting? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't know  how  the  hon.  member  can  stretch  even 

that  article  into  his  comment.  Dr.  Hopkinson 

said  that  he  would  resign  if  there  were  a— 

Mr.  Shulman:  An  inquest. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —an  inquest  held?  I 

don't  understand  why  he  would  make  that 
statement.  I  am  just  saying  that  the  super- 

vising coroner's  office  did  make  an  investi- 
gation and  came  to  the  conclusion  that  no 

inquest  need  be  held  because  all  of  the 
relevant  factors  for  which  an  inquest  is 
held  were  known. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Isn't  the  purpose  of  an  in- 
quest to  prevent  similar  deaths  in  the  future? 

Am  I  wrong  or  is  that  the  purpose  of  an 
inquest? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  investigation  is 

also  designed  to  that  end.  If  the  investiga- 
tion proves  that  something  of  that  kind  can 

be  learned,  why,  an  inquest  goes  ahead.  I 
can  only  assume  that  if  the  investigation 
indicates  that  no  such  information  would  be 

forthcoming,  an  inquest  would  not  be  held. 

Mr.  Shulman:  In  this  particular  case— you 

have  your  advisers  from  the  coroner's  office 
in  front  of  you— what  was  the  cause  of  the 
crash? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  don't  think  the  hon. 
member  would  expect  us  to  have  the  details 
of  every  one  of  the  22,000  investigations 
that  were  carried  on.  I  remember  when  that 

tragic  incident  was  reported  in  the  general 
newspapers.  I  believe  it  had  something  to  do 
with  the  landing  procedures.  However,  I  may 

say  this,  that  when  Dr.  Hopkinson— if  people 
expect  to  have  the  minister  jump  on  ultima- 

tums, they  have  got  the  wrong  man.  If 

people  say,  "Do  this  or  else;  or  don't  do  this 
or  else,"  they  are  just  wasting  their  time 
because  that  isn't  the  way  I  have  ever  done 
business.  An  ultimatum  to  me  is  just  a 

sign  of  immaturity  and  that  kind  of— 

Mr.  Shulman:  This  particular  ultimatum 
seems  to  have  got  results.  There  was  no 
inquest. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Not  necessarily.  The 
hon.  member  jumps  from  A  to  B  and  the 

two  don't  always  necessarily  follow. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  think  the  minister's  words 
were  that  the  cause  of  the  death  was  a 

faulty  landing  procedure.  Such  death  is  the 

very  type  on  which  one  should  hold  an  in- 
quest so  as  to  prevent  other  people  who  are 

having  similar  situations  from  smashing  up 
their  planes.  I  want  to  know  why  an  inquest 
was  not  held  in  this  case.  I  can  understand 
the  minister  does  not  have  the  facts  available 

at  the  moment.  I  am  quite  prepared,  if  he 
will  report  back  to  us  some  time  before  his 
estimates  are  over  and  we  can  discuss  it 

then.  Do  we  have  the  permission  of  the 
minister? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes,  I  shall  be  pleased 
to  do  that. 

Mr.  Shulman:  And  of  the  chairman,  I 
trust? 

Mr.  Chairman:  An  answer  with  further 

information?  Why  certainly.  Any  further  dis- 
cussion on  item  5? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Yes,  sir.  I  refer  the  minister 
to  the  death  of  Mrs.  M.  L.  Bujas  in  Grimsby. 
This  took  place  on  Feb.  24  of  last  year  and 
there  was  considerable  upset  in  the  Grimsby 
and  Hamilton  area  because  the  driver  of  the 

truck  responsible  for  this  death  admitted  at 
the  inquest  that  he  knew  the  brakes  of  his 
truck  were  defective  before  he  even  left  on 

the  trip.  Despite  the  evidence  given  at  the 

inquest,  no  charges  were  laid.  I  don't  expect the  minister  to  know  the  details  of  this  but 

will  he  look  into  it  and  give  me  a  reply? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
come  to  one  with  which  the  minister  is 

familiar.  I  bring  this  up  at  the  request  of 

the  ex-member  for  Sudbury,  Mr.  Elmer 
Sopha,  who  is  extremely  upset  about  the  case 
involving  one  Claude  Gervais  in  Sudbury, 
who  was  struck  and  killed  by  a  motor  vehicle 
driven  by  one  Hubert  Guillet,  the  deputy 
chief  of  police  of  the  city  of  Sudbury. 

The  minister  said  a  couple  of  things  which 

were  wrong— I  won't  criticize  him  about  that 
because  he  was  new  on  the  job.  He  said  the 
deputy  asked  that  the  inquest  be  held  and 
normally  inquests  are  not  held  on  this  kind 

of  accident.  That  just  isn't  so.  Inquests  are 
held  on  this  kind  of  death;  routinely  they  are 
and  always  should  be.  There  were  witnesses. 
What  I  find  very  upsetting  is  that  the  inquest 
found  that  this  man  had  no— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  a 

point  of  order,  is  the  hon.  member  implying 
that  it  is  routine  to  have  an  inquest  in  every 
case  where  there  is  a  fatality  owing  to  an 
automobile? 

Mr.  Shulman:  It  is  routine  to  have  an  in- 

quest in  every  case  of  a  fatality  involving  an 
automobile  where  (a)  no  charge  is  laid  and 
where  (b)  there  is  a  possibility  that  the 
person  is  at  fault.  Does  the  minister  deny that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  It  seems  to  me  that 
there  have  been  other  instances  where  there 

have  been  fatalities  and  no  charge  has  been 
laid  and  no  inquest  held. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  I  suggest  to  the  minis- 
ter that  he  won't  be  able  to  find  one.  The 

only  time  where  you  will  not  have  an  in- 
quest is  if  a  man  is  driving  along  in  a  car 

and  smashes  into  a  tree  and  kills  himself; 
where  there  are  no  witnesses  and  no  one 

obviously  at  fault  except  himself.  But  when 
a  man  is  driving  down  the  street  and 
smashes  into  someone  else  and  kills  him,  and 

no  charge  is  laid;  inquests  are  routinely  held. 
They  have  been  for  50  years;  even  in  Smirley 
Lawson's  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well,  the  hon.  mem- 

ber thinks  it's  routine;  and  I  am  advised 
that  it  is  not  routine. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well  I  challenge  the  minister 
to  find  one  similar  case  ever  in  this  century 
where  such  an  inquest  was  not  held.  And  I 
challenge  his  advisers  in  front  of  him  to  find 
one  similar  case  where  there  are  witnesses, 
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where  no  charges  are  laid  and  where  there 

is  an  allegation  of  fault.  There  isn't  any. 
There  is  no  such  case.  Anyway,  that  is  not 

the  be-all,  that's  only  one— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Do  you  mean  if  there 
are  no  witnesses,  no  inquest  is  held? 

Mr.  Shulman:  If  there  are  witnesses. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No,  but  is  the  hon. 

member  implying  that  the  difference  between 
holding  and  not  holding  an  inquest  is  the 
presence  of  witnesses? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Often.  You  can't  hold  an 
inquest  if  there  is  nothing  to  hold  an  inquest 
into.  If  a  man  is  driving  along  in  the  car 
and  kills  himself  and  everybody  in  the  car, 
and  there  are  no  witnesses,  how  are  you 
going  to  have  an  inquest? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  5  carried? 

Mr.  Shulman:  No!  I  have  not  even  started 

on  this  one  yet. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right!  Get  going! 

Mr.  Shulman:  All  right!  The  point  in  this 
case  is  the  deputy  chief  of  police  killed  a 
man  with  his  car.  An  inquest  was  held,  and, 
if  I  may  quote  the  former  member  for 

Sudbury,  he  said:  "It  was  strictly  a  snow 
job  to  protect  the  deputy   chief." 

Now,  I  wrote  a  letter  in  reference  to  a 
Mr.  Westcott,  who  happened  to  be  a  witness 
to  this  matter.  The  evidence  given  at  the 

inquest  was  that  it  wasn't  his  fault;  that  it 
was  very  slippery,  and  he  couldn't  help  it. 
Westcott,  who  was  present,  said  it  was  dry; 

it  wasn't  slippery.  He  gave  his  statement 
to  the  police,  but  he  was  not  called  as  a 
witness.  And  there  is  something  in  this  case 
that  smells  to  high  heaven.  Elmer  Sopha  is 
perfectly  right;  it  was  a  strict  snow  job,  and 

I  quote  him  again:  "There  is  no  shortage 
of  witnesses  to  say  the  roads  were  not  slip- 

pery." Now,  here  were  all  these  witnesses  who, 
for  some  reason  or  another,  were  not  called 
to  give  evidence.  The  deputy  chief  of  police 

was  called  up  and  he  said:  "I  couldn't  help 
it;  poor  fellow,  I  slipped  into  him  and  killed 

him."  And  the  jury,  knowing  no  better,  not 
having  heard  the  other  evidence,  accepted 
all  this. 

Now,  there  is  something  very  funny  going 
on  in  Sudbury;  for  the  umpteenth  time.  And 
I  ask  the  minister  to  look  into  this,  because 

this  case  deserves  another  inquest.  Some- 
thing very  strange  went  on  there.  Evidence 

was  suppressed.  Will  the  minister  do  so? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  remember  the  hon.  member  asked  about 

this  earlier  in  the  session,  and  I  have 
the  file  before  me.  To  my  recollection,  there 
was  nothing  in  the  file  which  indicated,  to 

use  the  hon.  member's  words,  that  "evidence 
was  suppressed."  There  may  have  been  a 
difference  of  opinion,  but— 

Mr.  Shulman:  But  the  jury  did  not  hear 
the  difference  of  opinion. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Sopha  would  be 
the  first  to  realize  that  in  a  case  like  this 

there  would  be  a  difference  of  opinion.  There 

was  nothing  in  the  file  at  the  time  to  indi- 
cate to  me  that  there  should  be  another 

inquest. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Will  the  minister  agree  with 
me,  if  there  is  a  difference  of  opinion,  that 
the  jury  should  hear  both  differences,  both 
sides,  and  not  just  one?  Will  the  minister 
agree  with  me  that  it  is  very  odd  that  the 
numerous  witnesses  who  were  prepared  to 
say  the  roads  were  not  slippery,  were  not 

called  to  give  evidence  at  the  inquest?  Will 
the  minister  agree  with  me  that  the  state- 

ment of  one  man,  Westcott,  who  had  given 
a  statement  to  the  police,  was  not  presented 
to  the  inquest?  Will  the  minister  agree  that 
something  very  strange  is  occurring  here? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  hon.  member  would  be  the  first  to  know 

that  these  matters  are  within  the  purview  of 
the  coroner.  Now,  I  am  just  assuming  that 
if  something  were  as  common  knowledge  as 
the  hon.  member  makes  out  the  position  of 

Mr.  Sopha  to  be,  I  don't  see  how  I  am  in  a 
position  to  challenge  the  coroner's  distinction. 

The  hon.  member  refers  to  a  Westcott, 
and  then  he  talks  about  numerous  witnesses. 
I  assume  if  he  has  the  name  of  Westcott 
then  he  would  have  the  names  of  others  in 

the  affair.  I  don't  know  whether  Mr.  Westcott 

was  called,  and  if  he  weren't  called  why  he was  not  called. 

Mr.  Shulman:  First  of  all,  the  minister 

said  it  was  common  knowledge;  it  wasn't common  knowledge.  Elmer  Sopha  knew 
about  it.  He  contacted  me  and  asked  me  to 

raise  it  with  the  minister.  I  want  to  say  to 

the  minister  once  again,  there  are  two  pos- 
sibilities which  he  suggested.  One  is  that  the 

coroner  knew  about  these  witnesses  and  the 

other  is  the  coroner  didn't  know  about  these 
witnesses.  In  either  case  what  difference 

does  it  make?  If  the  police  didn't  notify 
the  coroner  and  so  the  witnesses  weren't 
called,  or  if  the  coroner  did  know  and  de- 
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liberately  didn't  call  them,  in  either  case  you 
have  had  a  miscarriage  of  justice. 

Again  I  suggest  to  the  minister,  and  let  us 
lay  it  down  very  simply,  the  deputy  chief 
of  police  was  the  driver  of  the  car;  a  person, 
Claude  Gervais,  was  killed  as  a  result  of  this; 
an  inquest  was  held;  the  jury  was  told  with 
no  contradiction  that  the  roads  were  slippery; 
the  witnesses  whom  the  police  knew  about 
and  who  were  prepared  to  say  the  roads  were 
not  slippery  were  not  called.  Now  is  that 
sufficient  argument  to  produce  another 
inquest? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  hon. 

member's  charges  take  the  position  that 
somebody  perjured  himself. 

Mr.  Shulman:  No. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well,  the  hon.  member 
is  saying  that. 

Mr.  Shulman:  You  yourself  said  there 
could  be  a  difference  of  opinion.  The  jury 
did   not   hear   the    other   opinions. 

Hon.    Mr.    Yaremko:     That's    right.    And 
secondly,  the  coroner  would  be  involved  in 
suppressing  the  evidence- 

Mr.    Shulman:    The    coroner    didn't   know 
about  the  evidence.  The  police  knew  about 
the  evidence. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  police  suppressed 
the  evidence? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Somebody  suppressed  the 
evidence. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well  I  don't  follow 
the  hon.  member.  Who  suppressed  the  evi- 
dence? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Minister,  if  I  knew  who 
suppressed  the  evidence  I  would  be  sitting 
over  there  and  you  would  be  sitting  over 
here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Somebody  must  have 

given- 
Mr.  Shulman:  Somebody,  either  the  coroner 

or  the  police,  suppressed  the  evidence.  What 
difference  does  it  make  who  did  it  at  this 

point?  The  jury  didn't  hear  the  evidence. 
There  should  be  another  inquest.  I  am  not 
very  interested  in  getting  the  scalp  of  the 
person  who  suppressed  the  evidence.  What 
I  am  interested  in  doing  is  getting  some 
justice  in  this  case. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well  somebody  was 
called  to  give  evidence  about  the  conditions. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  sure,  The  deputy  chief 
of  police. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Just  the  deputy  chief 
of  police? 

Mr.  Shulman:  And  another  police  officer. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  And  another  police 
officer?  I  assume  that  that  was  the  investi- 

gating officer  who  made  the  report  and  would 

give  evidence.  I  don't  know.  I  haven't  seen 
the  transcript  of  the  evidence,  but  the 
coroner  would  have  been  satisfied  that  he 
had  all  the  evidence  necessary  before  him. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Why  shouldn't  he  be  satis- 
fied? He  didn't  know  about  the  other  evi- 

dence. The  police  didn't  call  the  other 
witnesses.  Now  let's  try  once  again.  The 
deputy  chief  of  police  has  caused  a  death. 
His  officer  comes  in  to  say  whether  he  is 

responsible  or  not.  His  officer  says:  "No,  he 
is  not  responsible  because  it  was  slippery;  he 

couldn't  help  it."  Other,  non-involved,  wit- 
nesses were  not  called.  Now  for  goodness' 

sake,  surely  that  is  a  simple  enough  case? 
They  should  have  been  called. 

I  have  enough  confidence,  believe  me,  in 
the  impartiality  of  Mr.  Sopha  in  this  or  in 
any  other  case  to  believe  him  that  this  was 
a  snow  job.  Evidence,  for  whatever  reason— 
I  don't  care  what  reason  or  who  was  re- 

sponsible—was not  called.  Surely  another 
inquest  should  be  held  so  that  all  the  evi- 

dence can  be  heard?  Or  does  it  mean  that  if 
the  deputy  chief  of  police  is  responsible  for 
an  auto  death  he  is  going  to  get  different 
treatment  than  if  somebody  else  was  involved? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  here 

again,  I  don't  have  all  the  details  of  the matter.  I  read  the  file,  I  read  it  through 
fairly  carefully.  I  will  say  this,  that  the  hon. 
member  was  not  as  specific  at  the  time  he  was 

asking  the  questions  as  he  now  is.  I'll  look into  the  file  again  to  review  the  position. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I'll  tell  you  right  now  the 
file  isn't  going  to  mention  Westcott  and  isn't 
going  to  mention  the  other  evidence,  because 

the  other  witnesses  weren't  called.  So  it  isn't 
in  the  inquest  file.  Will  the  minister  see  that 
someone  from  his  department  goes  up  or 
phones  up  to  Sudbury,  speaks  to  Sopha, 
speaks  to  Westcott,  speaks  to  the  other  wit- 

nesses, and  if  he  finds  that  what  I  have  said 
today  is  true,  will  he  order  another  inquest? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Of  course,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, it  is  not  necessary  to  have  oral  testimony 

in  all  instances.  If  there  were  such  things  as 
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pictures  taken  at  the— the  hon.  member  smiles 

—would  they  not  be  admissible  at  a  coroner's 
inquest  to  indicate  conditions?  But  in  any 
event  I  do  not  have  the  specific  file  before 

me.  I'll  reread  the  file. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Whoa!  I'm  not  going  to  let 
go  like  that.  Rereading  the  file  isn't  sufficient, 
because  you  don't  have  the  evidence  in  the 
file.  You  have  to  have  someone  get  the  evi- 

dence that  is  not  in  the  file.  Rereading  the 

file  is  going  to  look  great  again.  You're  going 
to  read  the  evidence  of  the  deputy  chief  of 

police;  you're  going  to  read  the  evidence  of 
the  investigating  officer;  you're  going  to  look 
at  the  picture.  But  how  are  you  going  to 

know  what  the  other  evidence  was?  I  don't 

want  to  badger  the  minister.  I'm  asking 
something  which  I  think  is  quite  reasonable. 
Will  the  minister  listen  or  read  the  other 

evidence  which  is  available  through  Mr. 

Sopha?  If  he  finds— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  But— 

Mr.  Shulman:  —let  me  finish  please— if  he 
finds  that  all  the  evidence  was  not  presented 

at  that  inquest,  and  it  wasn't,  will  he  then 
order  another  inquest? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
ministry  has  already  ordered  a  second  inquest 
in  another  instance.  There  is  indication  that 

if  there  is  enough  validity,  then  an  inquest 
can  be  had.  The  only  problem  about  having 
the  second  inquest  is  that  immediately  every- 

body jumps  to  the  conclusion  and  especially 

in  the  light  of  the  hon.  member's  statement— 
that  there  was  something  wrong  with  the  first 
inquest,  human  nature  being  what  it  is. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  there  was. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  hon.  member  is  in 

Mr.  Shulman:  Something  was  wrong  with 
the  inquest. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  hon.  member  can- 

not pass  judgement  on  the  case,  and  it's  not 
becoming  of  him,  especially  on  the  word  of 

somebody  else,  even  though  he's  a  prominent 
solicitor,  who  must  rely  upon  the  word  of 
somebody  else.  This  is  about  a  third-hand— 

Mr.  Shulman:  Do  you  want  me  to  read 

Westcott's  statement  which  is  first-hand? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  If  it's  an  affidavit,  I'd 
be  very  pleased  to  see  it.  I  don't  know 
whether  we  have  a  copy   of  that  or  not. 

Mr.  Shulman:  You  don't,  this  is  the  prob- 
lem. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  If  the  hon.  member 

would  be  pleased  to  send  us  a  copy  of  the 

affidavit,  that's  all  the  more  reason  w4iy  we would  look  into  the  matter.  We  did  not  have 

any  of  this  evidence  in  the  file. 

Mr.  Shulman:  That's  the  problem.  Just 
before  we  leave  it,  because  you  hold  an  in- 

quest, it  doesn't  mean  there  is  something 
wrong  with  what  the  deputy  chief  of  police 
did.  When  you  hold  another  inquest,  it  means 
there  was  something  wrong  with  the  way 

the  inquest  was  conducted.  I  don't  think  the 
minister  will  disagree  with  me,  if  he  finds 

that  all  the  evidence  wasn't  presented.  All 
I'm  asking  him  is  one  thing:  Will  he  con- 

tact Westcott?  Will  he  read  what  he  says, 
or  have  someone  in  his  department  do  so, 
and  get  a  statement  from  him?  I  have  his 
original  statement;  it  is  not  sworn.  If  he 
finds  that  all  the  evidence  was  not  presented 
—in  other  words,  he  finds  the  jury  only  heard 
one  side  of  it— will  he  hold  a  second  inquest? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  of 

course,  I'm  not  in  a  position  to  give  that 
kind  of  a  commitment.  If  the  hon.  member 

will  send  over  the  affidavit- 

Mr.  Shulman:  It  is  not  an  affidavit.  It  is  a 
statement. 

Mr.  Yaremko:  —the  statement  of  Mr. 
Westcott,  that  statement,  in  the  context  of 
the  file  and  the  information  that  we  have, 

will  be  reviewed  and  the  supervising  coro- 
ner will  then  make  his  recommendation  based 

on  that. 

Mr.  Shulman:  And  will  the  minister  give a  reply? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes,  I'd  be  very  pleas- 
ed to  reply;  but  I'm  making  no  commitment 

that  there  will  be  a  second  inquest. 

Mr.  Chairman:    Item   5,   carried? 

Will   vote   1302   carry? 

Vote  1302  agreed  to. 

On   vote    1303: 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.   Chairman,  now  may  I 

ask- 

Mr.   Chairman:   Dealing  with  item   1,   the 
Ontario   Police  Commission. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Yes.  Now  can  I  talk  about 

organized    crime? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  with 

the  indulgence  of  the  hon.  member,  I  won- 
der if  we  could  just  examine  the  details  and 

see. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  minister  did  say  this 

was  the  vote.  I've  been  waiting  patiently, 
not  saying  a  word  this  whole  time  while 
everybody  else  was  talking. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  would  think  that  we 
can  begin  this  discussion  here. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I'd  like  to 
draw  the  minister's  attention  to  a  problem 
he's  very  familiar  with,  the  problem  of  Em- 

prise. He's  very  familiar  with  the  fact  that 
the   Ontario— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Tell  me,  was  the  hon. 

member  at  the  Queen's  Plate  on  Saturday 
by   any   chance? 

Mr.  Shulman:  No.  But,  incidentally,  I  am 
glad  you  mentioned  that,  because  I  have  a 
clipping  here.  It  may  give  the  minister  some 
joy. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I've  already  read  the article. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  one  about  Emprise 
providing  all  the  food  and  such  a  beautiful 

party?  However,  that's  really  not  too  relevant. 

Mr.   Burr:  A  going-away  party? 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  think  the  member  for 

Sandwich- Riverside  suggested  it  was  a  go- 

ing-away party,  but  they're  not  going  away 
fast   enough. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  has  been  consider- 
able worry  about  the  problem  of  organized 

crime  in  this  province.  The  Ontario  Police 
Commission  has  been  assigned  the  job,  with 
the  help  of  the  Ontario  Provincial  Police,  of 
looking  into  this  problem,  to  make  suggestions 
and  do  investigations.  Last  summer  the  On- 

tario Police  Commission  was  asked  to  get  a 

report  on  two  companies,  Canadian  Totalisa- 
tor  and  Control  Data,  because  the  Minister 
of  Justice  was  thinking  of  bringing  in  offtrack 
betting.  He  wanted  to  be  certain  that  these 

two  companies  were  not  involved  with  or- 
ganized crime,  because  one  of  those  two 

companies  was  to  be  given  the  plum  of  decid- 
ing who  was  going  to  run  the  offtrack  bet- 
ting  machines. 

Once  again  I  refer  the  minister  to  the  re- 
port of  the  intelligence  division  of  the  OPP 

made  on  Aug.  31,  1971,  and  supplied  to  the 
Ontario  Police  Commission  the  following  day 

—sorry,  two  days  later— which  says  that  they 

have  done  a  very  careful  investigation  of 
Canadian  Totalisator  and  can  find  no  connec- 

tion with  organized  crime.  I  want  to  ask  the 
minister  a  question.  I  have  made  criticisms 

in  previous  years  about  the  intelligence— or 
lack  of  same— of  the  intelligence  division  of 
the  OPP.  How  was  it  that  the  OPP  intelli- 

gence division  was  not  able  to  determine 
that  the  corporate  secretary  of  Canadian 

Totalisator— in  case  you  don't  know  who 
Canadian  Totalisator  is,  it  is  the  company 
which  adds  up  the  money  that  oomes  into 
the  tracks— the  corporate  secretary  happens 
to  be  one  James  Hudson  Clarke;  by  some 

coincidence  he  is  also  the  corporate  secre- 
tary for  Emprise.  How  was  it  that  your  intel- 

ligence people  didn't  discover  that  little 

gem? Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't 
think  the  hon.  member  really  expects  me  to 

explain  every  particular  detail  of  that  kind? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Okay,  that  is  a  very  good 
answer.  Let  me  ask  the  minister  another 

question.  Is  the  minister  aware  that  today, 
right  at  this  moment,  without  my  telling  him, 
the  corporate  secretary  of  Emprise  happens 

to  be  the  same  person  as  the  corporate  sec- 
retary of  Canadian  Totalisator? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  wonder  if  the  hon. 

member  could  pursue  this  and  make  his 

point?  The  name  of  James  Clarke  is  not  men- 
tioned in  this  memorandum.  I  don't  know 

whether  it  is  mentioned  anywhere  else  in 
the  relevant  files  of  the  proper  authorities.  I 
do  see  the  concluding  statement.  If  the  hon. 
member  wants  to  make  his  point  I  think 
he  should  go  ahead  and  make  his  point. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  point  I  want  to  make, 
if  there  is  some  difficulty  with  the  minister, 

is  when  Emprise  got  into  its  difficulties— 
they  began  down  in  New  Mexico  and  Ari- 

zona—who did  they  call  in  as  their  recom- 

mender,  I  won't  use  the  word  "guarantor," 
as  the  people  who  said  they  are  great  and 
there  is  no  reason  to  take  any  action  against 
them,  but  Canadian  Tote?  Point  one. 

Point  two.  Who  did  the  Ontario  Jockey 
Club  call  in  to  investigate  Emprise  when  I 

made  these  allegations  in  the  House  origin- 
ally? They  called  in  a  company  called  the 

Thoroughbred  Racing  Protective  Bureau.  It's an  American  company,  and  who  happens  to 
be  the  corporate  secretary  of  Thoroughbred 
Racing  and  Protective  Bureau?  James  Hudson 
Clarke  again. 

Does  the  minister  not  find  this  rather 

strange,  an  odd  coincidence,  that  your  OPP 
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and  your  Ontario  Police  Commission  shouldn't 
even  be  able  to  dig  this  information  up  when 
they  supply  you  with  a  confidential  report 
on  a  company  to  which  you  are  thinking  of 
handing  over  all  the  offtrack  betting  in  On- 

tario. It  has  appeared  as  a  supporter  of 
Emprise,  it  has  the  same  corporate  secre- 

tary as  Emprise.  This  corporate  secretary 
also  happens  to  be  the  secretary  of  the 
Thoroughbred  Racing  Protective  Bureau, 
which  is  assigned  to  investigate  Emprise. 
Does  the  minister  not  find  something  odd 
there? 

Mr,  Chairman:  Go  ahead,  Mr.  Minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
the  hon.  member  should  make  his  statement, 
because  I  can  assure  him  at  this  time  I  do 

not  intend  to  be  drawn  into  making  a  com- 
ment one  way  or  the  other,  or  indicate  to 

him  whether  I'm  aware  of  it  or  not,  or  any of  the  details  of  the  matter.  Because  I— 

Mr.  Shulman:  What  was  that?  Is  that 

what  you  ask— if  you're  aware  of  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well,  I  don't  think  the 
hon.    member   should   expect    an   answer   to 
that  question- 

Mr.  Shulman:  But  I  hope  I  get  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  If  he  thinks  that  I'm 
going  to  stand  up  here  and  debate  details 
and  facts  relating  to  criminal  and  investigative 
matters,  which  would  be  an  ongoing  process, 
I  have  indicated  to  him  that  I  would  not 
be  drawn  into  that  kind  of  a  debate.  Now, 
if  the  hon.  member  wishes  to  make  his  state- 

ment, let  him  go  ahead. 

Mr.  Shulman:  All  right.  Now,  here  is  my 
allegation;  allegation  number  one.  We  might 
as  well  start  with  allegations.  My  allegation 
is  that  this  man,  who  happens  to  be  a  partner 
of  Alan  Eagleson— whom  the  minister  may 
have  heard  of,  if  he  hasn't  heard  of  James 
Hudson  Clarke— is  the  corporate  secretary 
of  Emprise,  is  the  corporate  secretary  of 
Canadian  Tote  and,  for  reasons  that  are  be- 

yond me,  your  intelligence  people  haven't 
been  able  to  discover  that.  They  produce  a 
confidential  report  to  the  Director  of  In- 

telligence, pass  it  along  to  the  Ontario 
Police  Commission,  pass  it  on  to  your  de- 
partment-and  it  doesn't  mention  that.  Why not? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  again, 
I  don't  think  the  hon.  member  can  make 
assumptions. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  don't  have  to  make  as- 

sumptions. I've  got  the  report. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No,  but  you're  making 
an  assumption.  I  say  to  the  hon.  member, 
state  your  facts,  put  the  thing  on  the  table, 
and  you  will  have  dealt  with  the  matter. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  will  have  dealt  with  the 

matter,  but  you  won't  have  dealt  with  the 
matter.  I've  already  put  my  facts  on  the 
table  on  this  particular  subject.  Does  the 
minister  intend  to  make  any  comment  on 

it;  or  does  he  think  it's  not  worthy  of  com- ment? 

Mr.  Chairman:  He  has  already  told  the 
hon.  member  for  High  Park  he  is  not  going 

to  comment  on  it.  That's  it. 

Mr.  Shulman:  He  said  he  wouldn't  want 
to  comment  on  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  That  does  not  mean, 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  it  is  not  worthy  of  com- 

ment. I  don't  think  that  this  is  the  proper 
place  to  make  a  comment  on  it;  to  divulge 
one  way  or  the  other.  Sometimes  even  not 
making  an  answer  would  indicate  what  is 
being  done  in  the  field,  and  if  I  could  have 
a  poker  face,  I  would  have  a  poker  face  at 
the  present  time. 

Mr.  Shulman:  You're  going  to  need  one 
before  we're  through  this  afternoon. 
Now  let  me  make  it  very  straight  to  the 

minister;  the  reason  he's  not  making  any  com- 
ment is  because  whatever  he  says  he's  just 

going  to  make  things  worse. 

I  have  your  confidential  reports.  There's not  a  word  about  it  in  any  of  them.  Not  a 

word.  And  there's  something  damn  wrong there. 

Let  me  go  on,  let's  trace  this  a  little 
further.  James  Hudson  Clarke  also  represents 
Walter  E.  Heller,  an  American  corporation. 
Let  me  also  say  that  James  Hudson  Clarke 
represents  some  very  reputable  firms,  in  addi- 

tion. And  what  worries  me  is  not  so  much 

James  Hudson  Clarke  as  your  intelligence 
division,  or  its  lack  of  same.  Its  lack  of  being 
able  to  find  such  obvious  things.  Clarke  also 
represents  Walter  E.  Heller,  and  a  subsidiary 
of  Walter  E.  Heller  is  Tri-State  Acceptance. 
Now  we  have  a  mall  here  in  Toronto;  the 
Whitby  shopping  mall.  This  was  put  up  by 
Tri-State  Acceptance  and  Goden  Holdings, 
and  money  supplied  by  Jack  Pullmans.  Does 
the  Minister  know  who  Jack  Pullmans  is? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Go  ahead. 
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Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  I  have  asked  him  a 

question.  Surely  I'm  entitled  to  a  yes,  a  nor  or a  zero— a  zilch. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Well,  he  said:  "You  go 
ahead."  The  minister  has  already  stated  he's 
not  going  to  answer  your  question;  but  you 
go  ahead  and  make  your  statement. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Is  this  a  form  of  ventrilo- 

quism we're  having  here?  Are  you  answering for  him? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Pardon? 

Mr.  Shulman:  You  said  the  minister  said 

to  go  ahead.  I  didn't  hear  him;  or  is  it  a 
form  of  ventriloquism  that  I  missed? 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  am  giving  the  hon. 
member  for  High  Park  an  opportunity  to- 

ne's got  the  floor.  Now  whatever  you  want  to go  ahead  with,  go  ahead. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  I  just  asked  a  question. 

I'm  asking  the  minister  a  question;  just  a 
question. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Well,  the  minister  refused 
to  answer. 

Mr.  Shulman:  He  refused  to  answer  the 

last  question.  Now,  I've  given  him  a  new 
question.  Even  the  minister  has  heard  of  Jack 
Pullmans— I  hope.  Has  the  minister  ever  heard 
of  Jack  Pullmans? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman, 
does  the  hon.  member  honestly  expect  me  to 
know  the  name  of  every  individual  who  could 
in  any  way  be  connected  with  crime  of  any 
kind?  I  don't  know. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Even  the  leader  of  the 

Liberals  has  said  that  he's  heard  of  him. 
But  we  couldn't  expect  the  Solicitor  General 
of  Ontario,  the  man  in  charge  of  controlling 
organized  crime,  to  ever  hear  of  the  man 
who  carried  the  money  for  organized  crime 
into  this  country.  We  discussed  him  in  this 
House  for  hours  on  end.  How  could  you  have 
never  heard  of  him? 

In  the  estimates  of  your  predecessor  last 
year,  we  spent  a  whole  day  discussing  Jack 
Pullmans  and  his  role  in  carrying  the  hot 

money  into  this  country  and  you've  never 
heard  of  him!  If  you've  never  heard  of  him, 
I  can  well  understand  why  you've  never 
heard  of  an  Alan  Eagleson  or  you've  never heard  of  James  Hudson  Clark  or  the  lesser 
known  people  whom  I  have  mentioned  today. 

All  right;  I  will  go  back  to  square  one. 
The  minister  has  never  heard  of  Jack  Pull- 

mans so  I'll  explain  to  him. 

Jack  Pullmans  is  a  close  friend  of  Myer 

Lansky.  Myer  Lansky,  in  case  you've  never heard  of  him,  is  the  head  of  organized  crime 
in  the  United  States  of  America.  Jack  Pull- 

mans' job  is  to  carry  money  for  "the  mob" from  country  to  country.  He  has  admitted  it. 
He  admitted  it  right  here  in  Toronto  and  had 
his  picture  on  the  front  page  after  admitting 
it.  He  has  admitted  he  is  a  close  friend  of 

Myer  Lansky.  He  has  admitted  he  carries 
money  for  these  people,  his  friends. 

He  has  put  up  the  money  for  the  Whitby 
shopping  mall.  The  front  for  the  Whitby 
shopping  mall  is  Tri-State  Acceptance.  Tri- 
State  Acceptance  is  a  subsidiary  of  Walter  E. 
Heller.  Walter  E.  Heller  is  represented,  of 
all  things,  by  James  Hudson  Clarke  who  also 
represents  Canadian  Totalisator. 

If  all  this  isn't  sinking  through  to  the 
minister,  let's  come  to  Canadian  Totalisator. 
Who  owns  Canadian  Totalisator?  Is  the  min- 

ister familiar  with  Canadian  Totalisator,  first, 
before  I  go  into  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Sorry,  is  the  hon. 
member  asking  a  question? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  What  is  the  question? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Has  the  minister  ever  heard 
of  Canadian  Totalisator? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Good.  Does  the  minister 
know  what  the  role  is  of  Canadian  Total- 

isator in  this  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  It  participates  in  the 
electronic  devices  for  figuring  out,  I  guess, 
the  bets  at  racetracks;  the  odds  and  that 
type  of  thing. 

Mr.  Shulman:  That's  right.  It  also  counts 
up  the  money  and  it  has  a  funny  practice.  I 
want  to  ask  the  minister.  I  know  this  is 
done  in  Windsor.  When  they  get  the  money 

all  in  bags,  they  don't  count  it  in  Toronto. 
They  don't  count  it  in  Windsor.  They  don't 
count  it  in  Ontario.  They  truck  it  across  the 
border  to  Detroit  and  they  count  it  down 
there.  I  wonder  why  they  do  that.  Does  the 
minister   have    any   suggestions    on   that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 

asked  the  hon.  member  to— I'm  not  going  to 
comment  on  every  little  detail  of  his— 

Mr.  Shulman:  I'm  on  a  different  subject 
now,  Mr.  Minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Go  ahead. 
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Mr.  Shulman:  I  am  now  talking  about 
Canadian  Totalisator. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  And  they  have  a  cer- 
tain kind  of  a  practice. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Yes,  they  have  a  practice. 
Is  the  minister  aware  of  what  skimming  is? 

Hon.   Mr.   Yaremko:   The  hon.— 

Mr.  Shulman:  Either  yes  or  no.  If  it's  no. 
I'll  explain  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  hon.  member  gave 
a  definition  of  it  the  other  day  in  this  House. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Okay.  Now  the  worry  that 

we  have  with  organized  crime  in  this  prov- 
ince or  anywhere  else  is  that  they  are  going 

to  skim.  They  are  going  to  take  money  off 
before  the  government  gets  its  share,  before 

the  horsemen  get  their  share,  before  every- 
body gets  his  cut.  That  is  what  skimming  is. 

I  ask  the  minister  how  is  he  going  to 
prevent  skimming  if  he  allows  the  money  to 
be  put  in  bags  and  transported  across  the 

border  before  it's  counted?  Why  is  the  money counted  in  Detroit  rather  than  in  Windsor? 

Why  isn't  it  counted  at  the  track  where  the 
man  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is 
there  and  your  men  are  there? 

Mr.  Renwick:  A  fair  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  assume  that  this  is 
a  rhetorical  question? 

Mr.  Shulman:  That  is  a  very  non-rhetorical 
question.  Let  me  say  right  now  I  am  not 

suggesting  that  someone  in  Canadian  Totali- 

sator is  skimming.  I  don't  know.  The  minister 
doesn't  know.  Nobody  knows  whether  they 
are  skimming.  But  you  should  know.  There 
is  no  way  I  can  find  out  but  there  is  a  way 
you  can  find  out. 

Does  the  minister  not  find  it  upsetting  that 
this  particular  firm,  Canadian  Totalisator,  one 
of  the  recommenders  of  Emprise  at  a  public 
hearing,  the  firm  that  has  the  same  corporate 
secretary  as  Emprise,  is  in  charge  of  all  the 
terminals,  all  the  wires  and  all  the  relays 
in  the  totalizator  machines?  With  one  group 
in  charge  like  this,  how  can  you  be  sure 

they  are  not  skimming?  Why  don't  you  have control  of  that  at  our  racetracks?  How  are 

you  going  to  keep  organized  crime  out? 

Doesn't  the  minister  find  it  a  very  strange 
coincidence  that  Emprise  uses  exactly  the 
same  method?  They  put  all  the  money  in 
bags  and  ship  it  across  the  border  to  be 

counted^  the  same  as  Canadian  Totalisator 
does?  It's  the  same  way  the  money  goes  out 

of  the  track,  in  the  Brinks  trucks,  right  across 
the  border.  Does  the  minister  not  find  this 

upsetting? 

Mr.  Chairman:   Is  item   1  carried? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Not  quite. 

Mr.    Chairman:    You   have   the   floor. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  asked  a  question. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  item  1  carried? 

Mr.  Shulman:  No.  Does  the  minister  intend 

to  answer  my  question? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
hon.  member  is  asking  questions.  He  puts  a 
rhetorical  question  and  then  wants  to  know 

whether   I'm   upset   about  it. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Surely— 

Hon.    Mr.    Yaremko:    The    hon.    member 

knows  that  the  whole  field,  the  activities  of 
the  racetracks  are  under  the  supervision  of, 

I  think,  the  Ontario  Racing  Commission- 

Mr.  Shulman:  Oh  no. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Just  a  minute.  There  is 

the  Department  of  Agriculture— there  are  a 
whole  host  of  people  involved  in  the  matter. 

It  would  appear  that  they  have  not  found 
it  upsetting,  and  I  would  imagine  that  if 
anybody  were  to  suffer,  they  would  suffer 
too  in  the  procedure. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  if  the  minister  had 
taken  the  trouble  to  read  the  report  on 
offtrack  betting  which  was  distributed  to 

us  last  week,  it  said  the  Ontario  Racing  Com- 
mission had  nothing  to  do  with  the  betting 

—nothing.  It's  up  to  the  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Up  to— 

Mr.  Shulman:  You!  Organized  crime  is  up 

to  you;  skimming  is  up  to  you.  All  the 
Ontario  Racing  Commission  has  to  do  is  to 

make  sure  the  races  aren't  fixed;  that's  its 
job.  They  have  to  watch  the  races;  they  have 
nothing  to  do  with  the  betting— nothing  at 
all.  The  federal  Department  of  Agriculture  is 
there  to  make  sure  it  gets  its  cut. 

Mr.  Chairman  the  minister  got  up  here 
last  week  and  said  it  is  not  in  the  public 
interest  to  relate  what  we  are  doing  about 

organized  crime.  And  I  know  now  why  it's 
not  in  the  public  interest;  it's  because  they are  not  doing  anything. 

Even  their  investigations  are  bad.  I  have 
got    a    report   here,    dated    just   last   month, 
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from  the  Ontario  Provincial  Police,  which 
was  brought  out  after  I  raised  the  ques- 

tion in  this  House  and  after  Emprise  was 
convicted  in  California.  The  report  says, 

"There  is  no  connection  that  we  have  been 
able  to  find  between  Emprise  and  organized 

crime." 
Well,  I  read  that  and  I  just  shudder  a  bit. 

How  can  they  be  so  stupid?  All  they  have 
to  do  is  look  into  the  public  records.  All 
they  have  to  do  is  phone  Los  Angeles  and 

read  the  judge's  report.  I  can  understand 
why  you  didn't  reply.  I  can  understand  why 
you  didn't  give  that  reply  in  the  House 
because  everybody  would  have  laughed.  It 
would  have  been  ludicrous;  so  you  did  the 

next  best  thing  by  saying  we  don't  reveal 
what  we  are  doing. 

I  sympathize  with  you.  I  feel  sorry  for 
you  in  such  a  situation,  but  obviously  some- 

thing is  very  wrong  when  your  OPP  intelli- 
gence gives  you  a  report  like  that.  Do  you 

know  what  else  they  did?  I've  got  to  tell 
you.  I  think  it  is  rather  funny.  The  police 
commission  asked  the  OPP  last  summer  to 
get  a  report  on  General  Instruments.  Do  you 
know  what  they  did  to  get  the  report?  They 
went  down  to  General  Instruments,  they  sent 
a  man  down  there  and  they  went  into  the 
office  of  the  vice-president  and  they  asked 

him  a  series  of  questions  like:  "Are  you 
involved  with  organized  crime?"  He  said, 
"No."  "Do  you  have  any  connection  with 
people  involved  in  organized  crime?"  He 
said,  "No." 

This  was  the  sum  and  substance  and  total 
investigation  done  by  your  OPP  at  General 

Instruments.  If  it  wasn't  so  awful,  it  would 
be  ludicrous.  I  said  this  two  years  ago  to 

Arthur  Wishart,  and  I'm  saying  it  to  you 
now:  There  is  something  wrong  in  the  in- 

telligence department.  You  are  not  doing 
anything  about  organized  crime  in  this  prov- 
ince. 

I  want  to  give  an  example— and  I'm  going 
back  a  few  years  now,  yet  it  is  typical  because 

no  change  has  occurred.  This  isn't  the  first 
time  that  we  found  organized  crime  moving 
into  Canadian  racing.  Away  back  in  1956—1 
don't  know  whether  the  minister  ever  heard 
about  it.  Has  the  minister  ever  heard  of  the 

famous  Appalachian  meeting  of  "the  mob", 
the  Costa  Nostra,  the  Mafia  in  1956,  in  the 
Appalachian  Mountains  where  there  was  a 
big  raid?  I  hope  the  minister  has  heard  of 
that.  The  minister  will  recall  that,  will  he 

not?  Good,  I'm  glad. 

An  hon.  member:  He  nods. 

Mr.  Shulman:  He  nods,  yes.  Well,  one  of 
the  people  grabbed  in  that  raid,  of  all  people, 
was  a  man  named  John  Montana,  a  Buffalo 
member  of  the  Cosa  Nostra  and,  by  strange 
coincidence,  a  director  of  the  Ontario  Jockey 
Club.  What  did  the  government  do?  Nothing! 
Nothing  at  all. 

He  remained  as  a  director  of  the  Jockey 
Club  for  some  months.  The  Jockey  Club  was 
waiting  for  the  government  to  do  something, 

but  the  government  didn't  do  anything. 
Finally,  the  directors  of  the  Jockey  Club 

called  in  good  old  John  and  said:  "Look, 
John,  it  isn't  too  good  your  being  on  our 
board  of  directors.  We  would  really  appreci- 

ate it  if  you  would  sell  your  shares"— because 
he  had  a  lot  of  shares— "and  if  you  would 
resign."  So  he  sold  his  shares. 

Guess  who  bought  his  shares?  Does  the 

minister  know?  I'll  give  him  one  guess  only. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Not  the  member  for 

High  Park? 

Mr.  Shulman:  No,  it  wasn't  the  member  for 
High  Park.  I  wish  I  had.  They've  gone  up since  then. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  goes  back  to  1956. 

"The  mob"  has  been  involved  in  racing  in 
Ontario  at  least  that  far  back.  That  has  never 
been  mentioned  in  a  report  of  the  OPP;  it  has 
never  been  mentioned  in  a  report  of  the 
Police  Commission;  nothing  was  ever  done 

about  John  Montana's  role  in  Ontario.  No 
investigation  was  ever  done  to  see  to  whom 
John  Montana  sold  his  shares  when  the  Jockey 

Club  said,  "Look,  it's  so  embarrassing,  would 

you  mind  moving  out?" The  situation  is  no  different  now  than  it 
was  15  years  ago.  You  are  not  doing  anything 
about  organized  crime.  You  can  get  up  from 

now  till  doomsday  and  say  in  this  House,  it's not  in  the  best  interests  of  the  public  to 
reveal  that  you  are  not  doing  anything  about 
organized  crime— sorry,  I  have  got  you  wrong 

—it's  not  in  the  best  interests  of  the  public 
to  reveal  what  we  are  doing.  I  know  what 
you  are  doing.  You  are  doing  nothing. 
The  House  crime  committee  and  all 

Washington  are  aware  you're  doing  nothing. 
The  Mafia  is  aware  you're  doing  nothing,  and 
that  Ontario  is  a  good  place  to  do  business. 
Why  do  you  think  Emprise  has  all  its  money 

in  Ontario?  They  don't  keep  their  money  in 
Buffalo.  In  their  bank  in  Buffalo  they  have 
a  few  hundred  dollars,  a  few  thousand,  per- 

haps, at  the  most,  at  any  one  time.  The  money 

is  all  here;  it's  in  Fort  Erie.  Why  do  you 
think  they  keep  the  money  in  Fort  Erie?  Has 
the  minister  ever  wondered  why  it  is  such  a 
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good  place  to  do  business;  why  it  is  easier 
for  people  to  go  to  that  bank  and  get  money, 
the  Canadian  Imperial  Bank  of  Commerce  in 

Fort  Erie?  It  seems  strange,  doesn't  it,  that 
a  big  corporation  with  a  $160  million  cash 
flow  should  keep  all  their  cash  here  in  Fort 
Erie? 

Does  the  minister  ever  wonder  why  Emprise 
went  to  that  bank  and  borrowed  money  at 
five  per  cent  and  then  loaned  it  to  Montreal 

Expos  at  2.5  per  cent?  It  doesn't  sound  like 
a  very  good  business  deal,  does  it?  Does  the 
minister  wonder  about  that?  Does  the  min- 

ister wonder  who  put  up  the  rest  of  the 
money  that  went  to  Montreal  Expos?  Has  the 
minister  ever  looked  to  see  whether  Canadian 

Totalisator  has  loaned  any  money  to  Mont- 
real Expos?  Is  the  minister  aware  of  the 

role  of  Canadian  Totalisator  in  this  province? 

Is  the  minister  aware  that  in  other  states,  in 
other  jurisdictions,  the  government  keeps 
control  over  the  money,  the  accounts,  to  make 
sure  there  is  no  skimming?  Will  the  minister 
admit  that  nothing  has  been  done  and  for 

God's  sake  finally  set  up  a  task  force  to  look 
into  the  role  of  organized  crime  in  our 
racetracks,  in  our  province,  and  in  our  sports, 
a  task  force  that  will  expose  people  and  do 
something  about  it?  Will  the  minister  pass  a 
bill,  such  as  the  one  I  suggested,  to  provide 
a  means  of  exposing  those  businesses  involved 
with  organized  crime?  That  is  not  a  rhetorical 

question.  Will  the  minister  make  any  state- 
ment whatsoever  as  to  what  his  plans  are  to 

deal  with  organized  crime  in  this  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
answering  the  hon.  member,  I  want  to  make 
it  abundantly  clear  to  the  members  of  this 
House  and  to  the  public  of  Ontario  that  the 
government  of  the  province  is  concerned,  and 
has  always  been  concerned,  about  either  the 

presence  or  the  incipient  presence  of  organ- 
ized crime  or  syndicated  crime  or  crime  of 

any  kind  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  It  has 
the  machinery.  The  hon.  member  knows  that 
this  machinery  is  set  up.  From  the  fact  that 
he  has  read  from  bits  and  pieces  of  reports— 
a  little  piece  here  and  a  little  piece  there— it 
is  not  to  be  assumed  that  this  is  the  sum 

total  of  the  working  effort  of  either  the 
Ontario  Police  Commission  criminal  intelli- 

gence or  of  the  Ontario  Provincial  Police 
intelligence.  Far  from  it! 

The  hon.  member  has  asked  a  lot  of  ques- 
tions. He  asked  questions  as  if  he  were  mak- 

ing statements  of  fact.  He  weaves  a  series 

of  threads  together  and  says  that  the  gov- 
ernment has  done  nothing.  I  say  to  the  hon. 

member   that   the   government   is    concerned 

about  this  and  has  taken  a  whole  series  of 

steps  in  this  regard.  I  am  just  going  to  take 
the  opportunity  of  reviewing  the  scope  of 
the  work  in  this  field  so  that  the  public  may 
be  aware  of  it.  The  training  of  intelligence 

personnel  was  something  that  was  com- 
menced in  1965,  and  has  been  continuing. 

There  is  an  establishment  of  intelligence 
units  within  all  the  major  police  forces  in 
Ontario. 

Then  there  is  the  establishment  of  the 

criminal  intelligence  service  of  Ontario,  which 
is  an  association  of  the  criminal  intelligence 
officers  from  the  OPP,  from  the  RCMP,  from 
the  Ontario  Police  Commission,  25  major 

municipal  forces,  together  with  such  agen- 
cies as  the  Ontario  Securities  Commission, 

the  fire  marshal,  the  Canadian  immigration 

intelligence,  the  fire  underwriters'  investiga- 
tors, bureau  of  the  Toronto  port  police,  the 

National  Harbours  Board,  the  Montreal  city 
police,    the    Quebec    Provincial    Police. 

They're  trained,  specially  trained,  at  the 
Ontario  Police  College,  and  they  are  em- 

ployed in  a  continuing  effort  to  gather  intel- 
ligence on  known  and  suspected  organized 

crime  figures  and  their  activities.  They  meet 
monthly  and  they  exchange  this  information. 

Then  in  addition  to  this  there  is  the  CISC, 
which  is  the  same  concept  on  a  national 
basis,  which  involves  the  major  Canadian 

police  forces  and  with  a  repository  main- 
tained by  the  RCMP  in  Ottawa.  Ontario  is 

represented  on  the  CISC  executive  commit- 
tee by  the  commissioner  of  the  OPP  and  by 

the  chairman  of  the  Ontario  Police  Comis- 
sion  and  the  chief  of  Metropolitan  Toronto 

police. 
Then  going  beyond  that,  there  is  the  As- 

sociation of  Law  Enforcement  Agencies  in 
the  United  States  and  Canada,  which  ex- 

change confidential  material  on  organized 
crime  matters  on  a  continuing  basis.  From 
Ontario  we  have  the  membership  of  the 
OPP,  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  police,  the 
Niagara  regional  police,  the  Canadian  immi- 

gration intelligence  and  the  Ontario  Police 
Commission. 

Then  the  OPP  has  its  aspects,  they  par- 
ticipate in  the  training  programmes  in  On- 

tario and  across  Canada.  They  have  the 
membership  in  the  CISO,  in  the  CISC  and 

they  participate— and  I  only  make  mention 
of  this  because  it  is  already  public  knowl- 
edge-^bhey  participate  in  what  we  call  the 
joint  forces  operation  in  the  significant  parts 

of  Ontario— I  don't  think  it  adds  to  anything 
to  name  the  places  where  they  are  in  opera- 

tion—but   they    are    packages    of    authorities 
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which  are  put  together  within  certain  areas, 
within  certain  communities,  to  make  crim- 

inal investigation  and  to  pursue  specific  areas 
of  concern  on  a  joint  basis  in  connection 
with    organized    crime. 

Now  those  are  the  general  activities  of  the 
authorities  in  this  field.  I  have  mentioned  in 
this  House  on  several  occasions  that  the 
Provincial  Secretary  for  Justice  will  be 
touching  upon  in  this  House,  in  an  even 
broader  way,  the  response  of  all  of  the 
agencies  and  some  innovations  in  regard  to 
coming  to  grips  with  this  problem. 

I'm  not  going  to  pass  comment  on  any  of 
the  specifics  that  the  hon.  member  has  men- 

tioned. They're  but  a  handful  of  facts  which 
are  drawn  from  years  of  criminal  intelligence 
which  cover  a  very  broad  range,  and  would 
have  to  cover  a  broad  range  in  this  field. 

What  I  can  say  is  this:  Up  until  the  as- 
sumption of  this  portfolio,  and  in  keeping 

in  touch  with  what  goes  on  in  the  United 

States— I  don't  want  to  be  lulled  into  a  sense 
of  security,  but  I  don't  want  our  people  to 
be  stampeded  into  a  great  cause  for  alarm 
—but  it  is  the  intelligence,  criminal  intelli- 

gence and  criminal  investigation  facilities 
that  we  have  that  have  evidently  kept  us 
one  step  ahead  of  the  kind  of  thing  which 
appears  to  be  all  too  common  in  the  United 

States.  The  fact  that  I'm  not  going  into 
details— <and  it  would  be  impossible  during 
the  scope  of  even  these  estimates  to  cover 
all  of  the  pertinent  facts  relating  to  orga- 

nized crime. 

I  am  more  interested  in  our  authorities 
being  able  to  come  up  with  situations  leading 
to  prosecutions;  and  not  only  for  prevention, 
but  for  prosecutions  and  eradications.  To  me, 
and  I  say  this  perhaps  as  a  neophyte,  I  read 
through  the  years  paperback  books,  Senate 
crime  hearings,  big  stories  in  Life  magazine, 
in  Sports  Illustrated  and  always  I  am  waiting 
for  the  final  climax:  who  was  prosecuted. 
You  think  of  the  number  of  words  that  have 
been  written  on  organized  crime  in  the 
United  States  in  the  last  two  decades,  and 
you  try  to  find  out  just  how  many  prosecu- 

tions have  resulted;  there  is  no  resemblance 
between  the  two. 

I  am  hopeful  that  the  result  of  the  task 
forces  that  we  have  in  all  aspects  will  result 
in  either  proving  or  disproving  the  presence 
to  a  serious  degree  of  organized  crime.  Or 
preferably,  if  it  does  exist,  to  bring  them 
before  a  court  of  justice  and  having  the 
necessary  convictions  made.  Because  that  is 
how  you  finally  eradicate  it;  by  putting  the 
men  who  are  involved  in  the  committal  of 

crime,  that  is  committing  offences  against 
the  Criminal  Code;  by  putting  them  where 

they  won't  harm  society.  And  I  assure  the 
hon.  member  that  it  is  just  not  his  concern, 
it  is  the  concern  of  every  member  of  this 
House  and  law-abiding  citizen  in  this  prov- 

Mr.  Shulman:  Just  one  brief  word  about 
the  United  States.  It  is  quite  true  they  have 
not  eradicated  organized  crime,  nor  will  they 
ever.  But  they  have  got  a  lot  of  convictions 
and  sent  a  lot  of  people  to  jail.  The  most 
recent,  of  course,  being  Emprise.  What  have 
we  done  in  Ontario?  Nothing!  When  you  do 

get  the  information,  you  don't  do  anything! 
Let  me  refer  to  another  OPP  report  I  have 
here,  Mr.  Minister,  if  I  can  have  your  atten- 

tion. You  say,  "All  we  want  to  do  is  get  the 
information;  get  the  information  and  then 

we'll  act." 
Mr.  Chairman:  I  think  if  the  hon.  member 

is  starting  on  the  OPP,  it  really  comes  under 
vote  1304. 

Mr.  Shulman:   Mr.  Chairman,  it  is— 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  are  dealing  with  the 
Police  Commission. 

Mr.  Shulman:  We  are  dealing  with  orga- 
nized crime  and  this  particular  report  of  the 

OPP  went  to  the  Police  Commission. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Well,  I  just  wanted  to 
warn  you  that  we  are  not  discussing  the  OPP. 

Mr.  Shulman:  No,  we  are  discussing  or- 

ganized crime  in  its  broader  aspects.  I  didn't 
see  much  point  in  having  a  little  bit  here 
and  a  little  bit  in  the  next  vote.  So  if  you 
will  forgive  me,  I  have  done  what  the 
original  chairman  asked  me  to  do,  which  is 
bring  it  up  under  1304.  It  should  have  come 

under  1301  in  the  first  place;  but  that  doesn't matter. 

Anyway,  back  in  1963,  and  I  am  referring 
to  an  OPP  report  on  Emprise;  and  what  it 

says  in  their  initial— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  won- 
der if  I  might  ask  your  ruling?  May  I  ask 

that  you  rule  that  the  hon.  member,  when 

he  reads  a  document,  that  he  table  the  docu- 

ment- 
Mr.  Chairman:  Yes,  I'd  be  very- 

Mr.  Shulman:  Would  you  like  the  name 
of  the  person  that  supplied  them  to  me? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No.  There  is  no  point 
in  asking  that  because  anybody  who  would 

give  that  kind  of  information— it  is  interesting, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  hon.  member  has  a 

privacy  bill;  I  believe  it  is  your  bill— that  you 
have  a  wiretapping- 

Mr.  Shulman:  Against  wiretapping;  yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Against  wiretapping. 
Now  you  just  tell  me  what  kind  of  difference 
there  is  between  wiretapping  and  the  kind 

of  business  that  you  are  participating  in  to- 
day. That  goes  far  beyond  wiretapping.  I 

mean,  in  wiretapping  at  least- 

Mr.  Shulman:  May  I  answer  the  question? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  am  just  saying  that 
the  hon.  member  he  subscribes  to  the  fact 
that  he  should  be  able  to  read  confidential 

documents  without  disclosing  the  source  of 
those. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I'll  give  the  source.  It's  from OPP  files. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No,  no!  But  how  those 
documents  came  into  your  possession?  I  mean, 
is  it  from  the  fourth  estate  that  evidently 

has,  or  the  fifth  estate;  I  don't  know  what 
the  description  of  the  estate  is. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
assume  your  ruling  that  those  documents  will 
be  tabled  so  that  we  will  have  the  full  docu- 

ments, or  photo  copies  of  the  documents- 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman- 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  think  the  only  record 
that  you  will  have  is  what  you  read  in 
Hansard. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  just  to  answer 

the  minister's  question— he  did  ask  me  a  ques- tion. He  asked  what  is  the  difference  in  wire- 

tapping and  releasing  and  doing  what  I  am 

doing  here.  I'd  hoped  the  minister  would 
have  seen  the  difference.  Wiretapping,  unless 
it  is  done  by  the  police  with  the  permission 
of  a  court  order  in  order  to  combat  crimes, 

should  not  be  done.  The  reason  I  am  bring- 
ing this  material  up  here,  and  I  gave  the 

minister  many  chances  over  the  weeks,  is 
because  his  department  is  doing  nothing 
about  organized  crime.  These  documents 

prove  it  and  that's  the  only  reason  I  am 
bringing  it  up  here. 

Now,  if  you  were  taking  proper  action, 

believe  me,  I  wouldn't  want  to  bring  it  up 
here.  Why  do  you  think  I  get  these?  Because 

you  are  not  doing  anything— and  here  is  more 

proof  of  it. 
You  people  had  in  your  files  information 

about  Emprise— what,  five  years  ago— showing 

what  they  were  involved  in  and  you  didn't 
do  anything.  This  is  from  an  OPP  document, 
away  back  in  1963,  and  this  entry  was  made 

in  1967  so  that's  when  they  began  the  file  on 
Emprise.  They  didn't  learn  about  this  until 1967. 

There  was  a  man  by  name  of  Peter 
Fundero.  He  is  a  lawyer  for  the  Maggadino 

family  in  Buffalo.  In  case  anyone  doesn't 
know  who  the  Maggadinos  are,  they  are  the 
family  who  run  organized  crime  for  that  area 
of  New  York  State  and  for  a  large  part  of 
southwestern  Ontario. 

Anyway  in  1963  Emprise  guaranteed  a 
$100,000  loan  from  the  Canadian  Imperial 
Bank  of  Commerce  in  Fort  Erie  to  a  company 

controlled  by  Fundero  and  two  other  mem- 
bers of  the  Maggadino  family.  This  money 

was  used  to  start  Leisure  Land,  which  turned 
out  to  be  a  mammoth  fraud  in  which  all  the 

investors  lost  all  their  money.  That  was  in 
Buffalo  and  Fort  Erie,  right  on  the  border. 
Emprise  ended  up  by  putting  up  the  money 
and  paying  the  money.  You  had  that  in  your 
files  five  years  ago  about  the  Maggadinos. 

Yet,  just  a  few  minutes  ago  you  got  up 

and  said,  "What  we  are  doing  is  trying  to 
get  information  so  we  can  step  in  and  pre- 

vent these  people  from  doing  this."  For  five 
years  you  sat  on  that  and  didn't  do  anything. 

In  1968,  from  the  same  file,  a  report  from 

the  OPP.  "We  know  Emprise  is  involved  with 
organized  crime;  we  should  get  rid  of  this 

company  in  Ontario."  1968— four  years  ago, 
and  you  have  done  nothing. 

You  didn't  even  know  what  Emprise  was 
when  I  brought  it  up  in  the  House  here  a 
few  weeks  ago. 

Do  you  wonder  why  people  in  your  depart- 
ment get  upset  and  leak  documents?  Do  you 

wonder  why  people  who  are  interested  in 
controlling    organized    crime    are    upset    be- 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  On  a  point  of  order, 
is  the  hon.  member  reading  from  an  OPP 

report? 
Mr.  Shulman:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well,  I  still  think,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  it  must  be  a  rule  of  this 
House  surely  that  if  the  hon.  member  is 
quoting  a  document  that  he  must  table  it 
because  he  is  either  reading  excerpts;  we 

have  no  way  of  identifying  the  document— 
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Mr.  Shulman:  I  will  allow  you  to  identify 
it  very  easily.  I  believe  Mr.  Silk  is  here  and 
if  he  will  bring  in— put  it  on  your  desk— the 
file  of  Emprise,  I  will  show  you  the  sheet 
it  is  on. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No,  that  isn't  the  point, 
Mr.  Chairman.  The  point  is  this— the  hon. 
member  purports  to  read  from  a  document. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Do  you  deny  its  authenticity? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well,  I  have  no  way 
of  passing  on  it. 

Mr.  Shulman:  There  is  Mr.  Silk.  Ask  him— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  have  no  way  of  pass- 
ing on  its  authenticity. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  you  can  pass  it  very 
easily. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  hon.  member  has 

suggested  having  people  prove  non-facts. 

Mr.  Shulman:  If  you  wish  to  challenge  its 
authenticity— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  just  say,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  the  hon.  member,  if  he  is  going  to 

read  a  document,  should  read  everything.  If 

he  won't  table  it,  read  the  document  in  full 
—that  is,  every  word  that's  on  it  and  I  think 
in  fairness  to  the  people  who  prepare  these 
reports  that  that  is  the  least  he  can  do. 

Mr.  Shulman:  If  the  minister  is  not  able  to 

get  a  copy  of  the  document  from  his  chief 
of  the  OPP  or  from  Mr.  Graham,  I  would  be 
glad  to  see  that  he  gets  a  copy  of  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  That  is  not  the  point, 
Mr.  Chairman.  The  point  is  this,  that  an  hon. 
member  of  the  House,  when  reading  from  a 
document  which  purports- 

Mr.  Shulman:  There  is  no  such  ruling. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  My  point  doesn't  relate 
just  to  this  specific  item.  I  think  there  should 
be  a  ruling  of  the  House  in  this  respect. 

Mr.  Chairman:  With  all  due  respect,  Mr. 

Minister,  I  don't  know  of  any  rule  that  asks a  member  in  committee  of  the  whole  House 
to  table  documents. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  in 
no  position  to  challenge  your  ruling,  but  it 
seems  to  me  that  if  that  document  has  a 
signature  on  it  and  if  the  hon.  member  is 
reading  it- 

Mr.  Shulman:  It  is  a  file. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —that  that  document 

if  there  is  a— 

Mr.  Shulman:  It's  a  file. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  beg  your  pardon? 

Mr.  Shulman:  It  is  a  file,  not  a  document. 
There  are  a  number  of  documents  in  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No,  but  the  particular 
document  that  the  hon.  member  is  reading 
from  is  a  document  which  I  assume  has  a 
signature  on  it  and  my  recollection  is  that 
with  any  document  that  has  a  signature  on 
it,  as  the  hon.  member  is  reading  it,  it  is 
incumbent  upon  him  to  either  read  the  full 
document  or  to  table  the  document. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  Mr.  Minister,  before 

we  go  on— 
Mr.  Chairman:  The  ruling  as  far  as  the 

private  member  is  concerned  is,  he  doesn't have  to  table  a  document  when  estimates  are 
on. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  to  the  min- 
ister, can  the  minister  explain— in  light  of 

his  comments  made  just  some  10  minutes 
ago,  that  when  he  gets  information  he  acts 
on  it— why  he  did  nothing  about  this  infor- 

mation which  he  has  had  for  some  five 

years? Mr.  Chairman:  Item  1  carried. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Not  quite.  Does  the  minister 
intend  to  answer  the  question? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anybody  else  want  to  speak 
on  it? 

Mr.  Shulman:  If  anyone  else  wants  to 
come   in  I  would  be   glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  Chairman:  You  have  the  floor,  go 
ahead. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  was  hoping  I  would  get  an 
answer  from  the  minister,  but  I  guess  I 

won't.  All  right.  I  guess  I  am  going  to  have 
to  give  up  on  the  minister. 

Actually,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  what  the 
answer  is,  and  I  know  why  nothing  has 
been  done,  and  I  know  why  the  minister 

gives  the  answers  or  non-answers  that  he 
gives  here.  It  is  very  simple.  There  has 
never  been  any  thought  of  doing  anything. 
There  has  never  been  any  intention  of  do- 

ing anything.  And  the  action  on  Emprise  in 
the  last  few  weeks  proves  it. 
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Isn't  it  strange  that  you  finally  send  your 
inspectors  out  after  the  matter  is  brought  up 
in  this  House,  when  you  had  a  going  file 

since  1967  on  this  company  and  its  involve- 
ments? Does  the  minister  have  any  explana- 

tion for  that  and  why  last  month  suddenly 
the  Ontario  Jockey  Club  was  deluged  with 
inspectors;   will   he   answer  that   question? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  We  discussed  this, 
Mr.  Chairman,  on  Friday  last. 

Mr.  Shulman:  We  discussed  it  but  we 

didn't  get  any  answer,  this  is  the  problem. 
All  right,  I  don't  want  to  badger  the  min- 

ister. I  know  he  has  his  problems  under- 
standing what  is  going  on.  Has  the  minister 

any  thought  on  setting  up  a  task  force  on 
organized  crime? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  have  already  indi- 
cated, Mr.  Chairman,  that  there  are  joint 

task  forces  operating  in  various  areas  in 

the  Province  of  Ontario  that  haven't  been 
publicized.  I  think  the  fact  that  they  are 
in  existence  is  a  public  matter,  but  the 
scope  of  the  reports  is  not. 

They  are  a  package  of  personnel  put  to- 
gether to  investigate  organized  crime,  and 

as  I  have  indicated  the  Provincial  Secretary 
for  Justice  will  be  making  a  statement.  I 

have  nothing  further  to  add  in  this  regard. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Obviously  the  minister  and 
I  are  talking  about  two  different  things. 
What  I  am  referring  to  is  a  commission, 
either  permanent  or  temporary,  which  will 

have  the  power  to  subpoena,  the  power  to 
call  witnesses,  and  which  will  be  publicized. 
What  is  the  use  of  having  a  task  force  if 

nobody  knows  about  it  and  if  people  aren't 
coming  forth  with  evidence? 

I  am  suggesting  a  commission,  task  force- 
call  it  what  you  will— which  will  sit,  which 
will  call  witnesses,  which  will  subpoena 
people  like  Johnny  Papalia,  which  will 
subpoena  the  type  of  people  I  have  men- 

tioned today  to  find  out  what  is  going  on, 
similar  to  the  one  in  New  York  State.  Does 

the  minister  have  any  intention  of  setting 
up  such  a  task  force? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
is  a  difference  in  the  approach.  In  the  United 

States  they  have  their  particular  system  of 
congressional  inquiries  and  inquiries  at  the 
state  level. 

We  have  a  different  approach.  We  have 
set  up  an  Ontario  Police  Commission,  one  of 
whose  responsibilities  is  the  ongoing  and 
continuing  surveillance  and  checking  into  the 

possibility  of  the  inroads  of  organized  crime. 
That  is  the  instrument  that  we  have  chosen 
to  use,  in  addition  to  the  work  of  the 
particular  police  force. 

The  Ontario  Police  Commission  is  a  per- 
manent commission  set  up  for  this  purpose. 

The  fact  that  it  does  not  publicize  what  it 
does  is  a  technique  of  approach.  The  hon. 
member  is  enamoured  of  the  US  system; 
I  am  not  particularly  enamoured  of  that 
system,  either  in  specifics  or  in  some  of  the 

generalities. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  all  right.  The  minister 
says  we  have  a  different  approach.  Can  the 

minister  give  us  one  example— and  I  don't 
care  how  far  back  he  goes,  he  may  choose 

as  long  as  he  likes— of  where,  when  using 
this  particular  approach,  we  have  taken  any 
action  against  organized  crime?  Take  one 
that  is  defunct  and  is  not  active  any  more. 
Just  give  us  an  example  so  that  we  will 
know  that  you  are  not  really  all  dead  over 
there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  don't  understand  the 
hon.   member.   Just  because  I  cannot  prove 

a  negative  he- 
Mr.  Shulman:  One  example;  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —he  comes  to  a  con- 

clusion. All  I  can  say  is  this,  Mr.  Chairman— 
and  I  think  it  must  be  obvious  to  the  hon. 

member— that  our  determination  is  to  find 
out  where  people  have  committed  crimes  that 
they  should  stand  on  trial  for  those. 

The  hon.  member  keeps  mentioning  names 
of  citizens  who  walk  the  streets  of  this 

province.  One  can  only  assume  under  the 
Britsh  system  of  justice,  which  applies  to  all 
men,  that  they  are  presumed  innocent  until 
they  are  proven  guilty.  To  be  proven  guilty 
there  must  be  evidence  that  a  crime  has 

been  committed;  and  part  of  the  task  of  the 
OPC  is  this  job. 

Now  I  remind  the  hon.  member  of  the 

task  force  on  policing,  and  they  will  be  going 
into  the  question  of  the  role  of  the  Ontario 
Police  Commission.  It  may  or  may  not  be 
that  they  may  come  up  and  say  that  the 
Ontario  Police  Commisison  should  hold  pub- 

lic hearings;  they  might  come  up  with  that, 
or  they  may  reconfirm  our  past  techniques 
in  the  kind  of  privacy  that  we  have. 

Mr.  Shulman:  But  will  the  minister  agree 
with  me  that  organized  crime  is  active  in  this 
province?  Am  I  going  to  get  an  answer? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  don't  know  whether 
I  am  ahead  of  the  hon.  member  or  behind 
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him,  but  I  can  say  this,  that  in  two  of  the 
areas  of  the  province  covered  by  the  joint 
task  forces  that  I  have  referred  to  there 
have  been  approximately  27  arrests  and 
charges  laid,  and  I  am  advised  in  most 
instances  convictions  have  been  made  as  a 
result  of  these  joint  task  forces. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Great.  What  sort  of  charges 
were  they? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Drugs,  offensive  wea- 
pons, stolen  bonds;  and  I  imagine  similar- 

Mr.  Shulman:  Drugs,  stolen  bonds,  posses- 
sion of  offensive  weapons!  Is  this  how  he 

attacks  organized  crime,  when  he  charges 
people  with  possession  of  drugs?  Is  this 
what  he  is  suggesting? 

Has  your  department  caught  one  of  the 
suppliers?  One  of  the  Mafia  people  bringing 
in  drugs— and  I  am  not  referring  to  pot,  that 
has  nothing  to  do  with  the  Mafia.  Has  the 
minister  caught  one  of  the  heroin  suppliers? 
I  know  you  have  caught  a  lot  of  the  pushers, 
and  the  poor  addicts. 

But  can  the  minister,  from  this  approach, 
give  us  one  example  of  where  an  organized 
crime  ring  was  cracked? 

The  layoff  people  in  the  betting;  the  peo- 
ple involved  in  usury;  the  people  involved  in 

supplying  the  heroin. 
Can  the  minister  give  one  example  of 

where  his  people  have  produced— never  mind 
a  conviction,  a  charge?  One  example— just 
one. 

And  don't  bring  in  some  kid  who  is 
charged  with  having  a  marijuana   cigarette. 

Mr.   Chairman:   Item   1   carried? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Not  quite.  Is  the  minister 
going  to  answer? 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  I  don't  think  the 
minister— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No,  I  think  I  have 
given  all  the  details. 

Mr.  Shulman:  You  can't  give  one  example? 

Mr.  Chairman:  He  didn't  say  he  couldn't 
give  one,  he  said  he  wasn't  going  to  give one. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  am  asking  can  he  give 
one  example? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
not  going  to  go  into  the  matter  case  by 
case.  I  am  just  indicating  to  the  hon.  member 
in  a  general  way,  some  of  the  scope  and 
the  results  in  this  field. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  since  the 
minister  is  unable  to  give  one  example,  per- 

haps we  should  turn  to  another  phase  of 
organized  crime. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  don't  think  the  minister 
said  that  he  wasn't  able  to  give  one  example- 

Mr.  Shulman:  Are  you  defending  him,  Mr. 
Chairman? 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  I  am  not  defending 
him.  I  am  trying  to  state  the  facts. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Would  the 

chairman  at  least  maintain  a  degree  of  im- 
partiality? 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  know  it  is  difficult,  and 

if  I  were  in  your  shoes,  I  would  feel  im- 
pelled to  try  and  defend  him  also. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  minister  can  look  after 

himself,   he  doesn't  need  you. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  can  understand  your  feel- 
ings and  you  have  my  sympathy.  I  would  try 

to  defend  him  if  I  were  there  also— 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Shulman:  But  don't  get  carried  away. 
I  know  it  is  difficult  under  the  circum- 
stances. 

Shall  we  go  into  another  phase  of  organized 
crime  or  do  you  wish  to  go  into  private 
members'  hour? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  No,  carry  on  for  a 
few  minutes. 

Mr.  Shulman:  There's  no  private  members' hour  today? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Yes. 

Mr.  Shulman:  All  right.  Before  I  go  on 
to  other  areas  of  organized  crime  in  the 

province,  I'd  like  to  ask  the  minister,  is  he 
aware  of  the  other  activities  of  Emprise 
in  this  province,  not  involving  sports? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  why 

doesn't  the  hon.  member  stop  this  game  of 

his  and  get  up  and  make  his  statement?  That's 
the  only  way  to  make  a— 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  keep  making  statement 

after  statement  but  I  don't  get  any  response. 
Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  If  the  hon.  member 

wants  me  to  recite  all  of  my  knowledge  in 

all  fields— 
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Mr.  Shulman:  I  thought  you  had  done  it 
already. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  would  do  more  talk- 

ing than  he  has  done  in  the  last  five  years. 
Make  your  case,  I  say  to  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  had  the  feeling  that  I  was 

going  to  leave  the  minister— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Don't  make  your  case, 
just  say  what  you  have  to  say. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  was  going  to  leave  the 
minister  five  minutes  to  display  all  of  his 
knowledge  in  all  the  various  fields,  Mr. 

Chairman,  but  we'll  do  that  toward  the  end 
of  the  hour.  That  should  be  sufficient,  I 
expect. 

All  right,  if  the  minister  doesn't  know— 
and  I  don't  believe  he  does— I'd  like  to  sug- 

gest to  the  minister  that  Emprise  is  involved 
in  other  fields.  It  distributes  certain  things  in 
this  province.  For  reasons  which  are  com- 

pletely beyond  me,  it  has  bought  or  somehow 
now  owns  the  distributorship  for  a  very 
prominent  appliance.  I  think  the  minister 

knows  who  I'm  talking  about.  I  don't  think there  is  need  for  me  to  mention  the  name  be- 

cause I  think  the  appliance  company  may 

have  been  embroiled  innocently.  I  won't 
mention  the  name  of  the  company.  Does  the 
minister  not  think,  in  view  of  everything 

that's  been  said  about  Emprise  in  recent  days 
and  recent  weeks,  that  perhaps  he  or  some- 

one from  the  Police  Commission  or  the  OPP 

should  contact  that  appliance  company  and 

tell  them  they're  in  bad  company?  Is  the 
minister  just  going  to  say  "I'm  sorry"? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  the  com- 

mittee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  committee  of  supply 
begs  to  report  certain  resolutions  and  asks 
for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report   agreed   to. 

PRIVATE  MEMBERS'  HOUR: 

HIGHWAY  TRAFFIC  ACT 

Mr.  Foulds  moves  second  reading  of  Bill 
68,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Highway  Traffic 
Act. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  ban  on  studded  tires  in  northern  Ontario 

is  enforced  by  the  use  of  regulation  and  this 
bill  has  to  take  two  steps.  It  prohibits  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council  from  making 
those  regulations  with  regard  to  banning 
studded  tires  in  northern  Ontario.  The  ulti- 

mate design  is  very  clear  and  very  simple. 
The  bill  is  designed,  very  simply,  to  allow 
the  use  of  studded  tires  in  northern  Ontario. 

It  may  seem  ironic  to  be  discussing  win- 
ter driving  as  we  move  into  the  height  of 

summer— and  all  of  us  have  felt  the  humidity 
outside— but  if  the  government  is  to  move 
from  its  present  stand  of  banning  the  use 
of  studded  tires  throughout  the  province 
and  to  allow  for  their  use  in  the  north  this 

coming  winter,  it  is  imperative  that  this 
Legislature  have  a  cool  and  frank  discussion 
of  the  issue.  Fortunately,  we  can  have  a  cool 
discussion  in  this  air-conditioned   chamber. 

Let  me  start  by  saying  that  I  agree  with 
the  government  stand  banning  the  use  of 
studded    tires    in    southern    Ontario. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  The  mem- 

ber isn't  convincing  the  Tories  because  there 
aren't  any  Tories  here  to  convince. 

Mr.  Foulds:  There  are  four— seven  I  think, 
in  the  House,  yes.  Outstanding  attendance  of 

the  Tory  members  for  a  private  member's bill,  as  usual. 

Let  me  reiterate,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  I  do 

agree  with  the  government  stand  banning 
the  use  of  studded  tires  in  southern  Ontario. 

I  would  think  that  the  damage  to  roads, 
combined  with  the  minimal  value  in  addi- 

tional traction,  because  the  roads  are  mostly 
bare  in  southern  Ontario  during  the  winter, 
makes  the  ban  of  studded  tires  in  southern 

Ontario  quite  reasonable.  However,  I  would 
like  to  quote  from  an  article  in  the  Canadian 
Consumer,  January/February  of  1971: 

Studded  tires  were  originally  designed 

for  use  in  northern  European  road  condi- 
tions. In  Baltic  countries  snow  clearance 

is  not  so  prevalent  on  secondary  roads  as 
it  is  in  Ontario  and  Quebec.  And,  in  fact, 
outside  of  the  major  urban  centres,  snow 
conditions  would  be  considered  poor  by 
most  Canadian  standards. 

1  would  submit  that  that  quote,  Mr.  Speaker, 
applies  equally  well  to  northern  Ontario,  that 
the  driving  and  weather  conditions  in  north- 

ern Ontario  more  closely  resemble  the  driv- 
ing and  weather  conditions  in  the  northern 

European  countries  than  they  do  southern 
Ontario.  I  would  submit  that  the  question: 

"Snow  clearance  is  not  so  prevalent  on  sec- 
ondary roads  .  .  .  and  snow  conditions  would 

be     considered     poor     by     most     Canadian 
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standards,"  applies  directly  to  the  conditions we  face  in  northern  Ontario.  The  former 
Minister  of  Transportation  and  Communica- 

tions (Mr.  MaeNaughton)  said  to  this  House 
when  I  first  raised  the  matter,  while  he  was 
still  the  minister  responsible  for  Transporta- 

tion and  Communications,  that  he  did  not 
feel  studded  tires  should  be  allowed  in  north- 

ern Ontario  because  there  should  be  no 

special  legislation  for  one  area  of  the  prov- 
ince. All  I  would  like  to  point  out  is  that 

we  in  northern  Ontario  would  simply  view 
studded  tires  as  an  equalizing  device,  to  help 
bring  driving  conditions  in  northern  Ontario 
roughly  equivalent  to  (those  in  southern 
Ontario. 

The  government,  for  all  its  vast  majority— 
none  of  which  is  present  this  afternoon— un- 

like King  Arthur  in  Camelot,  cannot  by  royal 
decree  regulate  weather  conditions  and  make 
the  climate  in  northern  Ontario  similar  to 
that  here  in  the  south.  No  one  would  dis- 

agree, Mr.  Speaker,  that  there  is  a  substan- 
tial difference  in  weather  conditions  between 

the  two  areas  of  the  province.  This  results 
in  a  substantial  difference  in  driving  condi- 
tions. 

That's  pretty  obvious,  but  it  hasn't  pene- 
trated the  obtuse  thinking  of  this  Conserva- 

tive government,  because  they  have  never 
yet  revealed  statistics  or  done  studies  of 
driving  with  studded  tires  in  northern  On- 

tario alone.  All  the  damage  they  report  to 
the  highways  is  taken  on  an  across-the- 
province  basis.  In  northern  Ontario  the  traf- 

fic density  is  not  sufficient  to  cause  the  kind 
of  damage  the  department  reports  for  On- 

tario as  a  whole. 

In  addition,  in  northern  Ontario  many 
roads  are  left  under  a  cover  of  packed  snow 
from  November  until  March,  and  thus  stud- 

ded tires  do  not  get  the  same  opportunity 
to  wear  out  the  road  surfaces.  Also,  many 
of  those  surfaces  are  not  even  paved  and 
the  studded  tire  could  hardly  to  damage  to 

a  gravel  road.  The  widely  quoted  mis-state- 
ment that  studs  are  only  good  near  freezing 

—one  per  cent  of  the  driving  time— probably 
originated  from  the  very  awkward  wording 
of  an  Ontario  Department  of  Transporta- 

tion and  Communications  press  release  which 

said,  and  I  quote.  "The  best  that  a  driver 
can  expect  is  improved  stopping  and  trac- 

tion near  32  deg."  But  measured  tests  of 
studded  tires  under  a  wide  variety  of  winter 
conditions  show  that  studs  do  indeed  help 
a  great  deal  in  a  wide  range  of  temperatures 
and  below-freezing  conditions.  In  addition, 
properly  studded  snow  tires  do  improve  brak- 

ing   and    stopping    performance    on    packed 

snow  and  ice.  So  in  all  fairness,  studs  should 
be  considered  reasonably  effective  over  a  wide 
range  of  temperatures  with  the  very  best 
performance  under  the  slipperiest  conditions, 
near  freezing. 

I  would  like  to  quote  a  table  from  the 
Cornell  study  which  shows  that  for  cars 
driving  at  20  miles  per  hour  at  a  temperature 
of  30  degrees  with  no  studs  in  the  tires,  the 
stopping  distance  was  170  feet;  with  studded 
tires  the  stopping  distance  was  122  feet.  That 
is  an  improvement  in  stopping  distance  of 
28  per  cent.  At  20  degrees  with  no  studs  in 
the  tires,  the  stopping  distance  was  137  feet; 
with  studs  it  was  106  feet.  That  is  an  im- 

provement of  23  per  cent.  At  10  degrees  the 
improvement  went  from  112  feet  without 
studded  tires  to  97  feet  with  studded  tires, 
an  improvement  of  13  per  cent.  At  zero 
degrees  from  99  feet  to  92  feet,  for  an  im- 

provement of  7  per  cent. 

In  addition,  and  one  of  the  factors  that  is 
often  overlooked,  there  is  a  large  increase 
not  only  in  stopping  traction,  but  in  starting 
traction.  The  importance  of  this  is  often  over- 

looked, because  many  of  the  minor  collisions 
that  take  place  in  northern  Ontario  do  so  on 
slippery  surfaces  near  traffic  lights.  They 
result  from  a  car  that  has  stopped  for  a  stop 
light  not  having  enough  traction  to  get 
started  again,  and  a  car  approaching  from  the 
rear  often  slides  into  this  car.  Had  the  car 
studded  tires,  it  could  move  away  more 
quickly  and  avoid  a  number  of  those  very 
minor  accidents.  In  this  day  and  age,  because 
of  the  cost  of  auto  body  repairs,  a  very  minor 
accident  can  result  in  $150  to  $200  damage 
very  easily. 

Now  let  us  be  frank.  It  is  true  that  studded 
tires  do  cause  some  damage  to  roads.  It  is 
true  that  painted  lane  lines  are  quickly  worn 
away  and  the  material  is  often  scoured  from 
the  road  surfaces.  John  Fisher  in  the  Cana- 

dian Consumer  once  again  estimated  that  the 

use  of  studded  tires  meant  "the  staggering 
projection  of  $127  million  in  additional  road 
repairs  over  the  next  10  years  in  Ontario 

alone."  That  sounds  very  impressive. 
However,  there  are  roughly  three  million 

licensed  vehicles  on  the  Ontario  roads,  so 
that  $127  million  prorates  at  $4.25  per 
vehicle  per  year;  and  that  is  not  nearly  so 
impressive,  a  mere  $4.25  per  vehicle. 
When  you  have  a  ban  on  studded  tires, 

traction  must  be  maintained  in  some  other 
way.  That  other  way  is,  of  course,  salt.  At  the 
same  time  that  the  Canadian  officials  at  the 
United  Nations  were  helping  to  fight  the 
polluting   effect    of    dumping    of    waste    salt 
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brine  in  the  North  Sea,  Ontario  was  dumping 
100  pounds  of  salt  per  person  on  our  roads 
annually.  That  means  more  than  three- 
quarters  of  a  billion  pounds  of  salt  eventually 
finds  its  way  into  our  rivers  and  lakes.  On  the 
way  into  the  waterways,  this  salt  eats  away 
our  cars.  This  salt  breaks  down  road  surfaces, 
and  even  kills  ornamental  trees  downwind 
from  our  highways. 

When  we  consider  only  the  extra  auto- 
mobile maintenance  and  depreciation  costs 

due  to  salt  damage,  it  is  estimated  at  $175  to 
$200  per  car  annually.  When  you  consider 

that  $4.25  per  car  for  road  repairs,  it  doesn't 
look  so  staggering  after  all. 

With  a  clear-cut  pollution  case  against  the 
continued  use  of  the  present  amount  of  salt, 
there  is  need  to  reconsider  the  complete 
winter  driving  picture.  Especially  the  use  of 
studded  tires  in  northern  Ontario. 

With  regard  to  the  charge  that  studded 
tires  wears  the  white  central  lines  off  the 
highways  very  rapidly,  I  would  suggest  that 
the  highways  department  attempt  to  find  a 
more  enduring  paint,  or  possibly  a  method 
of  impregnating  the  centre  strip  with  white 
material  so  that  the  white  line  will  remain 
no  matter  how  great  the  wear.  The  answer  is 
not  a  ban  on  studded  tires  but  the  improve- 

ment in  highway  paving  materials. 

But  in  any  case,  in  northern  Ontario  in  the 
wintertime  the  white  line  on  the  highway  is 
approximately  20  to  30  feet  in  width;  in 

other  words  it's  the  entire  width  of  the  high- 
way, Mr.  Speaker.  There  is  simply  not  enough 

evidence  that  the  wear  and  tear  on  northern 
roads  that  are  ice-  and  snow-covered  for  a 
goodly  portion  of  the  winter  is  of  sufficient 
gravity  to  warrant  the  ban  on  studded  tires. 
It  is  common  knowledge  that  all  northern 
roads  will  have  deteriorated  by  heaving 
caused  by  frost  and  capillary  action  long 
before  any  wear  will  be  evident  from  the  use 
of  studded  tires. 

With  regard  to  the  charge  that  studded 
Safety  Council  tests  on  Lake  Timiskaming, 
let  me  just  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  although 
road  conditions  on  the  highways  in  northern 
Ontario  are  very  bad,  very  seldom  do  we 
find  ourselves  having  to  drive  on  a  four-foot 
thickness  of  ice  on  our  highways.  Mostly  the 
ice  is  simply  a  thin  surface  covering  hard- 
packed  snow  underneath.  The  studded  tire 
breaks  that  surface  and  thus  gains  traction 
from  the  snow. 

The  Minister  of  Transportation  and  Com- 
munications (Mr.  Carton),  in  a  speech  de- 

livered March  17,  1972,  claimed  that  rutting 
caused   by   studded   tires    went   as    deep    as 

one-quarter  to  one-half  inch;  but  he  does  not 
state,  nor  has  the  department  stated,  whether 
rutting  to  that  depth  was  found  in  any  area 
of  northern  Ontario.  I  would  suspect  that 
even  in  the  urban  centres  of  northern  Ontario, 
such  as  Sudbury  and  Thunder  Bay,  the  traffic 
density  is  not  great  enough  to  warrant  a  ban 
on  studded  tires  throughout  the  whole 
northern  area  of  the  province. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  the  statistics  tabled 
by  the  Solicitor  General  (Mr.  Yaremko)  in 
this  House  on  Tuesday,  May  9,  page  2202, 
of  Hansard,  in  reply  to  a  question  that  I  had 
asked.  The  question  I  asked  was  how  many 
charges  had  been  laid  with  regard  to  the  use 
of  studded  tires  in  Ontario.  He  said: 

From  November  1,  1971,  to  April  21,  1972,  there 
were  667  charges  laid  under  this  section '  of  the 
Highway  Traffic  Act  by  members  of  the  OPP.  Of  this 
number,  206  were  residents  of  Ontario,  two  from 
Nova  Scotia,  three  from  Manitoba,  three  from  Alberta, 
two  from  Saskatchewan,  115  from  Quebec,  and  one 
from  New  Brunswick. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  those  three  from 
Manitoba.  Anybody  who  lives  in  northwestern 
Ontario  knows  that  hundreds  of  people  from 
Manitoba  have  crossed  the  border  using 
studded  tires.  What  do  those  statistics  indi- 

cate? They  indicate  that  the  Ontario  Pro- 
vincial Police,  in  northwestern  Ontario  at 

least,  have  found  the  law  unenforceable.  In 
the  words  of  Charles  Dickens,  in  this  case: 

"The  law  is  an  ass,"  and  must  be  changed  to 
conform  with  the  reality  of  the  situation. 

The  minister  has  received  hundreds  of 
letters.  I  just  want  to  mention  one  petition 
in  particular,  a  petition  circulated  by  the 
Northern  Ontario  District  Council  of  the 
Lumber  and  Sawmill  Workers  Union.  That 
petition  alone  had  2,313  signatures  on  it 
endorsing  the  use  of  studded  tires  in  northern 
Ontario. 

Even  during  that  famous  incident  in  Red 
Lake  last  winter,  the  citizens  of  Ontario  in 
that  community  using  studded  tires  had  to 
go  down  to  the  Ontario  Provincial  Police 
station  to  get  arrested,  because  the  police  did 
not  feel  the  law  was  enforceable.  The  judge 
trying  the  case,  although  he  found  them 
guilty,  expressed  sympathy  with  their  position 
and  even  went  so  far  as  to  say  that  he  wished 
he  had  had  studded  tires  on  his  car  when 
driving  from  Kenora  to  Red  Lake  to  hear  the 
case. 

I  would  just  like  to  quote  him  directly  for 
a  minute,  Mr.  Speaker,  from  an  account  of 
what  the  judge  said: 

"I  would  have  loved  to  have  had  stud- 
ded tires  yesterday,"  said  the  judge,  who 

travelled   over   an  icy  road  to   reach  this 
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town  [Red  Lake].  "That  road  was  pretty 
slippery.  There  are  a  lot  of  laws  we  don't 
agree  with,  but  in  the  meantime  we  should 
comply  with  the  laws  until  we  get  them 

changed." 
The  judge  rendered  an  impeccably  accurate 
decision  in  the  case;  he  found  them  guilty. 
But  he  recognized  the  importance  and  the 
sincerity  with  which  they  had  put  their  case. 

Clearly,  there  is  a  case  for  the  use  of  stud- 
ded tires  in  northern  Ontario,  and  I  would 

urge  the  government  in  the  strongest  possible 
terms  to  reconsider  the  question  and  to  make 
the  use  of  studded  tires  in  northern  Ontario 

legal  once  again.  I  feel  that  the  use  of  stud- 
ded tires  should  be  allowed  in  northern  and 

northwestern  Ontario  until  studies  have  con- 
clusively proved  whether  studded  tires  in  our 

part  of  Ontario  are  essential  for  winter 
driving. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Oshawa. 

Mr.  C.  E.  Mcllveen  (Oshawa):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  should  like  to  make  a  few  remarks 
concerning  Bill  68. 

First,  I  might  say  that  the  controversy  over 
studded  tires  had  made  litde  impression  on 
me  until  I  had  occasion  to  make  a  winter 
visit  to  the  north,  and  out  of  curiosity  I  had 
a  chance  to  talk  to  some  of  the  residents, 
including  some  who  made  their  living  by 
driving. 

In  the  light  of  the  situation  that  developed 
at  Red  Lake  where  there  was  an  attempted 
deliberate,  defiant  move  against  the  ban  im- 

posed by  the  government,  and  which  the  hon. 
member  for  Port  Arthur  has  just  remarked 
about,  I  became  deeply  interested  in  the 
whole  situation,  not  only  as  a  layman  but  as 
a  representative  of  this  House. 

The  conclusion  of  these  talks  that  I  had  in 
the  north  prompted  me  to  ask  the  Ministry 
of  Transportation  and  Communications  to 
supply  me  with  relative,  significant  and 
scientific  information  so  I  could  get  to  the 
root  of  the  situation. 

I  have  looked  over  the  various  reports  of 
scientific  testing,  and  frankly  I  must  say,  sir, 
that  the  actual  experiences  related  to  me 
were  fully  supported  by  conclusions  set  forth 
in  the  findings  of  the  two  independent  tests 
of  studded  tire  performance  and  other  win- 

ter driving  aids  carried  out  by  the  Safety 
Council  under  optimum  conditions  to  prove 
or  disprove  their  effectiveness. 

First,  I  would  respectfully  point  out  to  the 
hon.    members    that    this    whole    matter    of 

studded  tire  use,  in  my  opinion,  has  devolved 
into  an  emotional  issue  that  has  caught  the 
motoring  public  in  the  middle  of  two  forces. 
One  is  the  force  of  vested  interests,  justifiably 
concerned  in  our  democratic  system  over  the 
possible  loss  of  a  highly  lucrative  market  in 
North  America.  The  other  is  the  authority 
that  is  responsible  for  the  general  safety  of 

its  citizens  using  Ontario's  highways  and street  networks. 

As  is  common  in  our  competitive  society, 
claims  were  put  forth  by  the  manufacturers 
to  support  the  marketing  of  their  product.  In 
other  words,  studded  tires  were  the  greatest 
thing  since  the  old  tire  chains.  They  increase 
manoeuvrability  and  traction  and  decrease 

stopping  distance  on  snow-  and  ice-covered 
thoroughfares.  Supported  by  selected  statistics 
from  various  North  American  research  organ- 

izations, they  left  the  impression  with  the 
North  American  winter  motorist  that  he  could 
drive  in  most  diverse  and  quickly  changing 
climatic  conditions  with  all  the  confidence  of 
summer  driving. 

Sir,  I  submit,  with  all  due  respect,  that 

from  my  personal  experience  and  the  learn- 
ing of  the  post-ban  experience  of  people  in 

the  actual  area  covered  in  this  bill,  as  well 
as  reviewing  the  various  reports,  the  majority 
of  drivers  using  studs  were  driving  under  a 
false  sense  of  security. 

To  put  it  another  way,  those  with  studs- 

only  about  one-third  of  Ontario's  cars,  and 
with  the  greatest  majority  equipped  with 
studs  on  the  rear  wheels  only— were  actually 
a  potential  driving  hazard  to  drivers  of  the 
other  two-thirds  of  the  vehicles,  which  were 
not  equipped  with  this  product.  Those  with 
studs  believed  they  could  use  higher  speeds 
than  common  sense  warranted  under  condi- 

tions and  carry  out  lane-changing  manoeuvres 
that  in  fact  were  not  only  dangerous  to  them- 

selves but  to  other  motorists  as  well. 

As  I  became  more  interested  in  this  matter, 
my  mind  recalled  numerous  cases  in  my  own 
area  where  I  have  seen  motorists  driving  cars 
with  studded  tires  stuck  and  sitting  spinning 
their  wheels,  instead  of  doing  the  number  of 
old-fashioned  but  proved  things  that  have 
been  practised  in  winter  driving  over  many 

years. 
One  of  the  greatest  developments  in  tire 

manufacturing  was  the  snow  tire,  but  we 

don't  see  tire  manufacturers  making  extrava- 
gant claims  that  these  tires  are  the  panacea 

for  all  snow  conditions.  Snow  tires  are  for 

snow,  and  according  to  scientific  evaluation 
the  addition  of  studs  gives  them  no  better 
traction. 
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The  tire  industry  has  a  high  degree  of 
conscience  about  the  performance  of  their 
product  related  to  highway  safety.  I  mention 
this  because  in  my  review  of  the  stud  situa- 

tion I  came  across  an  announcement,  put  out 

by  the  stud  manufacturers  after  Ontario's 
announcement  to  impose  a  ban,  that  they 
and  the  tire  manufacturers  would  join  forces 

to  lobby  Ontario's  legislation  out  of  existence. 
A  few  days  later,  a  spokesman  for  the  tire 
manufacturers  issued  a  statement  dissociating 
the  industry  with  participation  in  such  a 
move. 

Obviously,  if  they  were  convinced  the  addi- 
tion of  studs  would  enhance  their  product, 

they  would  want  to  put  their  case  to  the 
public.  One  cannot  ignore  the  significance,  in 
all  the  flow  of  claims  from  stud  manu- 

facturers and  the  minority  public  supporting 
them,  that  tire  manufacturers  have  remained 
silent. 

Now  this  bill  wants  to  balkanize  the  prov- 
ince to  allow  the  use  of  studs  in  the  northern 

territorial  districts  of  Ontario.  I  would  like 

to  remind  all  those  who  have  any  thoughts 
of  supporting  this  bill  that  Ontario  has  a 

continent-wide  reputation  of  progressive  re- 
search and  leadership  in  highway  develop- 

ment and  safety  research. 

This  has  been  proven  by  the  fact  that  the 

two  northern  states,  including  Minnesota- 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Who  wrote 
this,  Mr.  Armstrong? 

Mr.  Mcllveen:  No,  I  wrote  it;  or  part  of 
it.  Why  do  you— 

Mr.  Reid:  I  write  all  my  own  stuff. 

Mr.  Mcllveen:  Oh,  do  you?  That's  what  it sounds  like. 

An  hon.  member:  I  can  believe  that. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

An  hon.  member:  I  wouldn't  tell  anybody. 

Mr.  Mcllveen:  Some  of  it  I  wouldn't  want. 
I  think  I'll  continue. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  If  you  want 
to  go  for  the  leadership  you  have  got  to  get 
a  ghost. 

Mr.  Mcllveen:  They  have  imposed,  or 
are  about  to  impose,  similar  legislation  after 
findings  that  were  similar  to  the  results  of 

Ontario's  researoh. 

I  am  also  informed,  unofficially,  that  the 
other  northern  states,  and  a  Canadian  prov- 

ince,  are   considering  similar   action. 

The  point  that  I  am  making  is  that  On- 
tario is  the  Tespected  and  important  leader 

in  the  safety  research  field  and  its  position 
and  respect  should  not  be  undermined  by 
what  I  consider  purely  parochial  thrusts. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Oh,  the  member  doesn't  real- 
ly believe  that? 

Mr.  Mcllveen:  I  really  do,  and  I  will  get 
to  you  a  little  later. 

Thrusts  stimulated  on  the  basis  of  doubt- 

ful, if  not  highly  suspect,  select  research  in- 
formation aimed  at  the  most  receptive  sec- 

tors of  our  province. 

In  order  to  speak  on  this  matter,  with  the 
fullest  of  information,  I  asked  the  ministry 
to  provide  me  with  a  rundown  of  winter 

conditions— I  got  them  from  the  ministry,  by 
the  way— in  the  north.  On  the  basis  of  its 
daily  round,  condition  reports  were  issued 
to  advise  motorists  on  conditions  in  all  parts 
of  the  province.  In  brief,  I  was  informed 
that  on  main  routes,  snow  and  slushy  condi- 

tions existed  for  40  per  cent  of  the  winter 
month  period,  and  for  most  of  the  remaining 
time  roads  were  either  bare  and  wet,  or  bare 

and  dry  and  not  a  foot- 

Mr.  Reid:  Not  in  the  north,  my  friend. 

Mr.  Mcllveen:  That  is  why  we  are  putting 
that  yellow  line  down,  so  that  in  a  foot  of 
snow  we  can  see  it;  in  the  yellow. 

Most  significantly,  the  breakdown  showed 
that  only  between  three  and  five  per  cent 
of  the  time  were  the  main  highways  and 

road  systems  in  icy  conditions- 

Mr.  Foulds:  Main  highways?  There  aren't 
any  main  highways! 

Mr.  Mcllveen:  —which  are  considered  to 
meet  the  conditions  under  which  stud  manu- 

facturers claimed  their  products  perform 
most  satisfactorily.  A  great  deal  had  been 
made  of  the  road  damage  caused  by  the  use 
of  studded  tires.  This,  so  far  as  I  can  deter- 

mine, has  also  been  used  by  studded  tire 
advocates  on  a  broad  brush  basis. 

I  must  confess  that  in  my  review  I  find 
it  most  unfortunate  that  the  then  Depart- 

ment of  Highways  issued  its  first  report  on 
studded  tires  analysis  based  on  projected 
highway  damage.  However,  every  study 
must  start  at  the  basis  of  the  problem,  and 
it  is  unfortunate  that  the  figure  of  $127  mil- 

lion over  10  years  was  seized  upon  as  the 
main  point.  This  cost,  not  including  northern 

highways,  has  been  a  major  point  in  becloud- 
ing the  real  issue. 
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The  real  issue  is  general  highway  safety. 
The  damage  report  was  based  on  keeping 
our  highway  system  from  a  major  hazardous 

situation,  due  to  abnormality,  ground-in  ruts 
that  would  affect  steering,  ponding  of  water 

that  could  create  hydroplaning  and  elimin- 
ation of  lane  markings. 

From  these  findings,  the  department  call- 
ed upon  the  Canada  Safety  Council  to  set 

up  a  scientific  evaluation  of  actual  effective- 
ness of  studs.  The  conclusion  was  that  their 

effectiveness  was  marginal,  and  the  highest 
degree  obtained  within  the  freezing  point 

range  with  all  four  wheels  stud-equipped. 
To  further  its  research,  the  department 

scheduled  a  second  series  of  tests  that  took 
in  a  modified  version  of  studs  and  a  host  of 

other  winter  driving  aids,  including  some 
that  are  in  the  developing  stage  both  in 
Canada  and  the  United  States.  The  results, 

according  to  the  Canada  Safety  Council  re- 
port, show  that  the  only  effective  alternate 

to  studs  was  the  old  tire  chains.  However, 

it  held  out  hope  that  some  of  the  new  alter- 
natives could  become  effective  with  further 

development.  I  understand  this  has  been 
carried  out  and  will  require  further  testing. 

I  might  say  I  for  one  have  no  desire  to  go 

back  to  the  old  days  of  steel  tire  chains 
and  I  am  sure  the  majority  of  the  House 
will   agree  with  me. 

What  then  is  the  answer  to  the  problem— 
a  problem  that  besets  all  countries  in  the 
northern  hemisphere?  Stud  manufacturers 
who  claim  they  have  devised  an  even  newer 
modification  of  their  product  to  provide  a 
higher  degree  of  safety  without  creating 
hazardous  road  damage  have  been  invited 
to  provide  proof  of  effectiveness.  So  far,  I 

am  informed  by  the  Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communication,  this  has  not  been 

forthcoming. 

Of  Ontario's  cars,  92  per  cent  are  register- 
ed in  southern  Ontario  and  eight  per  cent  in 

northern  Ontario.  With  only  one  third  of  all 

Ontario's  cars  equipped  with  studs  when 
the  ban  was  imposed,  I  have  no  alternative 
but  to  conclude  the  bill  has  no  validity,  and 
is  neither  practical  nor  a  solution  for  greater 
safety  and  mobility. 

As  I  mentioned  at  the  outset  I  gleaned 
first  hand  impressions  from  residents  of  the 
area  who  were  going  through  their  first 
year  without  studs  since  they  were  legalized 
in  1947- 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member's  time  has 
expired. 

Mr.  Reid:  Finish  the  sentence. 

Mr.  Mcllveen:  I  am  not  going  to  go 

against  it,  but  Mr.  Speaker,  could  I  make 
two  remarks? 

I  asked  three  taxi  drivers,  one  in  Thunder 

Bay,  one  in  Kenora,  and  one  in  Red  Lake— 

and  that's  about  as  far  north  as  you  can  go 
—and  every  one  of  them  told  me  they  were 
real  annoyed,  that  they  did  everything  they 

could  and  even  were  going  to  upset  the  gov- 
ernment when  they  first  knew  about  it;  but 

after  they  learned  to  drive  again  without 
the  studs  they  were  just  as  safe  as  ever.  I 
was  on  the  same  trips  with  Mr.  Foulds. 

The   other  is   a  personal   experience   as   a 

doctor,  with  a  young- 

Mr.  Reid:  We  are  giving  you  one  minute. 

Mr.  Mcllveen:  A  young  mother  was  holding 
a  baby  in  her  arms  while  her  husband  was 
trying  to  get  out  of  some  ruts  behind  the 

house  and  the  kid  got  a  machine  gun-like 
bullet  from  a  stud  just  under  the  eye.  An 
inch  further  and  that  child  would  have  lost  an 

eye.  I  am  quite  sure  that  this  type  of  thing 
has  occurred  more  than  has  been  advertised. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Rainy 
River. 

Mr.  Reid:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  It  is 
a  pleasure  to  rise  and  take  part  in  this  debate 
on  studded  tires. 

I  was  going  through  Hansard,  Mr.  Speaker, 
and  looking  up  what  has  been  said  in  the  past 
in  regard  to  studded  tires  and  I  find  that  on 
Monday,  May  11,  1970  there  were  some  very 

good— I  would  go  so  far  as  to  say  excellent 
remarks— in  regard  to  studded  tires  made  in 
the  Legislature  at  that  time.  For  any  member 
who  is  interested  they  may  find  them  on  page 
2595  of  Hansard  for  Monday,  May  11,  1970. 

At  that  time  the  minister  was  Mr.  Gomme, 
and  he  and  I  carried  on  a  dialogue  in  regard 
to  studded  tires.  Mr.  Gomme,  the  then 
minister,  was  also  kind  enough,  Mr.  Speaker, 
to  send  me  a  report  done  by  the  Department 

of  Highways  entitled  "Studies  of  Studded  Tire 
Damage  and  Performance  in  Ontario,  Winter 

1969  and  1970."  Just  before  the  previous 
speaker  gets  out,  I  would  like  to  point  out  to 
him  that  one  of  the  conclusions  of  this  study 
was  that  the  use  of  studded  tires  in  Ontario 

generally  increased  to  about  32  per  cent  of 
passenger  vehicles,  and  if  unrestricted  the 
increase  appeared  likely  to  continue  to  the 

extent  given  in  predicting  the  resulting  pave- 
ment wear. 

Well  it  would  seem,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 
use  of   studded   tires    was   on  the   increase. 
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Studded  tires  are  more  expensive  than  ordi- 
nary tires.  I  think  the  only  firm  conclusion 

that  one  can  therefore  draw,  Mr.  Speaker,  is 
that  the  people  who  used  them  told  their 
friends  and  those  people  tried  them  and 
found  that  they  were  indeed  beneficial  and 

added  to  the  safety  of  driving  on  the  high- 
ways in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  heard  much 
from  the  last  speaker,  whose  speech  I  gather 
was  written  by  the  Deputy  Minister  of  Trans- 

portation and  Communications,  and  perhaps 
Mr.  Armstrong.  I  cast  my  mind  back  to  the 
debate  that  took  place  in  the  estimates  com- 
mitee  of  the  Ministry  of  Transportation  and 
Communications  just  a  week  or  so  ago.  In 
that  debate  it  was  interesting  to  find  that  the 
member  for  Algoma  (Mr.  Gilbertson)  at  that 
time  suggested  to  the  minister  that  studded 
tires  were  of  benefit  to  the  people  in  his 
riding. 

And  it  was  of  even  more  interest,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  hon.  member  for  Carleton 

(Mr.  Handleman)  —  which  riding  is,  as  you 
know,  in  the  Ottawa  area  —  also  rose  in  his 
place  and  said  that  studded  tires  were  of 
benefit  and  that  he  wished  that  the  minister 

would  reconsider  and  perhaps  conduct  fur- 
ther tests  in  regard  to  studded  tires. 

So  the  members  of  the  opposition,  Mr. 
Speaker,  are  not  alone  in  their  request  that 
studded  tires  be  made  available  to  the  people 
of  the  north,  at  least  until  some  realistic 
studies  have  been  done  on  their  use  in 
northern  Ontario. 

The  argument  boils  down,  I  suppose,  to 
basically  two  or  three  things,  Mr.  Speaker. 
One,  are  studded  tires  of  assistance  in  pre- 

venting accidents  or  ameliorating  possible 
bad  injury,  both  to  property  and  people?  And 
secondly,  does  the  pavement  wear,  which 

causes  some  kind  of  a  safety  factor,  over- 
balance the  use  of  studded  tires  in  cutting 

down  the  number  of  accidents? 

I'd  like  to  draw  your  attention,  Mr.  Speaker, 
to  an  article  in  the  Duluth  Sunday  News 
Tribune,  Sunday,  Dec.  26,  1971.  This  article 
deals  at  some  length  with  the  Cornell  study 
on  the  effectiveness  for  safety  of  studded  tires. 
Some  of  the  conclusions  and  the  preamble 

to  this  are  interesting  and  I'd  just  like  to 
quote  from  this  article: 

Previous  research  programmes  have 
shown  automobile  performance  to  have 
been  enhanced  by  the  use  of  studded  tires. 
These  reports  show  a  consistent  reduction 
in  stopping  distance  with  locked  wheels 
on  glare  ice  when  studded  tires  were  com- 

pared with  non-studded  tires.  [And  it  goes 

on] 

Another  report  by  a  Mr.  Kenneth  Perchonok, 

of  the  accident  transportation  research  de- 
partment of  Cornell  University,  reaches  the 

basic  conclusion:  Studs  are  great  in  winter 
under  most  conditions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  really  my  objection  to  the  ban 
on  studded  tires  was  that  they  were  banned 
really  on  the  premise  that  the  use  of  studded 
tires  caused  excessive  pavement  wear  and 
became  a  factor  in  which  accidents  could  take 

place  because  of  the  road  surface  wear. 

This  is  quite  possible.  Certainly,  I  suppose 
if  one  conducted  a  study  on  Highway  401, 

where  I  don't  know  what  the  traffic  count 
would  be— probably  in  a  day  100,000  cars 
and  trucks  might  pass  one  spot.  But  if  one 
conducted  that  study  in  northern  Ontario  or 

northwestern  Ontario,  we  would  have  no- 

where near  that  volume  of  traffic.  I  don't 
think  the  Ministry  of  Transportation  and 
Communications  has  been  able  to  prove  that 
this  highway  wear  takes  place  to  the  extent 
in  northern  Ontario  that  it  does  in  southern 
Ontario. 

Isolate  the  case  even  more,  Mr.  Speaker, 
and  take  northwestern  Ontario.  We  have  a 

total  population  of  some  250,000  people; 

110,000  of  those  live  in  Thunder  Bay.  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  leaves  something  like  140,000 

people  in  an  area  of  some  quarter  of  a  million 
square  miles. 

Obviously,  all  those  people  don't  own  cars 
and  if  the  Ministry  of  Transportation  and 
Communications  were  to  run  its  tests  in  the 

large  part  of  northwestern  Ontario  outside 

Thunder  Bay,  I'm  sure  that  they  would  find 
little,  if  any,  pavement  wear  or  the  kind  of 
conditions  that  lead  to  accidents  of  the  type 
mentioned  by  the  Ministry  of  Transportation 
and  Communications. 

The  previous  speaker  indicated  as  well  that 
road  conditions  were  generally  rather  good 
in  the  winter  and  that  the.  pavement  was 
bare  to  centre-bare.  If  he  lives  in  northern 
Ontario  I  can  assure  him  that  that  occurs 

about  10  to  20  per  cent  of  the  time  during 

the  winter.  Perhaps  in  a  Conservative  mem- 

ber's riding  the  Highways  department  are  a 
little  more  dedicated,  shall  we  say,  and  out 

on  the  job  at  5  and  6  o'clock  in  the  morning. 
But  I  can  tell  you  the  roads  in  the  Rainy 
River  district  are  not  bare  or  even  centre- 
bare  for  40  per  cent  or  60  per  cent  of  the 
time  during  the  winter.  I  would  think  that 
other  members  from  the  north  would  agree 
with   me,   particularly  in   light  of  what  the 
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member  for  Algoma  had  to  say.  I'm  sure  if 
be  were  here  in  his  place  he  would  rise  and 
support  us  on  this.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
draw  to  the  attention  of  the  members  that 

they  should  have  a  look,  and  a  close  look,  at 
the  use  of  studded  tires  and  the  Cornell  study 

in  particular. 

I  quote  again  from  that  study:  "The  results 
reflecting  sliding  accident  rates  showed 
marked  benefits  for  studded  tire  vehicles 
versus  snow  tire  vehicles;  and  for  snow  tires 

versus  standard  tires." 
There  are  many  instances  in  this  article 

and  in  the  report  that  indicate  that  studded 
tires  are  definitely  a  benefit,  both  in  avoiding 
accidents  and  for  causing  them  to  be  less 
serious  than  they  would  be  without  studded 
tires. 

As  well,  Mr.  Speaker,  studded  tires  on  wet 
pavement,  icy  pavement,  snowy  pavement, 

provide  a  greater  degree  of  control  in  direc- 
tion than  do  ordinary  snow  tires  or  standard 

tires. 

I  would  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  all  we  ask 
in  this  chamber  is  that  some  due  consider- 

ation be  given  for  the  conditions  that  obtain 
in  both  northeastern  and  northwestern  On- 

tario; that  the  government  conduct  tests  in 
that  area  of  the  province.  If  the  results  are 
as  they  say  they  found  in  the  southern  part 
of  the  province  and  are  as  bad  as  they  found 

in  the  southern  part  of  the  province,  I'm  sure 
we  are  willing  to  accept  that.  The  majority 
of  the  people  in  the  north  now  feel  that  they 
are  a  benefit,  both  safety  and  otherwise,  and 
that  they  should  be  retained  for  the  people 
who  have  to  live  in  northern  Ontario.  I  would 

recommend  to  this  Legislature,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  all  members  vote  unanimously  in  favour 
of  the  bill.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Thun- 
der Bay. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  to  support  Bill  68 
sponsored  by  my  colleague,  the  member  for 
Port  Arthur. 

I  find  it  most  ironic  that  all  of  the  Con- 
servative members  representing  northern 

ridings  who  have,  from  time  to  time,  spoken 
about  the  advantages  of  studded  tires  as  a 

driving  aid  didn't  see  fit  to  be  here  today. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Very 

good  point! 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  find  it  also  very  interesting 

to  see  so  many  from  the  Ministry  of  Trans- 
portation   and    Communications    under    the 

gallery.  It  shows,  hopefully,  that  they  still 
have  an  open  mind  about  the  subject  and  are 

prepared  to  listen  to  any  constructive  ideas 

we  might  have  whereby— 

Mr.  Reid:  Very  constructive  from  this  side! 

Mr.  Stokes:  —we  might  convince  the  gov- 
ernment and  the  Ministry  of  Transportation 

and  Communications  that  life  really  is 
different  in  northern  Ontario  and  perhaps 
they  should  take  another  look  at  the  ban  as  it 
effects  northern  driving. 

The  member  for  Oshawa,  who  has  been 

the  only  speaker  from  the  government  side 
of  the  House  and  who  represents  a  southern 

riding,  wasn't  even  interested  enough  to  stay 
around  and  hear  what  other  speakers  might 
have  had  to  say  on  the  subject.  He  did  accuse 
everybody  from  northern  Ontario  of  being 
far  too  emotional;  with  possessing  of  false 
sense  of  security  as  a  result  of  driving  with 
studded  tires;  and  said  that  as  a  result  of 
the  use  of  studded  tires  in  northern  Ontario 

people  became  reckless  drivers  and  it  wasn't until  the  ban  was  imposed  that  they  settled 
down  and  really  learned  how  to  drive. 

I  would  like  to  assure  the  member  for 

Oshawa— hopefully  he  will  read  other  con- 

tributions toward  this  debate— that  we  weren't 
motivated  by  a  sense  of  parochialism  or  bal- 

kanization or  a  false  sense  of  security.  What 

we  have  to  say  about  studded  tires  in  advo- 
cating that  the  ban  be  removed  from  northern 

Ontario  is  based  on  our  experience  of  driving 
under  conditions  that  are  far  different  from 

any  that  he  has  ever  experienced  while 
driving  in  southern  Ontario  or  any  area  south 
of  the  French  River. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Very  good  point! 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  want  to  suggest,  Mr.  Speaker, 

to  you  and  to  members  of  this  House,  that 

the  people  who  were  responsible  for  con- 
ducting whatever  surveys  have  been  con- 

ducted did  so  on  the  basis  of  what  road 

damage  might  apply  in  southern  Ontario. 

They  tell  you  what  is  the  wear  to  the  road 
surface  on  the  400  and  the  401  where  the 
vehicle  densities  are  far  in  excess  of  what 

we  experience  in  northern  Ontario,  under 
conditions  where  the  road  is  bare  90  to  95 

per  cent  of  the  time. 

When  they  decided  they  were  going  to  im- 
pose the  ban  on  studded  tires  they  did  ask 

the  Canada  Safety  Council  to  undertake  some 
studies.  The  only  one  that  I  am  aware  of 

that  took  place  in  northern  Ontario— where 
one  might  suggest  there  would  be  the  greatest 
benefit  accrue  to  drivers  as  a  result  of  using 
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studded  tires— was  on  Lake  Timagami.  Now 
if  anybody  can  tell  me  that  the  conditions 
that  obtain  on  an  ice-covered  lake  simulate 
actual  driving  conditions  as  we  know  them 
in  northern  Ontario,  they  are  just  deluding 
themselves.  They  must  think  that  we  in  the 
north  are  really  stupid,  to  suggest  that  the 
results  obtained  from  a  test  on  an  ice-covered 

lake  would  anywhere  approach  the  condi- 
tions under  which  we  in  northern  Ontario 

drive.  It  just  defies  description. 
The  remarks  of  the  member  for  Oshawa 

were  just  so  irrelevant,  when  talking  about 
studs.  I  think  he  is  talking  about  the  wrong 
kind  of  studs  altogether.  I  think  maybe  he 
must  have  got  his  information  from  E.  P. 

Taylor.  He  certainly  didn't  get  it  from  the 
Ministry  of  Transportation  and  Communica- 

tions, and  he  didn't  get  it  from  talking  to 
people  in  northern  Ontario,  where  the  roads 
are  not  paved.  I  would  say  over  50  per  cent 
of  the  roads  that  I  drive  are  not  paved,  and 
I  like  to  think  that  I  am  fairly  close  to  the 
mainstream  of  things.  I  drive  along  Highway 
II  and  17  also;  but  when  one  considers  the 
secondary  roads,  the  tertiary  roads,  the  access 

roads  that  aren't  paved  at  all  and  are  usually 
not  gotten  around  to  in  the  winter  months 
for  purposes  of  sanding  and  salting;  and  in  a 
good  many  cases  for  ploughing  it  is  three  or 
four  days  after  a  storm.  And  these  are  inter- 

vals in  which  people  in  the  north  have  to 
commute  50  or  60  miles  a  day  to  their  jobs. 

My  colleague  from  Port  Arthur  mentioned 
a  petition  that  was  circulated  among  the 
sawmill  and  lumber  workers  union.  These 

men  commute  40  and  50  miles  morning  and 
night  to  their  jobs,  and  these  are  the  people 
who  know  the  driving  conditions.  They  know 
the  benefits  of  using  studs. 

I  am  wondering  who  the  department  was 
listening  to  when  they  decided  a  ban  would 
be  in  order  for  northern  Ontario.  They 

couldn't  make  that  assumption  on  the  basis 
of  any  test  that  they  made  up  there,  except 
the  one  that  I  mentioned  earlier  on  an  ice- 

covered  lake.  They  certainly  weren't  talk- 
ing to  doctors  who  have  to  drive  in  all 

kinds  of  conditions  in  northern  Ontario.  They 

weren't  talking  to  policemen.  They  weren't 
talking  to  mail  carriers  and  they  weren't 
talking  to  members  of  the  Ontario  Motor 
League  up  there. 

I  have  had  considerable  dialogue  with  all 
of  these  people  and  all  of  them  can  attest 
to  the  value  and  the  advantages  of  having 
studded  tires  as  a  driving  aid  under  northern 
conditions.  So,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  suggest  to 
this    government,    and    in   particular   to    the 

Ministry  of  Transportation  and  Communica- 
tions, that  it  is  just  not  good  enough  for 

them  to  say  that  the  wear  and  tear  on  roads 
is  sufficient  justification  for  imposing  a  ban 
right  throughout  Ontario. 

I  think  that  we  have  made  a  case  on 
various  instances  in  the  past  for  permitting 
the  use  of  studded  tires  for  cars  that  are 
registered  in  northern  Ontario  and  do  the 
greatest  percentage  of  their  driving  in  the 
north.  From  a  safety  point  of  view,  if  there 
is  one  per  cent  advantage  in  safety  for 
drivers  in  northern  Ontario  I  suggest  that  we 
should  be  allowed  to  take  advantage  of  it. 

As  one  speaker  mentioned,  there  is  an 

added  cost  factor.  People  aren't  spending 
more  money  to  put  these  things  on  their  tires 

if  there  isn't  going  to  be  a  definite  advantage 
to  it,  and  if  they  weren't  convinced  there  was 
a  definite  advantage  they  wouldn't  go  ahead 
and  spend  these  extra  dollars  to  provide 
this  margin  of  safety  that  they  feel  studs 
do  provide.  So,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  hope 
the  Ministry  of  Transportation  and  Com- 

munications will  conduct  realistic  surveys  un- 
der conditions  that  obtain  in  northern  Ontario. 

I  think  that  if  they  do  that,  and  if  they 
listen  to  the  people  in  the  north,  they  will 
be  convinced  as  I  am  and  as  all  northern 

members  are,  that  there  is  a  definite  advan- 
tage. 

Now  it  has  been  suggested  that  possibly  we 
have  been  listening  to  tire  manufacturers.  I 

haven't  been  listening  to  them.  It  may  be 
suggested  that  I  am  listening  to  stud  manu- 

facturers. I  haven't  been  listening  to  them. 
I  have  been  listening  to  people  who  drive 
under  the  conditions  that  I  have  described; 

I  am  going  on  my  own  experience— I  travel 
40,000  to  50,000  miles  a  year  under  these 
extreme  northern  road  and  climatic  condi- 
tions. 

I  am  convinced,  and  I  think  that  if  the 
department  takes  a  realistic  look  at  it,  they 
too  will  be  convinced. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Peel 
South. 

Mr.  Reid:  I  didn't  think- 
Mr.  G.  W.  Walker  (London  North):  Is 

the  member  for  the  bill? 

Mr  R.  D.  Kennedy  (Peel  South):  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  rising  to  make  a  few  remarks 
on  this  bill,  I  would  agree  with  all  previous 
speakers  who  have  expressed  concern  for 

safety.  I  think  that  is  number  one— every- 
thing else  flows  from  that. 
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Mr.  Reid:  Is  the  member  for  it  or  against 
the  bill? 

Mr.  Walker:  He's  for  it. 

Mr.    Kennedy:    Well    listen   for   a   while— 
we  listened  to  you. 

In  looking  over  some  reports  of  the  Canada 
Safety  Council- 

Mr.  Reid:  Where  do  they  get  these  typed- 
up  speeches? 

Mr.  Kennedy:  I  came  across  a  significant 

observation,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  think  it's 
germane  to  the  subject.  This  was  a  test. 
An  earlier  report  had  found  that  at  the 
freezing  point  a  car  with  regular  tires  or 
snow  tires  could  stop- 

Mr.  Stokes:  Where  was  the  test  perform- 
ed? Where?  That  is  very  important. 

Mr.  Kennedy:  Read  the  report.  Well,  here's 
another  thing  the  hon.  members  from  the 
north  make  much  of— as  if  the  ice  up  there 
is  slipperier  than  it  is  anywhere  else— it 
isn't. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Not  as  slippery  as  the  politi- 
cians down  here. 

Mr.  Kennedy:  The  same  type  of  highway 
with  the  same  icing  conditions  and  the  same 
temperature  is  just  as  slippery  down  here  as 
anywhere  else. 

Mr.  Foulds:  It  is  different;  wider  temper- 
ature ranges. 

Mr.  Kennedy:  Anyway,  this  car  with  regu- 
lar tires,  or  with  snow  tires,  could  stop  in 

the  same  distance  as  a  car  with  four  studded 

tires,  provided  it  was  travelling  at  40  miles 
an  hour  rather  than  50.  Well  40  or  50, 
either  one  is  too  fast  when  the  road  con- 

ditions   are    hazardous. 

Mr.  Stokes:  We  are  going  to  get  a  sermon 
now. 

Mr.  Kennedy:  When  studded  tires  were 
permitted,  only  a  few  motorists,  of  course, 
put  them  on  all  four  tires;  I  never  saw  a 
car  with  all  tires  studded  myself. 

But  if  you  only  have  them  on  two,  the 
danger  is  all  the  greater;  and  lesser  speeds 
are  indicated. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Have  you  read  the  study  care- 
fully? 

Mr.  Kennedy:  The  study  is  there,  it  is  in 
black    and    white.    But    nevertheless    many 

people  think  that  studded  tires  are  a  really 
beneficial  safety  factor.  And— 

Mr.  Stokes:  Only  those  who  have  used 
them. 

Mr.  Kennedy:  I  guess  this  is  true— only 
those  who  have  used  them. 

I  have  had  correspondence,  as  others  had 
when  this  was  getting  a  lot  of  prominence 
at  the  time  they  were  banned.  But  the  facts 
are  that  the  statistics  showed  in  the  time 
that  studded  tires  were  in  use  there  was  no 

corresponding  decrease  in  the  winter  acci- 
dent rate  in  Ontario. 

Now  this  is  debatable.  We  have  heard 

it  from  both  sides— and  I  guess  you  can  do 
anything  with  statistics,  but  this  is  what  is 
shown  here.  And  it  isn't  in  accord  with  the 
report  the  hon.  member  for  Rainy  River 
mentions. 

Well  anyway,  the  accident  rate  was  up 
some  winters  and  down  others  and  there 

didn't  seem  to  be  any  significant,  discernible reason  other  than  weather  conditions. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Still  no  discernible  reason! 

Mr.  Kennedy:  The  tires  didn't  seem  to  have 
anything  to  do  with  it. 

I  point  out  to  the  members,  none  of  the 
studies,  especially  those  made  of  accidents 
in  relation  to  vehicles  with  and  without 
studded  tires  in  Ontario,  Quebec,  Minnesota 
or  Winnipeg  showed  any  significant  effect 
from  the  use  of  studs.  Sometimes  the  data 

indicates  a  slightly  lower  involvement  of 
vehicles  with  studded  tires,  in  accidents;  at 
other  times  it  does  not.  In  any  case,  the  in- 

fluence of  studs,  either  way,  was  obviously 
not  dramatic. 

Now  the  last  winter's  results  haven't  been 
analysed  by  the  department— I,  too,  was  in 

communication  with  them— and  they  haven't 
all  been  put  together  and  tabulated;  but  had 
there  been  any  dramatic  change  we  would 
have  known  about  it. 

Mr.  Foulds:  They  would  have  put  them 
together  for  you? 

Mr.  Kennedy:  The  member  would  have 
known  the  results  too! 

Mr.  Reid:  The  member  would  have  got 
that  in  his  speech. 

Mr.  Kennedy:  Well  sure,  it  will  be  in  next 

year's. 

Anyway  it  must  be,  apart  from  whether 
they  use  studs  or  not,  quite  a  tribute  to  our 
drivers    that    this    accident   rate   has    stayed 
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more  or  less  static,  taking  into  account  the 
increased  number  of  vehicles  on  the  road. 

We  do  have  well-maintained  roads,  and 
despite  the  derogatory  remarks  made  about 
the  efforts  of  the  department,  I  think  we 
can  pay  them  a  tribute  in  getting  out  in  all 
kinds  of  weather  for  sanding,  salting  and 
so  on  to  make  driving  more  safe. 

Mr.  Stokes:  It's  ironical  that  a  good  many 
employees  of  that  department  advocate  use 
of  studded  tires. 

Mr.  Kennedy:  Another  fact  the  members 
can  reflect  on  is  that  the  Canada  Safety 
Council  study  I  referred  to  earlier  showed 
that  sanding  was  by  far  the  best  way  of 
reducing  stopping  distances.  At  near  freezing 
temperatures,  sand  on  ice  cut  all  stopping 
distances  by  half;  and  this  was  far  superior 
to  studs,  which  showed  a  20  to  30  per  cent 
improvement  with  four  studded  tires  in  cer- 

tain weather  conditions. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Nevertheless  an  improvement. 

Mr.  Kennedy:  But  not  as  much  as  sanding. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Just  think  what  you  come  up 
with  if  sand  and  studs  are  combined. 

Mr.  Kennedy:  And  what  is  more,  the  bene- 
fit from  sanding  applied  to  all  types  of  tires, 

whether  they  were  studded  or  just  snow 
tires.  Studded  tires  are  not  the  answer  in 
my  experience;  and  also  from  what  I  have 
read  and  from  correspondence  and  discus- 
sion. 

Mr.  Stokes:  But  not  from  actual  expe- 
rinece? 

Mr.  Kennedy:  Well  no,  I  never  used  them 
myself. 

Mr.  Reid:  I  will  trade  ridings  for  a  month. 

Mr.  Kennedy:  I  use  snow  tires  and  do 
pretty  well. 

The  ban  on  studded  tires  for  all  Ontario, 
south  and  north,  is  a  very  realistic  move 

and  it's  used  on  the  best  scientific  informa- 
tion we  now  have. 

But  I  will  agree  with  hon.  members  that 
more  is  needed.  The  real  need  is  for  more 
development  work  on  new  devices  that  offer 
a  full  measure  of  safety— as  fully  as  we 
can  get  it— and  convenience  to  make  winter 
driving  easier. 

Ministry  officials  and  the  minister  himself 
stated  that  manufacturers,  including  stud 
manufacturers,  are  offered  encouragement  to 
carry    on   with   their   studies.   Who   knows— 

take  for  example  that  new  type  of  a  frying 
pan,  Teflon,  put  in  an  egg  and  you  can  fry 
without  an  additive,  fat  or  anything  else— 
maybe  you  can  get  a  more  adhesive  tire, 
just  the  opposite,  that  will  do  a  better  job 
than  we  can  dream  of. 

Interjections   by   hon.    members. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Are  you  suggesting  a  Teflon 
coat  along  our  highways? 

Mr.  Kennedy:  No,  the  opposite,  to  make 
it  stickier.  Teflon  is  the  other  thing— non- sticky. 

So  greater  research  is  a  line  of  attack  we 
might  take,  and  I  think  there  should  be  a 
lot  more  attention  paid  to  this. 

But  I  would  remind  members  of  the  exten- 
sive, controlled  research  covering  all  aspects 

of  winter  driving  which  was  carried  out  by 
the  Canada  Safety  Council.  Papers  from  the 
Ontario  research,  have  won  top  awards  from 
the  Highway  Research  Board  and  all  highway 
authorities  and  researchers  in  North  America 

are  represented  on  it;  it's  not  just  Ontario. 

Mr.  Foulds:  I  read  that  press  release. 

Mr.  Kennedy:  There  was  a  foreword  in  the 
publication  of  that  board  in  1970  and  this 
statement  was  in  it: 

To  date,  despite  the  public  acceptance 
of  studded  tires,  studies  have  not  shown 
that  these  extra  expenditures  are  offset  by 
equivalent  safety  benefits. 

Now  that  statement  was  made  after  a  review 
of  all  studies  carried  out  by  many  agencies, 
including  tests  carried  out  by  the  studded  tire 
manufacturers  themselves. 

So  I  would  like  to  note,  in  concluding,  an 
observation  by  a  staff  member  of  the  Traffic 
Institute  of  Northwestern  University,  and  I 
think  this  was  referred  to  earlier.  They  said 
in  summing  up  the  matter,  when  drivers  put 

on  studded  tires  they  say  to  themselves:  "I 
can  stop  better,  so  they  drive  faster." 

Mr.  Foulds:  That's  never  been  proved. 

Mr.  Kennedy:  Well,  it's  stated  there. 
Again,  I  emphasize  the  need- 

Mr.  Stokes:  Well,  I  stated  the  opposite,  so 
my  observation  is  just  as  valid. 

Mr.  Kennedy:  —is  not,  in  my  view,  to  re- 
introduce the  studs  in  northern  regions,  but 

in  light  of  this  evidence  that  is  before  us  now 
that  they  should  have  a  full  thrust  toward 
more  research  and  come   up  with  a  better 
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alternative  than  either  of  those  we  have  now, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  It  being  6  of  the  clock  I  do 
now  leave  the  chair.  We  will  resume  at  8 

o'clock. 

Mr.  Reid:  Are  we  not  going  into  committee 
before  we  adjourn? 

Before  you  put  that  motion,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  wonder  if  you  could  reiterate  for  the  benefit 
of  the  House  your  ruling  with  regard  to  the 
ringing  of  the  bells  for  a  quorum.  I  was  in 
the  House  last  Thursday,  last  Friday  and 

today  and  we've  had  the  bells  ringing  sup- 
posedly trying  to  round  up  20  members.  As 

I  recall,  your  ruling  was  that  for  a  quorum 
you  would  take  into  account  both  the  House 
here  and  the  committee  downstairs.  If  there 

were  20  members  between  the  two,  you  would 
consider  that  a  quorum.  I  would  hope  that 

we  don't  have  to  go  through  that  nonsense 
any  more. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  refers  to  a 
ruling,  and  I  must  point  out  to  him  that  no 
such  ruling  was,  in  fact,  made.  The  matter 
has  not  arisen  while  the  House  was  in  session. 

It  did  arise  while  the  House  was  sitting  in 
committee  of  the  whole.  Relative  to  that,  a 
point  of  order  must  be  raised  at  the  time  the 
matter  arises.  If  a  quorum  is  called  for  while 
the  House  is  in  session,  I  will  possibly  make 
a  ruling  in  that  regard. 

Mr.  Reid:  Further  to  the  point  of  order, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  apologize.  I  thought  you  had 
made  a  ruling,  but  the  chairman  of  the  com- 

mittee indicated  that  he  wasn't  aware  of  this, 

and  no  doubt  the  situation  will  arise  again. 

Unfortunately,  the  member  responsible  hasn't seen  fit  to  be  here  to  listen  to  our  speeches 
as  he  expects  us  to  listen  to  his.  Could  you 

perhaps  instruct  the  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee during  the  dinner  hour? 

Mr.  Speaker:  No,  I  regret  that  this  would 
not  be  proper. 

At  such  time  as  a  quorum  call  is  made 
while  the  House  is  in  session,  I  will  make  a 
ruling  regarding  our  rule  concerning  quorums. 
Unfortunately,  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
of  the  whole  House  or  the  committee  of 

supply  cannot  make  such  a  ruling  on  behalf 
of  the  Speaker.  It  must  be  made  while  the 
House  is  in  session. 

As  I  say,  there  is  nothing  out  of  order  at 
the  present  time.  No  such  quorum  call  has 
been  made,  but  if  it  is  made  while  I  am  in 
the  chair  and  while  the  standing  committees 
of  the  House  are  sitting  concurrently  with 
the  House,  I  shall  make  a  ruling. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downs view):  We  will 
arrange  that  for  you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  All  right. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 

and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr.  Speaker,  be- 
fore the  House  recesses,  can  I  call  item  51? 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  51st  order,  House 
in  committee  of  supply;  Mr.  R.  D.  Rowe  in 
the  chair. 

It  being  6  o'clock,  p.m.,   the  House  took 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 

The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.m. 

ESTIMATES,  MINISTRY  OF 
SOLICITOR  GENERAL 

(continued) 

On  vote  1303: 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  believe  when  we  rose  at 

5  o'clock  we  were  into  1303.  The  member 
for  High  Park.  Were  we  studying  this  as  a 
unit  or  item-by-item? 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  We  haven't 
got  past  organized  crime  yet.  Sorry,  where 
are  we? 

Mr.    Chairman:    The   first  item   is   on  the 
Ontario   Police   Commission- 

Mr.    Shulman:    The    Ontario   Police    Com- 
mission, yes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  -4he  second  on  police 
training. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  there  has 
been  one  interesting  development  over  the 
dinner  hour.  You  may  recall  this  afternoon 
in  my  discussion,  I  mentioned  one- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): I  think  you  should  ask  for  a  quorum 

o£  NDP— only  one   is   present. 

Mr.  Shulman:  One,  two,  three,  four,  five, 
seven,  10,  11,  13.  The  Leader  of  the  Opposi- 

tion has  pointed  out  to  me  that  we  do  not 
have  a  quorum,  Mr.  Chairman,  so  I  guess 
we  will  have  to  get  a  quorum. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 

and  Commercial  Relations):  We  can't  put 
the  responsibility  on  you;  I  think  we'll  all walk  out. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  If  you're  going  to  ring 
the  bells  and  fool  around,  just  to  listen  to 

him,  I'm  going  somewhere  else. 

An  hon.  member:  Go  down  to  Highways. 

Monday,  June  19,  1972 

I  believe  he  is  coming  in.  We  do  have  the 
count  right  here. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  You  can  be  damned 
sure  it  is  not  an  NDP  coming  in.  They 
know   better. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Eight,  11,  13,  15,  18,  20. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  before  the 
dinner  hour,  you  will  recall  I  mentioned 
James  Hudson  Clarke,  in  laying  out  the  con- 

nections between  Emprise  and  Canadian 
Tote.  Over  the  dinner  hour  I  am  informed 

that  Mr.  Clarke  has  denied  having  any  con- 
nection with  Emprise,  and  said  he  severed 

his  connection  with  Canadian  Tote  a  few 
months  back.  I  think  perhaps  it  might  be 
interesting  for  the  minister  to  look  at  the 
letter  in  the  files  of  the  Ontario  Provincial 

Police,  over  that  gentleman's  signature- 
Interjection  by  hon.   member. 

Mr.  Shulman:  — <a  photostat  of  a  letter  sent 
to  the  provincial- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please!  We  are  really 
supposed  to  be  on  the  body  known  as  the 
Ontario  Police  Commission. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Yes,  sir.  Don't  you  remem- 
ber the  big  argument  we  had  about  that? 

Do  you  want  us  to  go  back  and  do  it  all 
over  again  about  votes  1304  and  1305? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes,  I  remember  it  clearly. 
I  remember  it  very  clearly.  It  seems  to  me 
that  law  enforcement,  which  is  the  particular 
aspect  the  hon.  member  is  discussing  is  still 
more  appropriate  under  the  law  enforcement 

programme  and— 
Mr.  Shulman:  Goodness  gracious,  I  am 

willing  to  do  it  under  any  vote.  I  told  you 
at  the  beginning.  The  minister  told  me  to  do  it 
under  1303,  so  I  start  under  1303.  You  are 
going  to  stop  me  in  the  centre  now  and  say 
we  have  got  to  go  to  another  vote? 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  I  think  the  three  votes 
were  mentioned  in  passing. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  seem  to  be  one  short  Mr.   E.   R.    Good   (Waterloo   North):    You 
of  a  quorum.  Unless  someone  is  coming  in—      mean  we  passed  1302? 
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Mr.  Chairman:  I  understand  the  hon. 
member. 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Solicitor  General):  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  I  may  be  of  some  assistance 
to  you.  I  think  that  the  discussion  is  going 
to  be  held  under  1303,  1304  or  1305,  and 
if  the  hon.  member  wants  to  get  it  off  his 
chest  at  this  time  I  would  be  perfectly  will- 

ing to  sit  here  and  listen. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Also  it  has  just  been  point- 
ed out  that  there  was  a  bit  of  discussion 

before  5  o'clock,  p.m.  when  I  was  out  of  the 
Legislature.  If  you  are  in  the  middle  of  your 
presentation,  you  may   proceed. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Thank  you.  I  want  to  point 
out  to  the  minister,  and  perhaps  he  would 
take  a  look  at  this  particular  letter  in  the 
file  of  the  OPP  which  is  a  photostat  of  a 
letter  sent  to  the  provincial  secretary  by 
James  Hudson  Clarke,  in  which  he  says: 

"I  am  confirming  that  I  am  forwarding  to 
you  the  annual  report  of  Canadian  Tote  and 

also  of  Dominion  Sportservice." 
Let  me  say  at  this  point  so  there  will  be 

no  misunderstanding— I  am  not  accusing 
James  Hudson  Clarke  of  being  a  crook.  What 
I  was  pointing  out  to  the  minister  was  the 
connection  that  Canadian  Tote  has  had  over 
the  years  with  Emprise  which,  somehow, 
despite  the  fact  that  this  material  was  in  the 
files  of  the  OPP,  was  completely  missed  by 
another  member  of  the  OPP  when  he  was 

preparing  the  report  for  you  and  the  provin- 
cial Minister  of  Justice  as  to  the  suitability 

of  Canadian  Tote  to  take  over  our  offtrack 
betting  and  its  suitability  because  of  its 
freedom  from  any  relationship  with  organ- 

ized   crime. 

I  just  want  to  say  a  few  more  words  about 
Canadian  Tote— because  in  addition  to  this 
connection,  tenuous  as  it  is,  in  addition  to 
the  fact  they  have  appeared  on  behalf  of 
Emprise  Corp.  in  front  of  a  state  hearing  in 
New  Mexico,  it  is  rather  interesting  to  look 
at  how  Canadian  Tote  was  set  up.  The  man 
who  set  it  up  was  an  intimate  of  Meyer 
Lansky,  a  man  who  has  done  business  with 
Meyer  Lansky,  a  man  who  is  responsible  for 
bringing  gambling  into  the  Bahamas  and 
whose  name— a  Torontonian  whose  name  I 

can't  mention  on  my  lawyer's  instructions  be- 
cause he  is  already  suing  me  for  my  last 

Mafia  speech.  This  is  the  background  of 
Canadian  Tote.  This  man  is  supposed  to  have 
sold  all  his  shares,  and  perhaps  he  has,  I 
don't  know. 
However,  I  will  quote  to  you  another  matter 

here  from  the  same  files— I  don't  quote,  I 
paraphrase:  "General  Instruments,  through 
its  subsidiaries  including  Canadian  Totalisator 
Co.  Ltd.,  takes  and  handles  the  bets.  This  is 
a  parimutuel  company  operating  all  the 
Ontario  Jockey  Club  tracks  now.  General 
Instruments  is  an  American  company  with 
one  Canadian  director.  Its  real  agent  here, 
its  legal  registered  office,  is  a  law  firm  on 
Bay  St.  called  C.T.  Corporation  System  Ltd., 
or  the  Corporation  Trust  Co.,  according  to 
provincial  incorporation  papers.  C.T.  is  the 
same  company  that  represents  Emprise  Corp. 
through  Dominion  Sportservice. 

So  to  come  back  to  that  particular  point 
very  briefly  before  I  leave  it,  I  suggest  to  you 
that  Canadian  Tote  is  not  as  clean  as  you  may 
have  been  led  to  believe  by  your  report  from 
the  OPP.  I  suggest  to  you  that  a  very  good 
close  second  look  should  be  taken  at  that 

company  before  you  grant  it  all  the  offtrack 
betting  rights  which  you  are  considering 
granting  it— which  apparently  you  have  made 
up  your  mind  to  grant  it,  I  am  told. 

I  suggest  to  you  that  you  should  have 
inspectors  checking  the  machines  to  make 
sure  there  is  no  skimming,  and  I  suggest  to 
you  the  money  should  be  counted  in  Canada. 
I  know  it  is  not  counted  in  Canada,  at  least 
from  the  Windsor  Raceway.  I  am  not  familiar 
with  what  happens  at  the  other  racetracks. 
I  was  hoping  you  could  tell  me,  but  before 

lunch  you  couldn't— perhaps  you  can  now. No? 

All  right,  unless  someone  else  wishes  to 
enter  this  debate  I  would  like  to  turn  to 
another  aspect  of  organized  crime  in  this 
province.  That  is  in  relation  to  Union  Savings 
and  Loan  Corp. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister— in  case 
there  is  any  doubt,  by  the  way,  in  the  min- 

ister's mind— organized  crime  is  not  a  little 
local  affair  that  sets  up  shop  in  one  city  and 
restricts  itself  to  that  city,  or  one  jurisdiction 
or  one  province  or  one  country;  it  spreads 
itself  wide;  it  has  developed  a  new  wonderful 
technique  and  that  technique  is  to  commit 
the  crimes  in  one  country,  using  nationals  of 
a  second  country,  and  transmit  the  money  to 
a  third  country. 

The  Union  Savings  and  Loan  Corp.  swindle 
is  a  typical  example,  and  invariably  as  we 
go  through  these  swindles,  Ontario  always 
comes  into  it.  We  see  this  in  every  one  of 
them.  We  saw  it  in  the  Leisure  Land  swindle, 
the  Bank  of  Sark  swindle,  the  Atlantic 
Acceptance  swindle,  the  Union  Savings  and 
Loan  Corp.  swindle— and  this  one,  for  some 

reason,  hasn't  had  any  exposure  up  here.  In 
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fact,  I  am  told  there  is  not  a  word  about  it 

in  the  files  of  the  OPP.  I'd  like  to  ask  the 
minister,  how  can  it  be  that  a  Toronto  lawyer 
can  go  down  to  the  Bahamas,  participate  in 
a  massive  swindle  down  there,  have  a  huge 
savings  and  loan  corporation  literally  be 
looted  of  all  its  funds,  have  a  proportion  of 
the  funds  brought  here  to  Toronto  and  the 

OPP  doesn't  know  a  word  about  it?  That  was 
a  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  make  it  clear  to  the  hon.  member  that 

I'm  not  here  to  be  cross-examined  by  him 
in  the  way  that  he's  attempting  to  cross- 
examine  me.  I  say  to  the  hon.  member  that 
he  should  state  his  case  and  say  his  piece. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  just  stated  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No,  you're  asking  me questions. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  What's  wrong 
with  asking  questions? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  He's  asking  questions 
of  the  kind  that  don't  deserve  an  answer, 
and  I've  explained  to  him  in  this  regard  that 
I  do  not  intend  to  divulge  to  him  what  is  or 
is  not  in  the  OPP  intelligence  files. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  am  already  telling  you what  is  in  them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well,  let  the  hon. 
member  continue. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I'm  through  on  Union  Sav- 
ings and  Loan:  (a)  there's  nothing  in  files; 

(b)  nothing  has  been  done.  Let  me  ask  you 
a  simple  question:  Do  you  intend  to  do  any- 

thing about  this  swindle?  The  people  in  the 

Bahamas  say  they  can't  do  anything  because 
the  people  are  here  in  Toronto.  What  do  you 
say? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
hon.  member  believes  that  there  has  been 

an  offence  committed  by  Union  Savings, 
prosecutable  in  Ontario,  let  him  get  up  and 
say  his  piece. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  how  much  more  can 
I  say?  I  am  telling  you,  a  lawyer,  his  name 
is  R.  G.  Alexander.  He  practised  in  Toronto. 
He  was  involved  in  the  looting  of  Union 
Savings  and  Loan  Corp.  The  money  was 
taken  out  of  the  Bahamas.  How  much  clearer 

an  allegation  can  I  make?  I  know  nothing  is 
being  done.  Does  the  minister  intend  to  do 
anything  about  it?  Is  that  question  not 
answerable  in  your  estimates? 

Mr.  M.  Hamilton  (Renfrew  North):  Why 

don't  you  charge  them? 

Mr.  Chairman:  If  the  minister  doesn't  have 
an  answer,  there's  no  answer. 

Mr.  Shulman:  But,  Mr.  Chairman,  surely 
this  is  what  the  estimates  are  for— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  want  to  make  it 
clear,  I  have  made  an  answer  to  the  hon. 
member.  I  do  not  propose  to  discuss  with  him 
the  files  of  the  OPC  or  the  OPP. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  am  not  asking  you  to  dis- 
cuss with  me  the  files  of  the  OPP  or  the 

OPC  or  anybody  else;  I'm  asking  you,  in  this 
swindle,  are  you  going  to  do  anything  or 
have  you  done  anything? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Will  the  hon.  member, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  members  of  the  House, 
set  out  the  facts  of  the  swindle? 

Mr.  Shulman:  All  right. 

Mr.  Hamilton:  Oh,  he's  going  to  read  the 

paper. Mr.  Shulman:  Yes,  I'm  going  to  refer  the 
member— and  I'd  hate  to  take  two  hours  on 
this— to  the  Wall  Street  Journal  of  Tuesday, 
May  23,  1972,  on  the  front  page  where  the 
details  were  all  set  out,  but  if  he  wants  the 

details,  I'll  give  him  a  summary  of  it. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  The  Wall 

Street  Journal,  that's  a  very  respectable  pub- lication. 

Mr.  Shulman:  They  would  never  have  heard 
of  it. 

Nassau,  Bahamas— In  1963,  a  group  of 
American  and  other  investors  formed  a 

small  savings  bank  here.  They  set  out  to 
woo  depositors  in  the  US  with  a  promise 
of  fat  returns  on  their  savings,  then  they 
planned  to  lend  out  the  funds  to  black 
Bahamians  and  other  deemed  poor  risks  by 
the  more  tight-fisted  banks  in  this  self- 
governing  British  colony.  Up  to  a  point,  it 
worked.  But  today  the  bank,  Union  Savings 
and  Loan  Association,  is  in  liquidation.  So 
are  two  of  its  subsidiaries,  partly-owned 
Traders  Bank  and  Trust  in  Nassau  and 

wholly-owned  Union  Savings  and  Loan  on 
Grand  Cayman  Island,  a  British  dependency 
to  the  south.  The  three  banks  had  more 
than  $2  million  in  deposits,  mostly  from 
250  American  citizens.  The  bulk  of  the 

money  has  vanished,  and  vanished,  some 
bitter  depositors  complain,  under  suspicious 
circumstances.  In  its  essentials,  the  Union 
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Savings  story  resembles  that  of  many  an- 
other financial  institution  that  has  wound 

up  in  trouble. 

And,   I  intersperse  here,  it  has  an  amazing 
similarity  to  Atlantic  Acceptance. 

First  came  easy-going  loan  and  manage- 
ment policies;  next,  a  cash  squeeze;  then 

new  owners  who  planned  to  tidy  things 

up,  but  didn't,  and  finally  liquidation.  But, 
in  the  final  stage,  Union  Savings'  story 
appears  to  be  different.  Instead  of  con- 

serving cash,  liquidation  seems  to  have 
worsened  things.  At  first,  US  depositors 
were  told  they  stood  to  get  back  90  cents 
on  the  dollar;  now  the  official  estimate  has 

plunged  to  less  than  37  cents.  The  more 
pessimistic  depositors  doubt  they  will  even 
recover  one  cent. 

Then  it  goes  on  in  great  detail.  I  am  sure 

the  minister  doesn't  want  me  to  read  this. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  If  I  may  ask  the  hon. 
member  a  question,  will  he,  with  his  broad 
knowledge  in  the  field  of  criminal  law,  point 
out  to  me  what  offence  was  committed  in 

respect  of  which  a  prosecution  could  be 
maintained  in  Canada? 

Mr.  Shulman:  First  of  all,  let  me  say  that 

I  am  not  a  lawyer.  However,  the  circum- 
stances were  that  a  Torontonian,  or  Toron- 

tonians,  became  directors  of  the  bank  and 

took  the  money  out  of  the  savings,  out  of 
wherever  they  were  kept,  in  the  safe  or 
wherever,  and  left  the  jurisdiction  of  Nassau. 

I  can  see  the  problem.  In  Nassau,  they  say, 

"What  can  we  do?  Those  fellows  are  up  there 

in  Toronto."  In  Toronto,  they  say,  "What  can 
we  do?  The  crime  was  committed  in  Nassau." 
I  am  asking  the  minister,  as  the  Minister  of 
Justice,  has  this  been  investigated  in  Toronto? 

I  am  told  it  has  not.  I  am  told  by  my  inform- 
ant in  the  OPP  there  has  been  no  investiga- 
tion whatsoever.  If  there  has  been  no  in- 

vestigation, obviously  you  are  not  going  to 
lay  charges.  Does  that  mean  I  am  not  getting 
an  answer  again? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  1303,  carried? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  I  am 

•entitled  to  ask  questions  in  the  estimates  and 

get  an  answer.  If  I  don't  get  an  answer,  I 
think  I  am  entitled  to  rephrase  the  question. 

The  fact  remains,  a  savings  bank  was 
looted  of  $2  million.  A  portion  of  that  money 
is  in  Toronto.  The  minister  knows  nothing 
about  it  and  there  is  no  investigation  taking 
place  in  his  department.  Is  it  unreasonable 
to   ask   that  something  be   done   in   such   a 

case,  because  I  am  going  to  come  to  a  much 
worse  case  in  just  a  few  moments? 

In  this  particular  case,  is  the  minister  just 
going  to  sit  there  silently  and  say  nothing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  all  of 

us  have  listened  to  the  report  that  was  con- 
tained in  the  Wall  Street  Journal. 

Mr.  Shulman:  No,  just  the  first  two  para- 

graphs. Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  first  two  para- 
graphs—whatever the  hon.  member  decided 

to  chat  about.  The  thing  is  this,  that  he  has 
not  pointed  out  anything  that  would  indicate 
that  any  offence,  which  is  an  offence  against 
the  Criminal  Code  of  Canada,  has  been  com- 

mitted in  Ontario.  I  say  to  the  hon.  member 
that  at  this  stage  of  the  game  I  do  not  intend 
to  discuss  with  him  the  investigations,  or  as 
he  puts  it,  the  lack  of  investigations,  by  the 
OPP.  I  do  not  intend  to  do  this.  There  are  a 

number  of  reasons,  and  I  will  touch  upon  one 
of  them  with  which  I  want  to  refresh  the 

hon.  member's  mind,  that  is,  what  is  in  the 

public  interest. 

Being  in  the  public  interest  doesn't  relate to  what  I  think  as  Solicitor  General  is,  or 

is  not,  fit  for  the  ears  of  the  public  to  know. 
It  boils  down  to  this,  that  in  criminal  intelli- 

gence there  are  a  lot  of  people  whose  whole 

job  is  devoted  to  making  these  lands  of 

investigations,  that  this  rather  sometimes  un- 
pleasant job  of  finding  out  facts  about  people, 

suspicions,  doubts  and  the  like,  that  is  part 

and  parcel  of  our  law  enforcement. 

I  do  not,  at  this  point,  intend  to  put  in 
the  minds  of  all  or  the  people  involved, 

whether  they  be  the  OPC,  the  OPP,  the  muni- 
cipal forces,  the  RCMP,  or  any  investigative 

body,  that  I  am  going  to  get  into  a  dis- 
cussion of  what  they  are,  or,  as  the  hon. 

member  says,  are  not  doing,  because  that 
will  simply  point  out  to  those  who  would 
like  to  know  the  ramifications  of  these  in- 

vestigations, just  what  these  agencies  are 

doing.  I  don't  think  it  is  in  the  public  interest for  that  kind  of  a  disclosure  or  the  least  bit 

of  pointing  in  any  direction.  In  fact,  it  is 
opposed  to  the  public  interest,  because  it 
will  undermine  and  weaken  criminal  investi- 

gation and  criminal  intelligence  to  get  this 
kind  of  a  discussion  going. 

I  have  a  responsibility  as  Solicitor  Gen- 
eral to  ensure  the  confidentiality  and  the 

future  credibility  of  that  kind  of  discussion. 
If  the  hon.  member,  on  his  responsibility, 

interprets  his  role  as  being  something  other- 

wise, that's  his  responsibility.  He  can  get  up 
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and  make  all  the  statements  he  wants  to,  on 

his  responsibility.  I  will  discharge  my  re- 
sponsibility as   I  see  fit. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  not  that  I  am  refusing 

to  answer  the  hon.  member's  questions.  I 
have  answered  the  ones  in  the  past  and  any 
similar  line  of  questioning  by  him  of  me  by 
saying  that  I  do  not  intend  to  get  into  the 
details    of   these   investigations. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Let  me  try- 

Mr.  Foulds:  Just  give  us  assurance  that  an 
investigation  is   going  on. 

Mr.  Shulman:  There  isn't.  He  can't  even 
give  us  that  assurance.  Can  you  give  us  the 
assurance  that  any  investigation  is  going  on 

in  your  department,  anywhere  in  your  de- 
partment, in  connection  with  Union  Savings 

and  Loan?  Can  you  give  me  that  assurance? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
giving  the  assurance  to  the  members  of  this 
House  that  the  OPC  and  other  relevant 

agencies  are  carrying  out  their  responsibility 
in  the  investigation  of  crime  and  the  pursuit 
of  it  to  prosecution  where  it  deserves. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Oh,  boy!  That  is  a  good  way 
of  not  answering  a  simple  question.  You  just 

had  to  answer  yes  or  no.  I'll  tell  you  what  the 
answer  is,  in  case  you  don't  want  to  give 
it;  it  is  no.  I  am  not  asking  the  minister  to 
discuss  with  me  what  the  OPC  is  doing  or 
what  the  OPP  is  doing  or  confidential  reports. 

I  am  asking  him  a  simple  question— why  is 
he  doing  nothing?  There  have  been  no 
charges  laid  in  any  of  these  cases.  I  got  up 
here  two  years  ago  talking  about  organized 
crime.  I  said  at  that  time  the  intelligence 

branch  of  the  OPP  wasn't  doing  its  job.  There 
wasn't  a  single  university  grad  in  the  whole 
darn  OPP,  not  one;  none  in  the  intelligence 
division;  none  anywhere  else. 

I  said  at  that  time  they  weren't  capable 
of  handling  the  problems  of  organized  crime. 
This  was  well  known  in  other  jurisdictions.  I 

was  told  by  senior  officials  in  other  juris- 
dictions that  you  people  were  outclassed.  I 

come  back  two  years  later  and  the  minister 
stands  behind  his  dodge  and  he  keeps  saying, 

"It  is  not  in  the  public  interest  to  disclose 
what  we  are  doing  or  what  we  are  not  doing." 

The  fact  remains  that  in  those  two  years 
plus  not  a  single  charge  has  been  laid  in  any 
of  the  matters  involved.  You  know  what  the 

whole  sum  and  substance  of  everything  was? 
You  demoted  two  poor  cops.  That  was  the 
sum  and  substance  and  that  was  thrown  out 

and  they  had  to  be  pushed  back  in  again. 

That  was  the  sum  and  substance  of  it  all; 

nothing.  You  have  done  nothing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  What  is  the  hon.  mem- 
ber referring  to? 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  am  referring  to  the  Duke 
matter. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  which? 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  Duke  affair.  Did  you 
ever  hear  of  Clinton  Duke? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes. 

Mr.  Shulman:  That's  good.  All  right,  I 
give  up  on  the  minister  as  far  as  this  par- 

ticular aspect  goes.  He  asked  me  to  present 

my  case  in  each  case  so  I  am  going  to  pre- 
sent another  case  and  ask  him  another  simple 

question,  to  which  I  will  get  another  zero 
answer,  I  suppose. 

Is  the  minister  familiar  with  the  biggest 
swindle  which  Canadians  have  ever  been 

involved  in,  even  better  than  Atlantic  Ac- 

ceptance? I  refer  to  the  Bank  of  Sark's  inter- 
national organized  crime  swindle.  Is  he 

familiar  with  that?  The  minister  has  been 

struck  dumb,  I  think. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Good.  In  that  case,  we  can 

go  on  and  I  will  ask  the  minister  another— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  It  is  in  Hansard.  You 
can  read  about  it  in  the  Financial  Post.  It 

is  a  matter  of  public  knowledge. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Good.  Can  the  minister  give 
me  a  simple  yes  or  no  answer?  In  light  of 
what  has  happened  with  the  Bank  of  Sark 

international  swindle— in  case  anyone  is  not 
aware  of  that,  it  involves  a  number  of 
Canadians,  among  others,  who  set  up  a 

phony  bank,  the  Bank  of  Sark,  and  swindled 
banks  all  over  the  world  of  millions  of  dol- 

lars—is the  minister  aware  of  any  aftermath, 
any  offshoots  of  the  Bank  of  Sark  swindle 

that  are  active  in  Toronto  today?  Is  the  minis- 
ter aware  of  any  offshoots  of  the  Bank  of 

Sark  that  are  active  in  Toronto  today,  still 

carrying  out  their  swindles? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  have  already  an- 
swered that  question,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  am  sorry,  Mr.  Minister, 

would  you  bear  with  me,  I  didn't  hear  your 
answer.  Would  you  mind  repeating  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  My  answer,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, was  that  I  do  not  propose  to  get  into  a 
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discussion  with  the  hon.  member  as  to  the 

details  of  any  particular  facet  of  an  investi- 
gation by  any  agency  which  has  the  re- 

sponsibility of  doing  this. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Very  good  answer,  but 

that's  not  what  I  was  asking  you  though. 
What  I  was  asking  you  was— are  any  of  the 
offshoots  of  the  Bank  of  Sark  involved  in 

swindles  at  the  present  time  in  Toronto?  If 
the  answer  is  no,  then  obviously  we  can  go 

on.  If  the  answer  is  yes,  I'm  going  to  have 
to  ask  him  how  they  can  actively  be  in  To- 

ronto with  our  great  law  enforcement  agen- 
cies. 

So  again  let  me  ask  him  a  question— I'm 
not  asking  about  any  investigations,  about 
what  you  have  done  or  about  what  anybody 

else  has  done,  or  confidential  files— I'm  just 
asking  has  the  Bank  of  Sark  any  offshoots 
that  are  active  in  Toronto  today,  that  are 
still  busy  carrying  out  their  swindles?  Now 

surely  that's  a  simple  question— you  should 
get  a  simple  answer. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  minister  has  given  the 

answer  he's  going  to  give  and  the  member is  free  to  arrive  at  his  own  conclusions. 

Mr.  Shulman:  No,  I  beg  your  pardon,  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  minister  has  not  given  me 
an  answer.  He  has  not  given  an  answer  and 
I  intend— 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  minister  has  given  his 
answer. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  minister  has  given  me 

an  answer  that  he  doesn't  intend  to  answer 
and  I  intend  to  pursue  it. 

Is  the  minister  aware  whether  the  Bank 

of  Sark  or  any  of  its  offshoots  is  active  in 

Toronto  today?  Is  it  or  isn't  it?  It's  a  simple 
question.  It  doesn't  involve  any  real  secrets. 
Is  it  a  secret— could  it  give  away  anything 
to  find  out  if  these  people  are  in  Toronto? 
Are  they? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Obviously  the  minister  is 
not  going  to  give  any  further  clarification  on 
that.  Any  further  discussion  on  this? 

Mr.  Shulman:  If  the  minister  won't  an- 

swer, I'll  answer.  Yes,  they  are,  and  the  min- 
ister again  isn't  doing  a  damned  thing  about it. 

Hon.  C.  S.  MacNaughton  (Chairman,  Man- 

agement Board):  That's  the  stuff.  Answer  up. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  somebody  has  got  to 
give  some  answers  in  here  since  the  minister 

doesn't  want  to. 

Mr.  Deans:  Don't  you  feel  that  it  might 
be  better  if  the  minister  did  engage  in  some 

way  in  the  estimates? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  we  can't  expect  too 
much  of  the  minister. 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  I  am  not  expecting  a  lot. 
Just  that  he  be  involved  in  the  estimates. 

Mr.  Shulman:  All  right,  Mr.  Minister,  I 

will  try  again.  Let  me  tell  you  there  is  a 

company  active  in  Toronto  today— I  won't 
give  you  the  name.  Maybe  you  will  give 
me  the  name.  Perhaps  you  will  show  some 

knowledge  that  you  have  something— we'll 
test  you  a  little  bit.  Can  the  minister  give 

me  the  name  of  the  company  that's  active  in 
Toronto  today  selling  phony  charters,  an  off- 

shoot of  the  Bank  of  Sark.  Can  he  help  me 
with  that? 

Mr.  Deans:  That  is  the  first  of  the  $64,000 

questions.  We  will  build  up  to  the  final  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
hon.  member  has  the  floor.  He  can  make  on 

his  responsibility  all  the  positive  statements 

and  accusations,  innuendoes,  inferences  re- 
specting anybody  he  pleases,  but  I  repent 

again,  he  cannot  expect  me  to  become  a 
party  to  his  actions.  And  I  suggest  to  you, 
Mr.  Chairman  again,  the  hon.  member  can 
repeat  his  questions  over  and  over  again, 

but  if  it's  the  type  of  question  which  will 
involve  me  in  assuming  some  of  his  respon- 

sibility as  a  member  of  this  Legislature  I 

will  not  do  that.  I  will  discharge  my  respon- 
sibility as  Solicitor  General  as  I  see  it.  He 

will  discharge  his  responsibility  as  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Legislature  as  he  sees  it. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  must  point 

out  to  you,  sir,  that  the  estimates  are  not  a 
monologue.  They  are  not  meant  to  be  a 

monologue,  they're  supposed  to  be  a  dia- 
logue between  the  minister  and  the  back- 

benchers of  the  other  side,  or  his  own  side, 

and  he  has  a  responsibility  to  answer  ques- 
tions. 

Now  I'm  not  asking  him  for  any  secrets. 
I'm  not  asking  him  to  divulge  anything  from 
any  file.  I'm  asking  him  simple  questions  on 
what  he  is  doing  about  organized  crime  and 

he  keeps  saying,  "I  don't  know  anything 
about  it;  I  won't  answer  that;  that's  a  se- 

cret"—yet  when  we  go  down  the  list,  case 
after  case  after  case,  no  action  has  been 
taken. 

Ontario  can  be  a  haven  for  these  people 

and  he  does  nothing  about  it.  And  he  keeps 
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getting  up  and  saying,  "It's  not  in  the  public 
interest  to  reveal  it"  and  I  say  to  you,  Mr. 
Chairman  and  through  you  to  the  minister, 
that  is  not  the  purpose  of  the  estimates;  that 
is  not  the  purpose  of  the  Solicitor  General; 
that  is  not  the  purpose  of  the  Ontario  Police 
Commission  and  you  are  going  to  have  to 

do  better  and  if  you  don't  do  better  I  have 
a  perfect  right  to  repeat  my  questions. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Just  not  too  often,  or  we 
will  have  to  rule  you  out  on  a— 

Mr.  Shulman:  How  can  you  rule  me  out 
when  you  should  rule  him  out  of  order  be- 

cause he  didn't  answer  the  question- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  It's  the  min- 
ister's responsibility  to  answer  as  he  sees  fit. 

Some  answers  he  can  give  and  some  he  can't 
give. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  a  point  of 

order,  it  is  not  the  minister's  responsibility 
to  answer  as  he  sees  fit.  It's  the  minister's 
responsibility  to  answer  for  the  department 

under  his  jurisdiction.  It's  the  minister's  re- 
sponsibility to  explain  the  functions  of  his 

department  and  what  it  is  they  are  doing  in 
order  that  the  public  and  the  members  of 
the  Legislature  can  understand  what  it  is 
that  they  are  doing.  The  minister  has  no 
right  to  sit— 

Mr.  Chairman:  That  is  not  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Deans:  —and  refuse  to  answer. 

Mr.  Chairman:  That  is  not  a  point  of  order. 
There  are  some  answers  that  cannot  be  given. 

Mr.  Foulds:  It's  a  darned  good  statement 
anyway. 

Mr.  L.  M.  Reilly  (Eglinton):  Mr.  Chairman, 

on  the  same  point  of  order,  if  you're  going 
to  accept  it- 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  is  not  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Reilly:  You're  ruling  it  is  not  a  point of  order? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Right. 

Mr.  Reilly:  All  right. 

Mr.  Chairman:  There  is  not  a  point  out  of 
order. 

Mr.  Shulman:  But  it  is  allowable  dialogue. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  The  member 
for  High  Park  has  the  right,  within  limits,  to 

make  his  allegations   and  so  forth,   and  the 
minister  has  the  right  to  answer  as  he  sees  fit. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not,  at 
the  moment,  making  allegations.  I  am  ask- 

ing simple  questions.  I  am  revealing  known 
facts  from  international  crime  reports,  from 
international  newspapers.  I  am  asking  the 
minister  if  anything  is  being  done  about  these 
people  here  in  Toronto  and  the  minister  says, 

"I'm  not  going  to  answer  that."  Surely  the 
public  has  some  right  to  know  something 
about  what  the  government  is  doing  about 
organized   crime,  if  anything? 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  has  the 
right  to  arrive  at  his  own  conclusions,  in  his 
own  way,  just  the  same  as  the  minister  has 
to  answer  within  his  responsibilities. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
the  hon.  members  of  this  House  are  entitled 
from  me  to  try  to  make  as  crystal  clear  to 
them  as  I  possibly  can  the  role  of  the  Soli- 

citor General  in  this  area  as  I  see  it.  This 
kind  of  a  discussion,  regardless  of  what  scope 
there  is  in  the  other  estimates,  when  it  comes 
into  the  question  of  criminal  intelligence  it  is 
a  secret  and  the  responsible  minister  says, 

"It  is  not  in  the  public  interest,"  and  I  must 
not,  Mr.  Chairman,  by  even  showing  an 
interest  in  a  particular  line  of  questioning, 

indicate  "yes"  or  "no"  whether  we  are,  or  are 
not,  pursuing  any  course  of  action,  because 
to  discuss  that,  and  for  the  hon.  member  to 
say  that  he  is  entitled  to  have  answers  to  the 
questions  on  something  that  strikes  his  fancy, 
is  no  different  from  my  saying  to  the  Ontario 

Police  Commission,  "Open  up  your  doors  on 
University  Ave.  and  let  the  members  of  the 

public  in  to  see  the  file." 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  It  is  not  the 
same  at  all,  and  you  know  it,  You  are  the 
minister  of  the  Crown  and  this  is  the 
assembly. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  What  difference  is  there 
between  a  file  that  the  hon.  member  seems 
to  know  about— 

Mr.  Shulman:  I'm  not  asking  you  to  show 
me  any  files. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —and  a  file  that  the 

hon.  member  doesn't  know  about?  To  pursue 
his  line  of  reasoning,  I  should  come  into  this 
House  and  make  known  to  the  public  all  of 

the  files- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
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Mr.  Shulman:  I  have  not  asked  you  for  any 
files. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  You  are  asking  me  a 
specific  question  which  points  in  a  specific 
direction  and  it  is  my  determination  that  it  is 
not  in  the  public  interest  to  make  known  the 
facets  or  the  directions  in  which  the  in- 

vestigation of  criminal  intelligence  is  taking 
place. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Holy  smoke!  For  the  last 
time,  and  111  try  and  get  through  to  the 
minister,  I  am  not  asking  for  any  secrets 
whether  his,  or  the  Ontario  Police  Com- 

mission, or  the  Ontario  Provincial  Police.  I 

am  asking  him,  once  again,  why  he  hasn't taken  action  on  a  long  list  of  cases  which  I 
have  presented  to  him,  which  is  information 
he  has  had,  or  his  department  has  had,  for 
as  long  as  five  years?  Now,  do  I  get  through 

to  him?  That  is  what  I'm  asking  him.  Now, 
don't  get  up  and  give  us  the  same  chatterbox nonsense. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  can  do  exactly  the 
same,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  can  lean  over  and 

say:  "Do  I  get  through  to  the  hon.  member?" 
Mr.  Shulman:  You  get  through  to  me  only 

too  well. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  He  has  his  position.  I 

have  mine.  I  trust  I've  made  my  position  as 
Solicitor  General  abundantly  clear  and  he 
has  made  his  position  abundantly  clear.  The 

hon.  member  doesn't  seem  to  understand  that 
the  files  of  the  criminal  intelligence,  are,  by 
their  very  nature,  secret  files. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Who  is  asking  for  them? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  You  are. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  certainly  am  not. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  You  are  so,  whether 
you  are  asking  for  one  specific  item  or  the 
whole  file  what  difference  does  it  make. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  am  not  asking  for  one 
specific  item  or  anything  else  in  your  file. 

All  right,  let's   go  back— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  whe- 
ther it  is  in  the  file  or  a  course  of  action,  the 

question  is  exactly  the  same  thing. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  then,  Mr.  Minister, 

through  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  when  the  minis- 
ter has  that  information,  public  information, 

available  for  at  least  five  years  about  criminal 

activities  that  have  taken  place  in  this  prov- 
ince, is  he  suggesting  it  is  a  secret,  why  he 

hasn't  done  anything  about  it,  why  no  charges 
have  been  laid?  It  is  ludicrous.  What  kind  of 
a  dialogue  is  it?  It  is  not  a  dialogue  at  all. 
I  asked  one  question  and  he  replied  to  a  dif- 

ferent one.  For  the  last  time,  I  am  not  asking 
any  secrets  from  anybody.  I  am  asking  you  a 
simple  question,  Mr.  Minister. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  question  has  been 
asked  for  the  last  time  several  times  now  and 

I  suggest— 
Mr.  Shulman:  Yes,  but  I  have  not  had  a 

simple  answer,  or  any.  I  beg  your  pardon, 
I  may  have  had  too  simple  an  answer. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please,  I  think  the 
member  is  entitled  to  go  ahead  to  make  his 
own  speech  and  draw  his  own  conclusions, 
but  the  minister  has  answered. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I'm  not  here  to  make 

speeches,  I'm  here  to  get  information. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Well,  there  is  no  informa- 

tion forthcoming.  There  can't  be  any  informa- tion obtained. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Perhaps  the  minister  is  right. 

All  right,  let's  take  another  tack.  All  right,  the minister  said  it  was  all  a  secret  why  they 

haven't  done  anything  for  five  years,  or  10 
years,  and  I'll  accept  that.  I  think  perhaps  I 
will  have  to  draw  my  own  conclusions  on 
that. 

I  would  like  to  go  on  to  another  aspect  of 
organized  crime.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
minister— and  in  each  case  I  am  taking  cases 
that  are  now  finished  but  where  nothing  has 
been  done.  I  would  like  to  draw  the  minis- 

ter's attention  to  that  of  disbarred  lawyer 
Sidney  Caplan.  Has  the  minister  heard  of  that 
case?  Or  is  that  a  secret? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No  secret.  Probably 

I've  read  it  in  the  Canadian  bar  report,  or  at 
least  in  the  report  of  the  Ontario  Law  So- ciety. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  am  not  interested  in  whe- 
ther he  read  it  in  the  bar  report.  What  I  am 

after  is,  has  the  minister  made  himself 
familiar  with  the  role  of  organized  crime  in 
that  particular  case? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Will  the  hon.  member  pro- 
ceed? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Just  a  minute,  I  didn't  really 
ask  him  for  a  great  secret,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
asked  if  the  minister  was  familiar  with  the 
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role  of  organized  crime  in  this  case  which 
took  place  some  years  ago,  so  I  cannot  really 
see  that  I  am  asking  any  great  secret.  Do  you 
think  organized  crime  will  benefit  greatly  if  it 
learns  the  minister  is  aware  or  whether  the 
minister  is  or  is  not  aware?  I  assure  you  they 
will  not  be  worried  if  you  are  aware.  In 
other  words,  do  I  have  to  go  into  all  the  de- 
tails? 

Let  me  try  again.  Is  the  minister  familiar 
with  the  role  of  organized  crime  in  this  case? 

If  he  is,  I  won't  have  to  go  into  detail  and 
I  can  just  ask  him  my  questions.  If  he  is  not, 
I  will  have  to  go  into  the  detail.  Now  I  ask 
again— will  the  minister  answer  my  question? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  hon.  member  can 
discharge  his  responsibility  as  he  sees  it,  lay 
it  out  on  the  table,  make  his  allegations,  draw 
his  inferences,  draw  his  innuendoes. 

Mr.  Shulman:  All  right.  Let's  start  at 
square  one.  There's  a  lawyer  by  the  name  of 
Sidney  Caplan  who  was  found  to  be  some 
$800,000  short  in  his  accounts.  On  May  2  of 
this  year  he  was  sentenced  to  some  five  years 
in  jail  for  that.  The  unfortunate  thing  is  that 

Sidney  Caplan  didn't  get  any  of  the  $800,000. 
A  lot  of  it  went  to  organized  crime  in  its 

truest  sense  and  yet  for  some  reason  the  per- 
sons involved,  even  the  ones  that  the  minis- 

ter's department  knows  about,  have  had  no 
charges  laid  against  them. 

It  has  always  been  very  mysterious  to  me, 
Mr.  Minister,  why  even  when  you  know 
something  is  going  on,  for  some  reason  On- 

tario is  a  nice  immune  province  as  long  as  it 
is  spent  across  the  border.  The  money  was 
sent  south;  it  went  south  of  the  border;  was 
taken  out  of  Toronto,  sent  down  to  Philadel- 

phia. The  minister  took  no  action;  the  de- 

partment took  no  action.  The  minister  doesn't 
even  know  what  I  am  talking  about.  He  says 
he  read  about  it  somewhere  in  the  Canadian 

bar  reports.  We'll  give  him  the  details. 
It  all  starts  way  back  in  1965  when  a  man 

by  the  name  of  W.  W.  Ward  of  261  Brook 
Ave.  in  Toronto  wrote  a  letter  to  the  Law 
Society,  complaining  that  a  certain  Sidney 

Caplan  was  stealing  funds  from  his  clients' 
accounts.  He  had  quite  a  macabre  story  to 
tell,  Mr.  Ward  did. 

He  said  that  he  had  gone  in  to  buy 
a  second  mortgage  on  a  house  which  had 
been  sold,  I  believe,  for  some  $20,000.  The 
first  mortgage  was  $12,000  and  he  had  bought 
a  second  mortgage  with  a  face  value  of 
$5,000  at  a  discount.  He  complained  that 
when  the  first  payment  for  the  second  mort- 

gage came  due,  it  didn't  arrive.  When  he went  to  find  out  what  had  been  going  on, 
he  found  the  house  had  never  really  been 
sold.  At  least  it  had  been  sold  to  a  non- 

existent person  and  it  had  traded  in  value  at 
$11,000  or  $12,000  a  few  months  before. 
This  pseudo  sale  for  $20,000  was  fictional, 
so  that  when  a  first  mortgage  of  $12,000  was 
placed  on  the  property  and  he,  in  turn, 
bought  a  second  mortgage  for  $5,000,  he 
was  buying  a  mortgage  on  nothing.  The 

payments  didn't  come  in  and  he  began  in- 
vestigating. He  found  that  there  were  liter- 

ally dozens  of  such  properties  that  had 
gone  through  Mr.  Caplan.  It  was  a  major 
theft  that  was  taking  place  here,  involving  all 
sorts  of  people,  who  were  reading  the  ads 
in  the  Toronto  Star  and  buying  second  mort- 

gages with  a  high  coupon  rate  at  a  discount, 
while  those  second  mortgages  were  mort- 

gages on  nothing.  It  was  an  interesting  and 
rather  clever  swindle. 

The  Law  Society  investigated.  I  have  the 
reply  which  they  sent.  They  kept  sending  let- 

ters saying  they  were  investigating.  Then 
finally,  on  March  3,  1967— this  has  taken  two 
years  from  the  original  complaint— they  com- 

pleted their  investigation.  They  sent  the  fol- 
lowing letter  out  to  Mr.  Ward  re  Sidney 

Caplan: 
Dear  Sir: 

As  you  are  aware,  the  society  retained 
counsel  to  investigate  your  complaint 
against  Mr.  Sidney  Caplan. 

The  investigation  does  not  establish 
any  professional  misconduct  on  Mr.  Cap- 
lan's  part.  In  the  event  civil  litigation  is 
instituted  and  it  discloses  any  evidence  of 
professional  misconduct,  the  society  would 
be  obliged  if  you  would  bring  it  to  the 

society's    attention. 
I  found  this  rather  remarkable  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  this  swindle  had  been  going  on 
at  great  length  in  the  two  years  that  the 
society  did  its  investigation.  I  went  down 
to  the  society  about  a  year  ago  to  try  to 
find  out  what  in  the  world  had  happened 
here,  because  the  whole  thing  sounded  so 
strange.  I  spoke  to  a  gentleman  there  who 
was  slightly  embarrassed  at  the  whole  turn 
of   events. 

He  said,  "Well,  we  got  the  complaints  and 
we  sent  investigators  in,  but  we  couldn't  find 
it  in  the  books.  Caplan  was  just  too  smart  for 

us."  Which  is  a  little  upsetting. 
But,  anyway,  finally,  Caplan  got  caught. 

This  was  some  four  years  after  that  event. 
What,  finally,  got  him  caught,  actually,  was 
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that  he  was  at  a  cocktail  party  and  I  think  he 
had  a  few  drinks  too  many  and  he  asked  a 
pilot  if  he  could  be  flown  out  of  the  country. 
That  was  the  cause  of  his  downfall;  other- 

wise he  might  be  still  on  it.  This  word  quickly 

got  back  to  the  Attorney  General's  depart- ment and  the  Law  Society  office. 

An  hon.  member:  You  should  go  to  cock- 
tail parties. 

Mr.  Shulman:  In  any  case,  they  arrested 
him  that  night.  When  the  smoke  cleared  and 
they  went  through  his  books,  they  found 
there  was  $800,000  missing.  The  intriguing 
thing  here  is  where  the  $800,000  is,  because 

Caplan  doesn't  have  it.  I  wasn't  paying  too 
much  attention  to  it  until  the  article  appeared 
in  the  Globe  on  May  2,  1972,  relating  Cap- 

lan's  sentencing  to  five  years  in  jail.  I  just 
want  to  quote  on  paragraph  here: 

Defence  counsel  Roy  McMurtry  said  he 
is  satisfied  that  Caplan  does  not  have  the 
funds  in  question. 

"It's  my  own  opinion  that  other  charges 
should  be  laid,"  Mr.  McMurtry  said.  With- 

out elaborating,  he  said  that  he  is  satisfied 
that  criminal  elements  have  put  pressure 
on  Caplan.  He  told  Judge  MacRae  that  a 
further  investigation  is  being  carried  out. 

I  found  this  whole  thing  very  intriguing.  So, 
I  got  in  touch  with  Mr.  McMurtry,  and  he 

really  wasn't  too  anxious  to  discuss  the 
matter,  for  a  number  of  reasons.  He  didn't 
want  to  be  quoted  in  the  House,  for  one 
thing.  He  suggested  I  should  go  and  see 
Caplan  myself.  I  went  down  to  the  Don  Jail 
to  see  Mr.  Caplan  and  he  has  told  me  a  most 
incredible  story.  He  readily  admitted  that  he 
took  the  $800,000.  He  swore  up  and  down 

he  doesn't  have  a  cent  of  it,  and  I  certainly 
believe  him,  seeing  what  has  happened  to  his 
family  and  everyone  he  was  involved  with. 

First  of  all,  he  was  a  damned  fool.  There's 
no  question  about  it.  Secondly,  he  was  very 
weak.  The  troubles  began  back  in  1965,  when 
he  was  initially  involved  with  two  gentlemen, 

whose  names  probably  the  Solicitor  General's 
department  is  already  aware  of,  in  some  small 
loans.  They  suggested  that  between  them  and 
him,  by  putting  in  a  few  thousand  dollars, 
they  could  set  up  a  furniture  factory,  because 
one  of  these  gentlemen  had  a  connection  in 
Philadelphia,  who  would  be  able  to  buy  the 
furniture,  which  would  be  manufactured  here 
in  Hanover.  It  would  be  shipped  down  to 
Philadelphia  unpainted  and  they  could  make 
a  great  deal  of  money. 

He  fell  for  this  story  and  put  in  $4,000  to 

start  the  thing.  Then  they  needed  another 
$25,000  to  get  the  factory  going  properly  and 
went  to  the  Toronto-Dominion  Bank  at 
Spadina  and  College  and  signed  a  note  for 
that  amount.  Then  the  international  crime 

aspects  of  it  began  to  come  in.  The  furniture 
was  being  shipped  down,  but  no  money  was 
coming  back.  And  he  became  a  little  leery 
and  wanted  to  discontinue  and  he  began  to 
be  threatened.  And  he  was  told,  first  of  all, 
unless  he  wanted  something  to  happen  to 

him,  he'd  better  keep  the  furniture  coming. 
And  then  the  next  threat  was,  "Unless  you 
want  something  to  happen  to  your  wife, 

you'd  better  keep  on  with  this  game."  And 
one  of  the  quotes  was:  "Better  pay  up  or 

you'll  get  a  visitor." He  gave  me  the  names  of  the  people 
making  these  remarks,  names  already  given 
to  your  department.  In  effect,  through  fear 
and  having  got  him  involved  with  the  first 
few  thousand  dollars,  they  kept  this  charade 
going  for  some  six  years,  during  which  time 

$800,000  was  extracted  from  this  man's  trust 
accounts,  from  banks,  from  his  family,  from 
friends.  It  all  went;  it  all  went  to  criminals 
partially  here  in  Toronto,  who  extracted usury. 

But  then  a  new  thing  happened:  They 
loaned  him  a  little  money  at  one  point  be- 

cause he  was  late  on  one  payment.  They 

said  he'd  be  in  trouble  if  he  didn't  make  it 
and  they  charged  him  two  per  cent  per  week. 
The  loan  was  made  by  people  whose  names 
the  Solicitor  General  already  has.  Yet  the 
intriguing  thing  is,  despite  the  comments 
that  were  made  by  McMurtry  in  open  court, 
despite  the  fact  that  this  information  was 
gathered  by  the  police  and  delivered  to  the 
Solicitor  General,  absolutely  no  charges  have 
been  laid  and  not  a  cent  of  the  money  has 
been  recovered.  Now,  I  ask  the  minister  a 

straight  question— why? 

Hon.    Mr.    Yaremko:    Mr.    Chairman,    the 
hon.  member  speaks  of  that  information  be- 

ing delivered  to  the  Solicitor  General- 

Mr.  Shulman:  To  the  department  or  to  the 
Crown  attorney— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  To  the  department,  to 
the  Crown  attorney? 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  beg  your  pardon.  Delivered 
to  the  police.  The  police  came  to  the  gaol, 

interviewed  Caplan,  took  all  this  informa- 

tion— Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  To  which  police? 

Mr.    Shulman:    Pardon? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  To  which  police? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Toronto  police. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  Metro  Toronto 

police.  I  may  say  that  that  information  has 
not  come  to  my  attention.  I  will  look  at  the 
matter. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  all  right.  This  is  just 
one  more  aspect  in  the  whole  story  of  or- 

ganized crime  in  the  province.  Why  would  it 

be  that  something  like  that  wouldn't  filter  up, 
either  to  you  or  to  the  gentleman  sitting  in 
front  of  you? 

And  why  would  it  be  that  something  like 
this  could  actually  get  in  the  paper  where 
McMurtry,  who  I  believe,  is  a  rather  prom- 

inent Conservative,  would  say  that  organized 

crime  was  involved  and  yet  it  doesn't  filter 
up  either  from  him  or  from  the  police,  to 
your  department?  Where  is  the  OPC  and  the 
OPP  in  this  particular  matter?  How  would 
they— why  would  they  not  know  about  it? 

Why  was  no  action— well,  you  don't  know 
why  no  action  was  taken.  All  right,  I  won't 
pursue  that  further. 

I  just  want  to  sum  up  on  this  particular 

subject  before  I  leave  it— I'm  referring  to 
organized  crime   again. 

Organized  crime  is  very  active  in  this 

province,  in  ways  that  we  weren't  aware  of. 
Everyone's  aware  of  the  Papalias  and  the 
Red  Labarres  and  the  penny-ante  usury  that 
goes  on,  the  bookmaking  that  goes  on,  the 

small  peanuts  stuff— we're  all  aware  of  that. 
Why  you  haven't  been  able  to  clear  it  up, 
we're  not  aware  of. 

But  what  people  haven't  been  aware  of 
up  until  a  very  few  weeks  ago  when  Em- 

prise got  their  foot  caught  in  the  door  was 

the  fact  that  organized  crime  has  now  be- 
come very  active  in  apparently  legitimate 

business.  And  really  what  brought  all  of 

this  whole  day's  speech  on  was  the  com- 
ment the  minister  made  in  the  House  a  very 

few  weeks  ago  that  it  is  no  crime  to  front 
for  the  Mafia  in  this  country.  And  really  this 

is  what  I've  been  talking  about  this  whole 
time.  Because  organized  crime  has  found  that 
that  is  the  attitude  in  Ontario— this  is  a 
very  safe  place  for  them  to  invest  money. 

They  are  heavily  involved  in  sports,  they 
are  heavily  involved  in  sports  activities,  they 
find  that  this  is  an  execellent,  probably  the 

best  jurisdiction.  There's  no  such  thing,  as  the 
minister  has  pointed  out,  as  open  task  forces 

where  they're  going  to  be  embarrassed.  This 

is  the  first  time,  or  probably,  perhaps,  could 
be   the   second   time. 

The  other  was  in  the  estimates,  also  two 
years  ago,  when  organized  crime  has  had 
any  airing  whatsoever  of  this  nature.  And 

I'm  going  to  finish— I  know  I'm  not  going  to 
get  the  answers  from  the  minister  so  I'm  not 
going  to  try  any  more;  I  give  up  on  that; 

we'll  try  again  later  in  the  estimates.  But 
I  say  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  record, 
that  unless  and  until  a  more  active  part  is 

played  by  the  OPP,  by  the  OPC-and  I 
don't  just  mean  in  gathering  information— 
and  by  the  minister;  and  a  willingness  to 
take  some  action  and  not  hide  behind  the 

flag  and  wave  it  and  say,  "It's  terrible;  we 
can't  let  that  out."  We  know  what  you  are 
doing.  Nothing.  If  you  were  doing  something 
it  would  have  been  in  the  papers  over  the 
past  five  years.  None  of  these  people  is 
charged;  they  appear  to  be  immune  in  this 
province.  They  come  here  for  their  meetings, 

it's  such  a  great  place  to  come.  They  come 
across  the  border  one  at  a  time  and  they 
meet  here  on  this  side. 

Mr.  Foulds:  There's  no  place  they  would rather  be. 

Mr.  Shulman:  That's  right.  This  is  the 
haven  for  organized  crime.  The  reason  lies  at 
different  levels  but  part  of  the  reason  has  to 
lie  with  the  OPP  intelligence  squad;  part  of 
the  reason  has  to  lie  with  the  OPC  and  most 
of  the  reason  has  to  lie  with  the  minister. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister  one  ques- 
tion: Since  I  last  asked  the  question  two  years 

ago  and  I  got  an  answer  then,  I  hope  I'll  get 
an  answer  here— how  many  university  gradu- 

ates are  there  on  the  OPP  intelligence  squad? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  before 
I  come  to  that  specific  question,  for  the 
record  I  repeat  that  when  I  say  something 
is  not  in  the  public  interest  it  is  not  that  it 
is  not  fit  for  the  ears  of  the  public  or  that  it 
is  harmful  to  the  public  to  know. 

I  take  the  position  that  it  would  be  harmful 
to  the  public  interest  to  bring  into  discredit 
by  public  discussion  those  matters  which 
traditionally  have  been  matters  of  a  private 
nature  under  our  form  of  police  enforcement 
and  investigation.  Our  whole  system  of  law 
enforcement  is  based  on  the  role  of  the  police 

discharging  a  somewhat  unhappy  job,  as  I've 
said;  an  unpleasant  job  of  criminal  intelli- 

gence in  which  they  must  follow  up  the 
doubts  and  suspicions  of  people  in  a  very 
broad  range. 

Within    that   kind    of   context   two   things 
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happen.  They  come  across  those  people  who 
deservedly  belong  under  the  surveillance  of 
the  police.  At  the  same  time  the  investiga- 

tions will  come  across  others  who,  by  some 
association,  are  caught  in  the  same  sphere. 
We  do  not  have  the  American  system  of 
public  inquiry  whether  it  be  the  grand  jury 
type  of  investigation;  the  senatorial  type  of 
investigation  or  the  congressional  type  of 
investigation  where  people  are  called  in  public 
with  an  open  trial  taking  place.  We  have  an 
accusatorial  system  of  justice  in  which  an 
investigation  is  made  and  ultimately  the 
matter  becomes  public  when  a  charge  is  laid 
and  tried. 

Mr.  Shulman:  But  they  are  never  laid.  How 
much  morale  do  you  think  you  have  got  in 
your  intelligence  squad  when  they  work  and 
work  and  work  and  no  charges  have  been 
laid? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Time  and  time  again, 

the  hon.  member  has  referred  to  cases  pub- 
licized in  the  Wall  Street  Journal;  the  same 

type  of  publicity  a  month  or  so  ago  in  the 
Financial  Post;  the  same  type  of  publicity  in 

the- 

Mr.  Shulman:  Sports  Illustrated. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —Sports  Illustrated. 
Under  our  system  of  justice  these  things  be- 

come public  when  a  charge  is  laid  and  a 
man  is  on  trial. 

Mr.  Shulman:  It  never  is! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Until  there  is  evidence 

of  the  kind  that  will  support  a  modicum  of 
the  likelihood  of  successful  prosecution— our 
courts  never  were  intended  as  a  form  of 

harassment.  If  you  have  any  suspicion  regard- 
ing the  activities  of  a  person  you  lay  a 

charge  against  them  and  let  the  chips  fall 
where  they  may. 

I  would  think,  and  I  think  the  Attorney 
General  has  his  views  on  it,  that  charges  are 
laid  in  this  province  when  there  is  some  sub- 

stance to  the  charges.  That  is  when  the 
public  interest  comes  to  the  front.  To  dis- 

close whether  we  are  or  are  not  taking  a 
specific  course  of  action  is  not  in  the  public 
interest.  The  public  will  judge  the  actions  at 
some  date  in  the  future  when  it  will  or  will 

not  become  apparent  as  to  the  inroads  of 
these  kinds  of  criminal  activities. 

Now,  secondly,  the  hon.  member  would 
have  me  involved  in  a  discussion  with  him 

about  names  and  specific  instances  and  that 
would  give  credence  to  something  he  must 

do  on  his  own  responsibility.  In  the  course 
of  the  debate  he  has  named  names  and  by 
naming  names  and  asking  the  particular  land 

of  questions  and  relating  them  to  other  situ- 
ations where  there  seems  to  be  a  guilt— it 

hasn't  been  proven  yet. 
I  know  of  no  criminal  offence  that  either 

Emprise  or  Dominion  Sportservice  has  made 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  The  hon.  mem- 

ber has  linked  their  activities  south  of  the 

border  or  wherever  it  may  be  in  the  courts, 
he  has  linked  other  names.  Those  named 

have  not  had  the  opportunity  of  stating  their 
case. 

The  only  place  that  a  person  should  be 
called  upon  is  in  a  court  of  law  and  I  find 
it  a  little  difficult  for  the  hon.  member  to  be 

at  one  time  introducing  the  land  of  an  Act  as 
he  did— An  Act  to  amend  the  Coroners  Act, 

which  says  any  person  whose  conduct  is  rele- 
vant to  an  inquest  or  who  might  be  affected 

by  the  verdict  of  an  inquest  is  entitled  to 
cross-examine  any  witness  giving  any  evidence 

at  his  inquest  and  to  call  and  examine  wit- 
nesses on  his  behalf— yet  the  hon.  member 

names  names  of  people  who  are  completely 

helpless,  who  do  not  have  the  power  to  call 
counsel  to  cross-examine  him  or  to  cross- 

examine  the  people  from  whom  the  allega- 
tions started. 

And  that  is  his  interpretation  of  the  way 

that  the  conduct  of  the  affairs  of  this  prov- 
ince should  be  carried  out. 

Mr.  Renwick:  But  you  are  not  the  Minister 
of  Justice  or  the  Attorney  General.  You  are 
the  Solicitor  General. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  would  say  this  to 

the  hon.  member  for  Riverdale— 

Mr.  Renwick:  You  are  the  Solicitor  Gen- 
eral. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  would  say  this  to 
the  hon.  member  for  Riverdale  that  he  is 

one  of  those  who  I  would  hope  would  be 
on  my  side.  Because  for  the  last  three  years 

this  House  has  been  giving  time  and  atten- 
tion to  a  whole  range  of  pieces  of  legisla- 
tion designed  to  guarantee  the  civil  rights 

of  citizens,  and  the  civil  right  of  a  citizen  is 

that  of  a  citizen— period.  Not  the  good  kind, 

not  the  bad  kind,  because  we  don't  classify citizens.  And  if  the  hon.  member  would  have 

me  put  tags  on  citizens  saying,  "Don't  have 
anything  to  do  with  this  man,  this  man  is  a 

bad  guy,  this  man  is  a  good  guy,"  that  is 
not  the  way,  I  think  even  the  member  for 
Riverdale,  would  have  the  system. 
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Mr.  Renwick:  You  have  missed  the  point. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  have  not  missed 

the  point.  I  have  not  missed  the  point  at 

all.  We  have  got  all  kinds  of  legislation  guar- 
anteed to  protect  the  rights  of  citizens. 

Mr.  Renwick:  You  are  not  the  Minister  of 

Justice  or  the  Attorney  General. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  So  what?  I  subscribe 

to  the  same  principles.  I  have  a  job  of  law 
enforcement.  And  that  is  where  I  say  to  you, 
Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  concerned.  It  is  the 
job  of  the  Solicitor  General  to  be  concerned 
about  the  inroads  of  crime.  That  is  one  of 

the  raisons  d'etre  of  the  department  but  we 
have  to  be  concerned  that  in  carrying  out 

that  particular  function  we  just  don't  step 
across  the  line  and  in  our  eagerness  to  cope 
with  one  evil  commit  another  evil.  That  is 

the  kind  of  thing  that  I  would  not  permit 
myself  to  be  drawn  into  by  the  hon.  member 
during  the  past  hour  and  that  is  the  position 

that  I  take  with  respect  to  the  other  ques- 
tions that  he  has  raised  within  the  course 

of  these  debates. 

University  graduates?  I  believe  there  are 
four  in  the  OPP. 

Mr.  Shulman:  How  many  in  the  OPP  in- 
telligence squad? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  About  half  of  them. 

Mr.  Shulman:  About  half  of  four? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  About  two,  I  believe, 

and  there  are  two  more- 

Mr.   L.   Maeck   (Parry   Sound):   What   has 
that  got  to  do  with  it?  Why  do  you  have 
to  go  to  university  to  be  smart? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Regardless  of  the  fact 
and  how  committed  one  may  be  to  the 
sheepskin,  both  the  intelligence  and  training 
of  a  university  graduate,  and  I  am  one  who 

has  a  great  deal  of  belief  in  that,  in  the  de- 
sign of  a  police  agency  there  are  those  who 

are  able  to  carry  out  the  job  of  criminal  in- 
vestigation very  successfully  without  having 

a  university  education. 

Mr.  H.  Worton  (Wellington  South):  With- 
out the  sheepskin. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
pursue  this  for  a  moment,  but  first  of  all 
I  would  like  to  reply  to  the  comments  made 

by  the  minister— or  at  least  some  of  them. 
Some  of  the  things  he  has  said  are  quite 

right;  of  course  we  don't  want  to  have  two 

classes  of  citizens— good  and  bad.  But  we 
do  have  two  classes  of  citizens  —  the  law 
breakers  and  those  who  believe  in  following 
the  law. 

What  I  object  to  in  the  minister,  and 
what  I  have  found  in  all  of  this  discussion, 
is  that  over  the  years,  no  matter  what  he 
says,  there  has  not  been  one  charge  laid, 
there  has  not  been  one  conviction  involving 
organized  crime  in  this  province,  and  your 

people  have  collected  a  great  deal  of  evi- 
dence on  which  nothing  has  been  done.  I 

recall  one  case  two  years  ago  in  1970  when, 
in  conjunction  with  several  police  forces 
just  south  of  the  border,  simultaneous  raids 
were  to  take  place  on  the  layoff  places  here 
in  Toronto,  and  in  Ontario,  and  down  in  the 
States.  The  Americans  carried  out  all  of 

their  raids.  They  arrested  all  of  their  people, 

involving  the  Maggadino  family.  The  raids 

in  Ontario  never  took  place  and  no  explana- 
tion was  ever  given. 

This  is  really  what  it  comes  down  to.  And 

if  I  haven't  got  through  to  the  minister  in 
all  this  time  I  never  will.  But  for  the  rec- 

ord, as  he  has  said,  let  me  say,  you  haven't 
done  anything  about  organized  crime  in  this 
province.  You  have  said  those  people  may 
be  bad  fellows  in  other  countries  but  they 

haven't  done  anything  wrong  here;  if  they 
are  convicted  down  in  the  States,  so  what? 

What  you  are  doing  as  a  result  is  making 
this  a  haven  for  their  money. 

You  should  bring  in  legislation,  such  as 

has  been  suggested  here  in  this  House,  where- 
by people  proven  to  be  involved  in  organized 

crime— and  Emprise  has— should  not  be 
allowed  to  be  members  of  boards  of  directors, 
or  control  boards  of  directors,  of  corporations 

in  this  province.  No  one  can  deny  Emprise's 
close  relationship  with  organized  crime.  They 
now  have  a  conviction  on  this  matter.  How 

can  the  minister  get  up  here  at  this  point, 
particularly  in  view  of  the  facts  that  I  have 

presented  him  today  from  his  own  files— and 
I  didn't  ask  him  for  that;  I  presented  that  to 
him— in  the  face  of  all  this  and  say:  "We 

are  doing  everything  possible"?  You  haven't 
done  anything.  You  haven't  done  a  thing  at 
all.  Ontario  is  a  laughing  stock  in  other  juris- 

dictions. This  is  the  haven. 

As  to  the  sheepskins,  to  come  back  to  that, 
the  reason  you  need  university  graduates  in 
the  intelligence  squad  is  because  it  is  a  little 

different  now.  It  isn't  just  a  matter  of  follow- 
ing people  or  going  by  a  certain  house  and 

writing  down  the  licence  number  of  the  cars. 

This  type  of  larceny  doesn't  involve  a  gun. 
It  doesn't  involve  violence.  It  involves  very 
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high-priced  lawyers.  It  involves  very  clever 
financial  schemes,  such  as  skimming,  and  you 
need  in  an  intelligence  squad  of  that  sort, 

lawyers.  You  need  people  who  didn't  come 
up  through  the  ranks,  people  who  can  under- 

stand a  balance  sheet. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Accountants. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Accountants.  You  need  the 

type  of  intelligence  squad  you  see  on  the 
New  York  anti-racket  squad. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Corporate  lawyers. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Right.  And  you  don't  have 
them. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Trust  companies,  chartered 
banks. 

Mr.  Shulman:  You  just  don't  have  them. 
This  is  now  a  highly  sophisticated  form  of 
crime  and  the  other  side  hires  the  best,  they 

can  afford  to.  They  have  the  best  brains. 

They  can  afford  to  spend  hundreds  of  thou- 

sands of  dollars;  it  doesn't  matter  because 
there  is  more  where  it  came  from  to  hire  the 

best  brains.  Frankly,  I  don't  think  your  intel- 
ligence squad  is  fit  to  cope  with  this  type  of 

crime.  And  I  am  not  denigrating  them.  They 

haven't  been  trained  for  it.  They  don't  have 
the  background  which  would  enable  them  to 
handle  it. 

Two  years  ago  we  had  no  members  of  the 
intelligence  squad  with  a  university  degree; 
we  now  have  two.  Do  you  really  seriously 

think  that  intelligence  squad  is  properly  con- 
stituted at  the  present  time?  What  you  should 

do  if  you  are  serious— and  frankly  I  don't 
think  you  are  serious  other  than  giving  it  lip 

service— you  should  set  up  a  proper  intelli- 
gence squad,  not  necessarily  headed  by  a  man 

who  came  up  through  the  ranks.  With  all  due 
respect  to  the  man  who  heads  it,  who  came 
up  through  the  ranks  and  who  is  a  very  good 
policeman,  he  is  not  in  the  league  of  the 
people  that  Emprise  hires. 

I  guess  you  have  seen  the  things  that  Em- 
prise has  done  in  the  last  few  weeks,  the  very 

clever  legal  things  they  have  done  with  law- 
yers with  huge  retainers  of  hundreds  of  thou- 

sands of  dollars.  This  is  the  type  of  battle  we 

should  be  having  here  in  Ontario  but  there's 
no  way  of  our  having  it,  because  you've  got 
one  or  two  real  red-hot  Crown  attorneys, 
people  like  Clay  Powell,  who  want  to  carry 

the  lance  and  attack  these  people— but  they 
are  not  backed  up. 

You  don't  have  the  people  in  your  intelli- 
gence  squad  or  in  your  police   commission 

who  are  able  to  gather  the  evidence,  under- 
stand it  and  supply  it  to  Crown  attorneys  like 

Clay  Powell.  And  you  don't  have  too  many 
red-hot  Crown  attorneys,  let  me  say;  most  of 
them  are  clown  attorneys.  You  happen  to 

have  one  or  two  really  good  ones;  this  is  one 

guy  who  really  knows  his  business.  But  there 

aren't  too  many  of  them. 

There's  no  setup  whatsoever  in  this  depart- 
ment, or  in  the  Department  of  Justice,  to 

fight  organized  crime,  and  the  very  fact  that 
the  Minister  of  Justice  had  decided  a  week 
ago,  I  understand,  to  allow  Canadian  Tote  to 
take  over  this  whole  offtrack  betting  thing 

really  boggles  my  mind.  Not  because  Cana- 

dian Tote  may  be  crooked,  because  I  don't 
know,  but  because  we  don't  know— no  proper 
investigation  has  been  done. 

The  idea  of  your  department  doing  an  in- 
vestigation, going  down  and  asking  them  if 

they  are  involved  with  organized  crime  is 

ludicrous.  This  is  not  the  way  to  do  it.  No- 

body from  your  department  has  even  gone— 
I  took  the  trouble  of  checking  with  the  trust 

company— nobody  even  bothered  to  look  at 

General  Instrument's  list  of  shareholders  to 

see  who  owned  the  company.  Isn't  that  the 
first  thing  you  do  in  an  investigation? 

Well,  I  don't  want  to  belabour  it;  we  have 
been  on  this  for  some  hours.  Let  me  say,  as 

I  said  two  years  ago,  when  we  went  to  a 
royal  commission  that  confirmed  everything  I 

had  said,  you  aren't  handling  it. 
There's  no  prospect  of  your  handling  it, 

I  don't  see  any  chance  of  your  handling  it, 
and  I  have  no  hopes  of  your  handling  it. 

All  I  can  say— and  I  hope  the  Prime  Minister 

(Mr.  Davis)  is  listening  somewhere— unless 
we  get  someone  with  a  different  attitude  on 
this  matter,  nothing  is  going  to  be  done  about 
organized  crime  in  this  province. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  just  want  to  make  it 
clear  to  the  members  of  this  House  that  I 

take  the  position  that  the  personnel  both 

within  the  aegis  of  the  Ontario  Police  Com- 
mission and  the  OPP  should,  in  their  total 

makeup,  have  all  of  the  talents  and  capa- 
bilities, not  just  equivalent  to  the  other  side 

but  even  surpassing  them— 

Mr.  Shulman:  But  they  don't! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I'm  just  stating  the 
position  I  am  taking  as  a  minister,  that  the 

times  must  be  kept  pace  with  and  the  OPP— 
not  just  the  OPP— but  Metro  and  all  police 
forces  must  be  equipped  with  that  kind  of 
expertise.  Now  we  have  been  putting  together 
packets  of  expertise  to  a  degree;  it  may  be 
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that  it  falls  short  of  the  kind  of  expertise 
that  is  necessary  to  meet  that  available  not 
to  just  to  organized  crime.  When  one  thinks 
of  some  of  the  things  that  have  happened 
in  this  province  outside  the  realm  of  orga- 

nized crime,  in  which  citizens  have  used  the 
laws  and  taken  great  chunks  of  money  from 
their  fellow  citizens,  it  requires  this  kind  of 
investigation.  And  I  am  committed  to  both 
personnel  and  equipment  so  that  they  may 
discharge  their  responsibility  to  the  nth  de- 

gree, and  if  it  costs  dollars,  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
I  mentioned  before,  I  would  enlist  the  sup- 

port of  all  members  of  the  House- 

Mr.  Deans:  He  doesn't  care  either. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  He  certainly  does  care. 
I  know  that  he  does  care. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  He  is  obvi- 
ously interested— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  He  knows  and  I  know 
that  the  Chairman  of  the  Management  Board 
sitting  opposite  at  his  desk  has  responded 
very  well  to  this,  and  we  are  pointed  in  the 

right  direction.  There's  no  quarrel,  may  I 
say,  with  the  hon.  member's  position  on  this matter. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  I  am  glad  there  is  no 
quarrel;  I  am  glad  that  we  are  pointed  in 

the  same  direction.  But  it's  two  years  since 
I  said  this  last,  and  for  us  to  find  the  ludicrous 
investigation  you  people  are  doing  today  just 

doesn't  make  sense. 
Here  is  probably  one  of  the  most  important 

steps  that  any  province  can  possibly  take, 
which  is  to  go  into  the  offtrack  betting  busi- 

ness, and  you  sent  out  your  OPP  to  do  an 
investigation.  It  boggles  my  mind  that  the 
sort  of  investigation  they  will  do  is  so  child- 
like. 

Two  years  have  gone  by  since  the  George 
Clinton  Duke  case  and  all  of  its  ramifications, 

and  we  don't  seem  to  be  any  further  ahead now  than  we  were  then.  You  will  recall  the 
terrible  investigation  carried  out  at  that  time 
by  the  OPP  when  the  original  allegations 
were  made  in  the  House.  They  came  back 
and  said  Duke  never  met  Papalia— except 
once  in  an  elevator,  I  believe  they  said— and 
so  on  down  the  line. 

It  turned  out  they  hadn't  even  gone  to  the 
chief  of  police  in  Hamilton  to  ask  him  about 
the  letters  that  he  had  written  complaining 
about  this.  We  come  two  years  further  along 
and  we  find  your  intelligence  squad  making 
the  same  ludicrous  type  of  investigation. 

This  is  probably  the  most  important  in- 

vestigation they've  been  asked  to  carry  out 
in  this  last  year.  Is  General  Instrument  in- 

volved with  organized  crime?  The  sum  total 
of  the  investigation  is  to  ask  General  In- 

strument, "Are  you  involved  with  organized 
crime?"  There  were  no  questions  around  it 
whatsoever;  no  questioning  of  the  associa- 

tions; no  questioning  of  the  board  of  direc- 
tors or  the  ex-board  of  directors  or  the  share- 

holders. 

I  think  your  sentiments  are  lovely  but  I 
think  your  actions  leave  a  litde  to  be  de- 

sired. Two  years  have  gone  by  and,  really, 

nothing's  happened.  Your  investigations  are  no better. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  vote  1303  carried? 

Mr.  Shulman:  No,  don't  leave  that  yet. 
Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  will  just  point  out  to 

the  hon.  member  that  we  have  a  task  force 

on  policing— 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —and  there  may  be 
another  in  a  few  months,  because  the  No.  1 
item  was  analysis  and  forecast  of  the  extent 
and  nature  of  future  policing  needs  in  the 
province  in  the  Seventies. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  vote  1303,  the  hon. 
member  for  High  Park. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I'll  yield  to  the  hon.  mem- 

ber- 
Mr.  Renwick:  You  go  ahead. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  need  a  breath  of  air,  any- way. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  vote  1303,  the  Ontario 
Police  Commission.  The  hon.  member  for 
Riverdale. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I'm  rather 
interested  in  the  minister's  statement  that  the 
public  interest  requires  that  we  have  no  in- 

formation at  all  about  the  extent  of  the  activ- 
ities of  the  intelligence  branches  of  the  police 

in  the  Legislature. 

Hon.   Mr.   Yaremko:    That  is  not  so.   Mr. 

Chairman,  on  a  point  of  order,  I  did  not 
make  that  statement.  I  outlined,  perhaps  in 

the  hon.  member's  absence  early  this  after- 
noon, the  scope  of  the  investigations  that 

were  carried  on. 

Mr.  Renwick:  No,  you  didn't;  you  told  us nothing. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  took  the  position  that 

I  wasn't  going  to  go  into  any  specific  matter. 
Mr.  Renwick:  Let  me  ask  directly:  Is  there 

organized  crime  or  syndicated  crime  existing 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario  to  the  knowledge 
of  the  minister? 

Mr.  Foulds:  He  has  to  get  advice  on  that 
one? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  It  all  depends  upon  the 
definition  that  the  hon.  member  would  im- 

pute to  those  statements.  There  could  be  the 
image  of  organized  crime  sort  of  rampant  in 
the  body  of  our  society;  there  would  be  the 
question  of  elements  of  organized  crime.  I 
think  it  has  been  accepted- 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —I  think  it  has  been 
admited  that  there  are  elements.  That  is 

what  causes  our  concern  and  that  is  why  we 
have  established  a  series  of  procedures  to 
prevent  them  and  to  ensure  that  they  do  not 
make  inroads  into  our  society. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  mean  by  "syndicated 
crime,"  Mr.  Chairman,  a  hierarchical  or  a 
bureaucratic  structure  of  crime,  analogous  to 
the  corporate  form  of  organization  which 
has  penetrated  the  business  life  or  the  finan- 

cial life  of  the  community  of  the  Province  of 

Ontario,  particularly  in  the  "golden  horse- 
shoe," whether  indigenous  to  this  province or  from  outside.  Has  that  occurred?  Is  there 

in  existence  an  organized  apparatus,  hier- 
archically organized,  engaged  in  criminal 

activities,  and  the  police  cannot  get  the 
evidence  to  produce  in  court  against  the  men 
who  control  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Again,  it  depends  upon 

the  use  of  the  term  "hierarchical." 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.    Mr.    Yaremko:    If    he's    using    that term  in  the  context  of  a  structure- 

Mr.  Foulds:  Corporate  structure. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —a  structure- 

Mr.  Renwick:  Structured  crime. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —structured  crime,  I 
can  say  this,  I  do  not  think  we  have  yet 
been  able  to  put  those  pieces  together.  It 
may  be  that  there  are  individuals  who  have 
contacts  with  structured  crime  in  other  juris- 

dictions, but  within  our  own  that  is  not  yet 
established. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  the  Police  Commission  of  this  prov- 

ince and  the  police  intelligence  work  of  this 
province  is  in  constant  communication  with 

police  jurisdictions  elsewhere. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes. 

Mr.  Renwick:  On  the  combined  information 
which  is  available,  are  there  structures  of 
criminal  organization,  which  have  elements  of 
them  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  which  the 
police  intelligence  believes  are  connected  in 
such  a  way  as  to  be  subject  to  control  from 
above? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  simple  answer,  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  yes. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Does  it  mean— and  this  is 

what  I'm  anxious  to  find  out— if  one  draws 
an  analogy  between  this  minister,  responsible 
for  public  safety,  and  the  Minister  of  Health 
(Mr.  Potter)  who  is  responsible  for  public 
health,  and  in  the  department  of  public 
health— it  is  an  open  department— he  has  the 
capacity  to  draw  the  force  of  public  opinion 
to  support  him  in  any  activity  in  the  field  of 
public  health  which  is  adverse  to  the  interest 
of  the  community.  He  can  do  it  openly  and 
accept  the  responsibility  of  his  portfolio 
within  a  very  open  framework. 

The  minister  tonight,  if  I  may  pursue  the 

analogy,  is  saying  that  his  department  in  re- 
spect of  police  operation  is  a  private  de- 

partment, is  not  open  to  public  responsibility. 
Therefore  I  am  asking  tie  minister  whether 
he,  as  correlative  to  the  secrecy  which  he 
believes  is  necessary  and  for  which  he  made 
a  case,  whether  correlative  to  that  he  ac- 

cepts the  responsibility  for  advising  the 
people  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  if  and 
when  there  is  evidence  of  syndicated  crime 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario  as  that  term  was 

used  by  Mr.  Justice  Roach  in  the  royal  com- 
mission of  a  few  years  ago? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
draw  an  analogy  between  the  Minister  of 
Health  and  the  Ministry  of  the  Solicitor 
General  is  really  not  valid,  the  functions 

are- 

Mr.  Foulds:  That  is  right,  you  have  got  an 
active  minister— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —the  functions  are 
completely  different.  As  I  said  to  the  hon. 
member  earlier  and  to  all  hon.  members,  the 
role  of  the  public  safety  body  involves  the 
following  through  of  suspicions,  doubts,  in- 

vestigations, putting  pieces  together  that  may 
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or  may  not  have  validity,  but  that  the  job 
of  law  enforcement  is  to  do  that  thing— for 
the  minister  to  immediately  make  known  to 
the  public  these  suspicions  to  gain  their  sup- 

port would  transgress  on  other  principles  to 
which   the    public   subscribes    very   fairly. 

Now  they  may  not  think  in  those  terms 
when  it  is  applied  to  somebody  else,  but  if 
that  kind  of  transgression  is  applied  to  John 
Q.  Citizen,  his  privacy,  he  will  then  sub- 

scribe to  this  general  policy.  He  will  say: 

"You  question  me  and  put  me  on  charge 
when  I  have  the  right  to  defend  myself  but 

don't  label  me  as  a  bad  guy  without  having gone  through  that  procedure  which  is  a 

very  integral  part  of  our  system  of  justice." 
Now  how  one  can  alert  the  public  and 

get  their  support— these  are  the  particular 
individuals  or  individual  situations— I  would 
ask  the  hon.  member  to  expound  his  views 
on  this? 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  am  not  rising,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, to  expound  my  particular  views  about  it. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  in  the  United 

States  where  this  has  been  a  serious  prob- 
lem, they  have  had  to  develop  certain  public 

forums  for  the  purpose  of  enlisting  both  pub- 
lic support  and  public  respect  for  what 

is  being  done. 

One  of  these  is  the  grand  jury.  Another  is 
the  inquisitorial  committee  of  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States.  There  are  other  similar 
bodies,  but  they  are  public  bodies,  struc- 

tured in  such  a  way  as  to  provide  a  public 
method  by  which  information  can  be  ob- 

tained, which  would  not  necessarily  be  ob- 
tained only  in  a  court  of  law,  but  information 

which  would  be  available  to  indicate  to  the 
public  the  threat  and  the  concern  which  the 
society  is  meeting  and  to  which  it  is  re- 
sponding. 

We  do  not  have  under  our  system  of  law 
any  such  public  forum  for  that  kind  of  state- 

ment. The  only  forum  we  have  at  the  present 
time  is  that  every  now  and  then  one  of  the 
police  chiefs  will  make  a  public  address,  re- 

ferring to  something  called  organized  crime, 
or  syndicated  crime  or  the  extent  of  some 
kind  of  crime  being  rampant  in  the  com- 

munity. When  he  is  questioned,  we  immedi- 
ately are  told  that  there  is  no  further  infor- 

mation available  about  the  topic.  The  motiva- 
tions as  to  why  the  police  chief  made  the 

statement  are  then  questioned. 

What  I  am  saying  to  the  minister  is  what 
is  the  correlative  way  to  the  grand  jury,  as 
it  is  known  in  the  United  States  and  not  our 

grand  jury?  What  is  the  correlative  way  to 

the  investigative  procedures  of  the  sub- 
committees of  justice  in  the  United  States 

Senate,  by  which  the  extent  of  the  public 
concern  can  be  focused  upon  a  question 
which  is  of  great  concern  to  the  people  of 
the  province.  If  the  minister  believes  that  he 
has  a  public  responsibility  to  be  quiet  about 
it,  then  the  public  is  entitled  to  assume  that 
this  minister  by  virtue  of  his  portfolio  must 
accept  a  wider  and  almost  total  responsi- 

bility for  his  silence. 

What  concerns  any  number  of  people— and 
my  colleague  the  member  for  High  Park  is 
one  of  many  who  is  concerned  about  it— is 
are  we  finding  that  the  police  intelligence  of 
the  province  is  capable  and  adequate  for  the 
purpose  of  understanding  sophisticated  in- 

trusion into  the  business  community  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario?  Are  we  capable  of 
coping  with  it?  Is  the  minister  prepared,  in 
whatever  measured  terms  he  wishes  to  con- 

vey the  information,  to  make  a  statement 
either  in  this  assembly  or  in  some  selected 
public  forum  to  indicate  to  the  people  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario  whether  or  not  this 

ministry  is  concerned  about  something  which 
is  of  legitimate  concern  to  the  whole  of  the 

people  of  the  province? 
The  problem  of  our  system  of  justice  is 

the  problem  that  the  minister  has  stated,  that 
the  only  charges  that  come  to  the  court  are 
those  for  which  the  police  have  the  evidence, 
and  which  the  Crown  attorneys  can  then 
prosecute  within  the  strict  rules  of  the  laws 
of  evidence  as  they  apply  in  a  criminal  court, 
severely  restricted  and  limited  and  isolated 
to  the  specific  instance  of  the  particularity  of 
the  charge  which  is  brought  against  that 
individual  who  stands  accused  in  the  dock. 
No  other  evidence  is  admissible,  and  if  there 
are  any  breaches  of  those  rules,  the  decision 
in  the  case,  if  it  results  in  a  conviction,  is 

open  to  appeal  and  open  to  be  overthrown. 
Within  those  severe  limitations,  the  public 

then  never  knows  whether  or  not  a  particular 
case  which  has  come  to  the  court  has  many 

other  ramifications,  which  the  police  are  un- 

able to  pursue  because  they  haven't  got  the kind  of  evidence  which  is  required. 

I  agree  with  the  minister,  and  we  all 
agree,  that  that  is  the  essential  component  of 
the  protection  of  our  society  against  the 

intrusion  of  the  police  power.  It's  our  sense 
of  justice,  it's  the  way  in  which  it  has  to be  done.  But,  correlative  to  that,  and  as 
distinct  from  the  silence  of  the  minister  on 

the  grounds  that  the  public  interest  is  in- 
volved, as  distinct  from  that  cloak  of  silence, 

or  as  distinct  from  generalities  about  how  it 
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can  be  done,  does  the  minister  acept  the  re- 
sponsibility of  making,  as  I  said,  in  whatever 

carefully  phrased  and  measured  tones  that  he 

wishes  to  use,  a  very  carefully  prepared  state- 

ment, "yes,  there  is,"  or,  "no,  there  isn't,"  or, 
"there  are  indications  of"  or  "past  experience 
has  shown  that"? 

I  can  use  an  example  from  many  years  ago 

—the  raid  on  Empire  Brass  in  the  city  of 
Toronto.  It  was  a  carefully  prepared  fraud 
that  was  done  from  abroad  for  the  purpose 
of  draining  moneys  out.  It  was  only  because 
they  made  a  serious  mistake  with  the  matter 

that  it  didn't  quite  work.  They  managed  to 
get  to  the  problem  before  the  money  left  the 
country  to  go  to  Switzerland  in  that  case. 

I  suggest  this  minister,  in  a  new  portfolio 

—separated  from  the  Ministry  of  Justice  and 
the  Ministry  of  the  Attorney  General  for  the 
very  specific  reasons  which  were  given  and 
debated  on  other  occasions— has  now  got  to 
come  up  with  some  measure  of  his  public 
responsibility.  On  this  question  of  syndicated 
crime  in  the  sense  in  which  we  understand 

it,  without  having  to  pretend  that  we  are 
talking  about  generalities,  that  all  crime  is 

organized;  that  whenever  two  people  get  to- 
gether to  break  into  a  house,  that  is  or- 

ganized, because  they  had  to  meet  to  plan  it. 

We  know  what  we  are  talking  about  and 
the  minister  knows  what  we  are  talking  about. 

How  does  he  see  his  role  of  public  respon- 
sibility and  how  does  he  expect  to  discharge 

it?  I  don't  think  that  in  the  "golden  horse- 
shoe" in  the  Province  of  Ontario  we  can 

afford  the  luxury  of  suggesting  that  the  inter- 
national boundary  is  a  protection  for  our 

community  against  the  kinds  of  concern 
which  have  intruded  in  the  United  States— 

in  the  State  of  New  York,  for  example— or  in 
the  Province  of  Quebec. 

We  have  a  very  real  concern.  The  mem- 
ber for  High  Park  expressed  our  concern  in 

one  context.  He  is  concerned  about  whether 

or  not  the  police  intelligence  is  capable  of 
dealing  with  the  problem.  Are  they  wide 
enough  awake?  Are  they  able  enough?  Are 

they  up-to-date  enough  in  their  methods? 
Do  they  recognize  the  importance  of  the 
problem? 

On  the  other  hand,  I  like  to  think  of  it 

not  only  in  those  terms,  because  we  don't 
have  any  specific  evidence  of  it  under  this 
aura  of  ministerial  secrecy  which  surrounds 
the  department.  I  tend  to  think  that  the  min- 

ister is  going  to  have  to,  in  some  way  or 
other,  respond  to  the  sense  of  public  need, 
for  public  assurance,  public  warning,  public 
caution  in  something  other  than  generalities 

such  as  the  mottoes  that  are  used  like  we've 

always  got  to  be  on  the  alert  for  it;  or  we've 
got  to  watch  for  it. 

I'm  not  talking  about  that.  I'm  talking 
about  the  minister  saying  that,  "Last  year 
there  was  a  case  in  the  court  in  the  city  of 
Toronto.  A  conviction  was  registered.  That 
was  one  case  which  had  ramifications  which 

were  of  concern  to  us." 
He  should  use  examples  with  discretion, 

with  caution,  with  whatever  he  wants  to 
use,  in  order  to  bring  home  to  the  public 
of  the  Province  in  Ontario  either  that  he  is 

a  responsible  minister  and  believes  that 
things  are  fine  in  that  area,  or  that  there  is 
very  real  concern.  Throughout  both  the 

parties  in  opposition,  I'm  sure  throughout 
the  members  in  the  Legislature  generally 

and  the  public  we  are  concerned  that  yes, 
syndicated  crime  does  exist. 
We  are  concerned  about  whether  it  is 

being  dealt  with  effectively  and  adequately 

and  we  don't  know  the  extent  of  the  prob- 
lem. We  don't  know  whether  or  not  we 

should  be  alarmed  about  it  or  complacent 
about  it  or  how  we  should  react  to  it.  I 
would  like  to  hear  the  minister  outline  to 

us,  in  some  sense,  how  he  can  discharge  this 
difficult  question  of  public  responsibility, 

meeting  the  requirements,  which  we  all 
recognize,  of  the  need  for  secrecy  in  the 
public  interest.  Somewhere  a  start  has  to 
be  made  by  this  minister,  because  of  a  new 

portfolio,  because  of  the  segregation,  prin- 
cipally of  the  police,  and  the  public  safety 

factor  to  bring  the  public  into  the  confi- 
dence of  the  minister  and  into  the  confidence 

of  the  government,  so  that  the  people  in  the 

province  will  be  aware  of  the  extent  and  na- 
ture of  the  concern  which  many  of  us  feel 

that  we  have  and  which  constantly  bobs  up 
from  time  to  time. 

I  haven't  proposed  any  solutions  to  the 
minister.  All  I  am  doing  is  posing  to  him 
a  perspective  within  which  I  think  he  has 

got  to  view  his  responsibilities  as  the  min- 
ister of  a  new  department.  I  would  like  to 

hear  what  the  minister  has  to  say  about  that 

aspect  of  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  really 

I  don't  have  to  respond  to  the  hon.  member, 
because  he  has  very  clearly  established  the 
issues  which  confront  the  ministry.  I  have 
no  answer  to  him.  In  fact,  I  could  have,  and 
during  my  remarks  during  the  course  of  the 
day  I  have,  touched  on  certain  aspects 
which  he  has  put  together  as  some  of  the 
broad  principles  which  confront  the  ministry, 
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which  may  confront  the  government  and 
really  which  should  be  before  the  public, 
as  he  puts  it,  in  a  very  general  way. 

It  is  interesting  that  we  do  have  an  in- 
ternational boundary.  Nobody,  I  assure  the 

hon.  member,  believes  that  there  is  some- 
thing magical  about  that  that  insulates  or 

isolates  us  from  things  which  have  been  oc- 
curing  south  of  the  border. 

It  is  interesting  that,  on  one  side,  you 
have  one  system,  the  grand  jury  system,  that 
the  hon.  member  has  referred  to,  and  the 

congressional  type  investigation,  the  senator- 
ial type  of  investigation.  They  have  their 

public  type  of  investigation,  which  seems 
to  have  gone  on  and  on  through  the  years 
and  has  provided  lots  of  grist  for  all  of  the 
media  through  the  years.  They  do  not  seem 

to  have  come  up  with  the  answers  yet  be- 
cause, when  you  consider  what  they  have 

been  able  to  achieve  in  this  field,  there  has 
been  a  lot  of  pointing  the  finger  at  a  lot 
of  people;  but,  to  me,  the  remarkable  thing 
is  how  many  of  them  still  walk  the  streets 
of  the  United  States. 

We  have  developed  a  completely  differ- 
ent system,  which  has  its  advantages  and 

disadvantages— the  element  of  privacy.  I  like 
to  see  the  Ontario  Police  Commission  or  a 

body  on  a  permanent  basis  charged  with  a 
continuing  intelligence  and  investigation 
responsibility,  with  training,  updating  and 
ensuring  that  the  agencies  keep  pace,  with 
ensuring  that  the  expertise  and  knowledge 
in  tactics  of  the  law  enforcement  agencies 
keep  pace  with  the  expertise  and  tactics  of 
those  who  would  commit  crimes  or  subvert 

even  ordinary  laws  to  the  detriment  of  citi- 
zens. 

Trying  to  get  public  support  in  this  field 
is  a  very  difficult  matter.  In  the  Coroners 
Act  we  have  introduced  a  section  which  will 

restrict  a  coroner's  jury  from  pointing  the 
finger  at  anybody.  That  seems  to  have  met 

with  the  approval,  by  and  large,  of  our  citi- 
zens. I  have  a  feeling  that  our  people  are 

still  committed,  that  whatever  disadvantages 

may  lie  with  a  private  type  of  law  enforce- 
ment there  have  not  been  weaknesses 

pointed  out  or  harmful  effects  from  that  kind 

of  a  system  that  we  should  swing  to  some- 
thing else.  This  is  not  to  say,  Mr.  Chairman, 

that  we  shouldn't  develop  new  techniques. 
They  may  be  in  the  private  sector,  but  new 
techniques  which  have  been  developed.  The 
joint  forces  aspect  is  only  three  years  old, 
and  as  a  matter  of  fact  I  am  surprised  it  is 
only  three  years  old.  If  I  had  been  told  it 

was  seven  or  10  years  old  I  probably  would 

have  felt- 

Mr.    Ren  wick:    It  is   10   years  old  on  the 
television  shows. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Again  I  remind  the 

hon.  member— he  may  not  have  been  in  the 
House— that  the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Jus- 

tice (Mr.  A.  F.  Lawrence)  will  also  be  mak- 
ing a  statement  in  this  regard  which  will  in- 

dicate our  concern.  If  we  can  develop,  under 
our  general  principles  of  privacy  and  the 

recognition  of  the  rights  of  individual  citi- 
zens, and  still  cope  with  the  need  for  ex- 

posure that  may  be  the  ultimate  answer. 

But  just  where  that  line  is  drawn— and  re- 
member, the  Solicitor  General  is  also  in  a 

somewhat  unique  position.  He  is  not  solely 
a  law  enforcement  officer  and  if  anybody  has 
the  idea  from  that  headline  in  the  Star  that  1 

was  a  chief  policeman  or  some  paraphrase  of 

that,  I  am  not.  That  is  not  my  sole  responsi- 
bility. I  have  responsibilities  to  discharge  so 

that  all  of  the  expertise  and  personnel  and 

equipment  is  made  available  to  the  law  en- 
forcement officers.  Their  job  is  to  be  good 

cops,  period.  My  job  is  to  ensure  that  they 
have  everything  that  is  necessary  to  be  good 

cops. 
But  at  the  same  time  there  are  other  prin- 

ciples, other  principles  that  the  hon.  member 
is  fully  aware  of,  and  I  must  ensure  that  the 

business  of  being  a  good  cop  doesn't  trans- 
gress upon  these.  That  is  a  very  delicate  line. 

There  was  a  statement  emanating  out  of 

Calgary  today— some  report  that  the  chiefs  of 
police  association  or  the  security  people  made 
some  sort  of  a  statement  they  were  going 

to  divulge  or  publicize  something.  I  don't know  the  ramifications  of  that  or  how  serious 

they  were.  I  gather  they  were  private  se- 
curity people,  but  they  have,  I  gather,  the 

same  thrust  as  the  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale,  because  when  that  decision  is  made  it 

will  be  a  very  basic  decision.  Not  just  a  de- 
partmental decision;  not  perhaps  even  a 

government  decision;  it  will  be  a  decision  on 
the  direction  of  our  society,  one  of  the  basic 

principles. 

Our  society,  the  administration  of  justice, 
the  protection  of  the  citizen,  is  based  on  just 
a  handful  of  very  broad  principles;  this  is 
one  of  the  very  broad  principles  and  before 
we  change  that  drastically  I  think  it  requires 
a  great  deal  of  thought.  I  assure  the  hon. 
member  that  one  of  the  jobs  the  ministry  will 
be  able  to  do  is  perhaps  to  delineate  these 
issues  in  the  future  and  some  decisions  will 
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be  made  with  respect  to  it.  I  say  to  the  hon. 
member  that  we  are  concerned. 

Fortunately— I  think  I  am  not  being  too 
naive— we  have  been  fortunate  in  this  prov- 

ince not  to  have  suffered  the  kind  of  thing 
which  has  happened  in  other  jurisdictions, 
but  we  are  not  complacent;  we  are  concerned 
to  keep  the  body  politic  as  healthy  from  that 
kind  of  a  disease  as  the  Minister  of  Health  is 

from  the  particular  diseases  that  he  has  re- 
sponsibility for. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  only 

two  very  brief  comments.  One  is  that  I  don't 
disagree  with  the  minister  that  on  balance 
the  tradition  of  the  province  is  such  that  any 
intrusion  upon  the  system  which  protects  in- 

dividual rights  always,  and  deservedly  so, 
calls  forth  an  outcry— Bill  99  was  a  good 
example  of  that  some  years  ago— that  is  right 
and  that  is  so. 

All  I  can  say  to  the  minister  is  that  I  don't 
like  scare  speeches  by  police  chiefs  in  areas 
related  to  organized  and  syndicated  crime.  I 

don't  consider  that's  their  role.  I  do,  however, consider  that  it  is  the  role  of  this  minister  to 
be  privy  to,  involved  in  and  knowledgeable 
about  the  police  intelligence  of  the  Province 
of  Ontario,  and  to  be  the  person  who  on 
occasion  will  not  make  general  platitudinous 
statements  but  will  issue  carefully  phrased, 
carefully  stated  public  warnings  to  alert  the 
public  about  what  is  required. 

I  don't  think  at  this  particular  point  I  need 
to  pursue  that  any  further.  It's  a  matter  that 
intrigues  me,  because  I  don't  know  what  the 
answer  is  but  I'll  certainly  look  forward  to 
those  carefully  measured  statements  of  the 
minister,  either  in  this  forum  or  in  the  public 
arena,  to  see  whether  or  not  we  can  at  least 
start  on  the  road  of  some  form  of  public 
awareness,  public  alertness,  public  confidence, 
public  confiding  by  the  minister  which  I 
think  is  an  essential  ingredient  to  effective 
law  enforcement  as  a  complement  to  the  in- 

dividual rights  protection  system  on  which 
our  whole  basis  of  criminal  justice  is  struc- 
tured. 

Let  me  go  on,  if  I  may  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
another  area. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  ( Sarnia ) :  Are  you  go- 
ing on  to  another  vote? 

Mr.  Renwick:  No.  Another  area. 

Mr.  Reid:  Mr.  Chairman,  I'd  like  to  say  a few  words  on  this  vote. 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  he  is  not  going  on  to 
another  vote  yet. 

Mr.  Reid:  No.  Are  you  going  on  a  different 

topic?  I'd  like  to  carry  on  where  you  left  off. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  am  going  on  to  another 

topic. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  you  still  on  the  police 
commission? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Yes,  but  I  am  quite  prepared 
to  defer  to  my  colleague  from  Rainy  River. 

Mr.  Reid:  Well,  I  will  try  to  be  brief.  I 
thank  the  member  for  Riverdale. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  with  a  certain  amount 
of  trepidation  to  take  part  in  this  debate,  as 
the  two  foregoing  speakers  have  been  law- 

yers and  I  don't  pretend  to  that  high  office. 
But  certain  things  that  both  the  member  for 
Riverdale  and  the  Solicitor  General  have 

raised  have  bothered  me  somewhat,  and  per- 
haps I  may  put  myself  in  the  position  of  the 

devil's  advocate  and  that  of  the  average 
public  citizen  who  might  be  listening  to  this 
debate. 

I  would  preface  my  remarks,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, by  saying  that  I  believe  in  an  open 

society  in  which  these  kind  of  matters  should 
be  debated  out  in  the  open  as  fully  as  pos- 

sible, that  the  public  should  be  aware  as 
much  as  possible  as  to  what  is  going  on. 
At  the  same  time,  I  would  temper  that 
statement  with  the  fact  that  in  this  particular 
situation  I  realize  it  is  virtually  impossible 
for  the  police  forces  of  this  province  to  make 
known  or  make  available  or  make  public 
exactly  the  extent  and  the  diligence  with 
which  they  are  conducting  their  investigations 
into  organized  crime. 

However,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  feel  some- 
what frightened  by  the  remarks  both  of  the 

Solicitor  General  and  the  remark  of  the 
member  for  Riverdale.  I  think  it  is  ap- 

parent to  the  average  citizen  who  reads  the 
newspapers,  who  listents  to  the  radio,  who 
watches  television,  that  the  remarks  that  have 

been  made  by  the  police  chiefs  in  this  prov- 
ince and  the  remarks  that  have  been  made 

in  this  legislature— mostly,  I  might  say,  by 
the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Justice  but  also 
by  the  Solicitor  General  and  the  member  for 
High  Park— that  there  seems  to  be  no  doubt 
that  organized  crime  does  exist  to  some  ex- 

tent in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  although 

we  are  not  sure,  and  I'm  not  sure  in  my mind,  to  what  extent  it  exists. 

There  seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  it  is  very 
deeply  imbedded  in  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
particularly  in  Montreal.  And  when  we  con- 

sider that  Toronto  for  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses is  just  as  geographical  as  an  influence 
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area— it  extends  from  the  city  of  Toronto 
right  down  to  the  border,  to  Niagara  Falls 
and  Buffalo— it  would  seem  passing  strange 
that  the  elements  of  organized  crime  have  not 
moved  into  one  of  the  richest  areas  in  Canada 
as  far  as  the  numbers  racket  goes,  as  far 
as  prostitution,  drugs  and  what  other  ne- 

farious schemes  they  get  themselves  involved 
in,  go. 

Mr.  Shulman:  There's  no  numbers  racket 
in    Ontario. 

Mr.  Reid:  Pardon  me?  There's  no  numbers 
racket  in  Ontario?  However,  the  Provincial 
Secretary  for  Justice  rose  in  his  place  as 
recently  as  last  Friday,  I  believe— perhaps 
Thursday  but  in  the  last  two  days  of  last 
week— and  cast  some  doubt  on  the  honesty 
and  complete  integrity  of  the  racetracks  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario.  It  was  by  his  remarks 
in  answers  to  questions  by  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition,  in  particular,  and  other  members 
that  he  left  some  doubt  in  the  public  mind 
as  to  whether  or  not  the  racetracks  were  con- 

ducted legally. 

What  I  rose  to  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  really 
that  I  am  concerned.  I  say  quite  frankly  to 
the  minister  that  while  I  have  a  certain 
amount  of  faith  in  the  minister  and  his  good 
intentions  I  am  not  convinced,  personally,— 
and  I  think  I  speak  on  behalf  of  a  large  seg- 

ment of  the  population  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario— that  the  minister  himself  and  the 
Provincial  Secretary  for  Justice  are  really 
very  assiduously  pursuing  the  elements  of 
organized  crime  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

The  debate  that  I  have  heard  today  and 
on  Friday  does  not  convince  me  that  the 
minister  is  really  so  concerned  about  orga- 

nized crime  in  Ontario.  I  say  this,  as  I  said, 
Mr.  Chairman,  against  the  background  of 

the  fact  that  I  realize  the  minister  can't  say, 
"We're  tapping  so-and-so's  phone." 

I  might  say  also  to  the  minister  that  I 
reject  totally  the  position  that  has  been  put 
by  some  members  of  this  chamber,  that  there 
is  guilt  by  association.  Because  a  lawyer 
represents  somebody,  therefore,  that  lawyer 
is  automatically  guilty  if  that  man  is  found 
guilty  of  a  crime,  in  this  case,  associated 

with  organized  crime.  That's  tantamount  to 
saying  that  if  a  lawyer  defends  a  man  who's accused  of  murder  and  the  man  is  found 
guilty  by  a  judge  and  jury,  that  lawyer, 
therefore,  by  association,  is  also  guilty  of 
murder. 

That  may  be  going  a  little  far,  but  I 
totally  reject  that  kind  of  thinking  and  that 

kind  of  analysis.  I  say  to  the  minister  that 
I  think  he  has  a  greater  responsibility  than 
he  has  shown  or  demonstrated  in  this  Legis- 

lature to  make  clear  to  the  people  of  Ontario 
that  there  is  organized  crime  and  that  his 
police  force,  under  his  direction,  are  vigor- 

ously pursuing  that. 

I  say  to  the  minister  that  the  least  palat- 
able solution  to  me— and  I  speak  only  for 

myself  in  this  debate— the  least  he  can  do  is 
to  call  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  and  the 
leader  of  the  New  Democratic  Party  and  per- 

haps other  selected  members— certainly  the 
leaders  of  the  two  opposition  parties  in  this 

province— into  his  office  and  say,  "Listen,  I 
want  to  say  to  you,  as  responsible  leaders 
of  political  parties  of  this  Province  of  On- 

tario, and  I  want  you  to  communicate  to 
your  caucuses  that  we  are  doing  something 

about  this."  But  I  am  not  convinced- 

Mr.  Shulman:  But  they  are  not. 

Mr.  Reid:  —and  I  am  not  satisfied— the 

member  for  High  Park  interjects,  "But  they 
are  not."  That  leads  me  to  this  speech  which 
I  would  not  otherwise  make  because  I  feel 

somewhat  constrained  because  of  my  non- 
legal  background.  I  say  that  I  am  not  con- 

vinced the  minister  is  doing  all  he  can  to 
pursue,  to  track  down  and  to  investigate 
organized  crime  in  this  province.  I  think 
that  he  has  a  greater  responsibility  in  some 

way,  and  I  don't  pretend  to  know  the  reason. 
I  say  the  least  way  around  this  is  to  call 

in  the  two  leaders  of  the  opposition  parties. 
I  think  he  has  to  do  more  than  involve  him- 

self with  the  member  for  Riverdale  and,  to 

use  the  member  for  Riverdale's  word,  a 
somewhat  platitudinous  argument  back  and 
forth  across  the  floor  of  the  Legislature  as  to 
what  constitutes  the  leader  of  the  depart- 

ment that  he  represents  and  the  public  good. 
I  do  not  think  the  minister  has  served  the 

public  good  in  this  debate.  I  would  hope 
that  in  some  way  he  would  apply  himself 
more,  to  reassure  the  public  in  some  more 
concrete  way  that,  in  effect,  he  is  pursuing 
the  elements  of  organized  crime  in  this 

province. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
the  hon.  member  has,  hopefully,  not  just 
been  pointing  up  the  shortcomings  of  the 
present  incumbent  of  the  Ministry  of  the 
Solicitor  General.  He  is  really  pointing  up 
the  difficulty  that  any  incumbent  of  this 
office  would  have,  at  the  present  time  in 
any  event.  That  is,  to  convey  to  the  public 
what  is  being  done,  the  extent  of  the  concern, 
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as  demonstrated  in  activity,  without  at  the 
same  time  infringing  upon  the  very  basic 

principle  of  the  secrecy  of  criminal  intelli- 

gence. 

His  suggestion  about  making  this  informa- 
tion available  to  the  Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion or  the  leader  of  the  other  party  is  a 

very  interesting  one.  I  will  say  it  is  interest- 
ing in  point  of  this  fact,  that  the  one  thing  I 

have  learned,  and  a  very  basic  thing  in  re- 
spect of  criminal  intelligence,  is  the  almost 

overwhelming  feeling  about  the  privacy  of  it, 
the  privacy  to  which  I  have  difficulty 
accustoming  myself,  that  I,  in  the  course  of 
my  office,  am  privy  to  information.  To  me, 
it  has  been  a  very  difficult  position.  With 
whom  do  I  share  this  information?  Something 
is  brought  to  my  attention;  do  those  who 
bring  to  my  attention  intend  me  to  share  it 
with  the  deputy  Solicitor  General?  It  is  a 
very  difficult  position.  May  I  say  this,  that 

this  doesn't  come  from  the  fact  that  we  are 
a  monolithic  agency  of  our  own.  Criminal 

intelligence  involves  all  kinds  of  other  agen- 
cies. I  have  mentioned  that. 

will  clarify  the  basic  predicament  for  the  hon. 
member: 

The  Ministry  of  the  Solicitor  General  must 

always  have  the  complete  trust  and  confi- 
dence of  all  law  enforcement  agencies  in  the 

province.  Disclosures  of  criminal  intelligence 

information  that  is  shared  and  given  in  con- 
fidence would  do  nothing,  but  would  under- 

mine the  trust  and  working  relationship. 

I  really  don't  know  whether  that  would 
happen,  if  it  became  an  accepted  principle 
that  the  law  enforcement  agencies  out  there 
would  know  that  every  investigation  of  any 
significance  would  be  shared  with  the  leaders 
of  the  two  opposition  parties.  I  just  have 
enough  doubt  in  my  mind  that  that  would 
undermine  the  relationship  because  they  know 

the  responsibility  that  I  have  as  Solicitor 
General.  I  think  they  understand  that  respon- 

sibility. I  don't  think  they  would  quite  grasp 
and  delineate  that  responsibility  in  the  leaders 
of  the  opposition  parties,  and,  as  the  hon. 
member  says,  to  go  beyond  that  and  to  share 
with  members  of  the  caucus  or  to  debate  it 

in  the  House- 

Mr.  Reid:  Including  the  deputy  minister?  Mr.  Reid:  Oh,  now,  wait  a  minute. 

Hon.   Mr.   Yaremko:    My  right-hand   man, 
the   man  who   literally   is  in  my  mind   and 

I'm   within   his   mind.   I  have   come   to   the 
conclusion- 

Mr.  Foulds:  I  feel  sorry  for  him. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —that  so  far- 

Mr.  Good:  Just  don't  be  in  anybody's  hip 
pocket. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —there  is  nothing  to 

be  kept  from  him.  I'm  constrained  to  use  his 
intelligence  and  use  his  capabilities  and  his 

talents;  but  we  have  a  very  definite  under- 
standing, as  we  approach  this  problem,  that 

we're  very  circumspect  in  how  far  this  in- 
formation that  is  brought  to  our  attention 

goes. 

Mr.  P.  G.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):  How 
come  confidential  reports  disappear  off  your 
desk? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  That  is  a  very  good 

question. 

Mr.  Givens:  If  everything  is  so  secret  and 

you  don't  share  anything  with  anybody,  your 
file- 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  If  this  were  a  mono- 

lithic operation,  it  perhaps  would  be  simpli- 
fied. I  will  read  a  statement  which,  I  hope, 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  hon.  member  did 

say  it.  He  used  the  word- 

Mr  Reid:  I  didn't  say  it 
Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  hon.  member  did 

say- Mr.  Reid:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr.  Chair- 

man, I  said,  "to  reassure  their  caucuses  that 

this  matter  was  in  hand."  Surely  the  minister 
didn't  take  me  to  mean  that  the  Leader  of 
the  Opposition  should  have  a  conversation 

with  him  and  come  back  and  say,  "Well,  the 
Solicitor  General  and  his  police  forces  have 

got  so-and-so's  line  tapped,  we're  watching 
so-and-so's  bakery  and  such-and-such  a  pizza 
house,"  and  that  sort  of  thing.  Surely  the 
minister  didn't  take  me  to  mean  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Now  that  the  hon. 

member  has  explained  his  use  of  the  word 

"reassure,"  I  can't  see  a  leader  of  an  opposi- 
tion party  going  to  his  caucus  and  saying, 

"Listen,  fellows,  everything's  fine.  The 
Solicitor  General  has  reassured  me  that  every- 

thing's okay  and  he's  given  me  the  details." 
What  details?  Shall  I  take  him  down  Univer- 

sity Ave.  again  and  say,  "There  are  the  files. 
Check  that  this  is  what  we  are  doing.  Those 
are  the  charts.  Those  are  the  inferences 

we're  drawing"?  Here  again  we  get  into  this 
very  basic  item  of  privacy.  The  problem  is 
to  define  that  balance. 
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Mr.  Reid:  It  is  what  the  Liberal  Party  is 
all  about.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  sorry;  I 

say  to  the  member  for  Riverdale  that  I  don't 
mean  to  extend  it,  but  with  his  unerring  in- 

stinct the  minister  has  fastened  on  probably 
the  least  important  point  I  was  trying  to 

make— and  perhaps  that's  my  own  humble fault. 

What  I  am  trying  to  say  is  that  the  public, 
as  represented  by  people  such  as  myself,  is 
not  convinced  and  indeed  is  uneasy  in  its 
own  mind  as  to  the  pursuit  of  organized  crime 
in  this  province.  And  the  member  for  High 
Park  gets  up  and  reads  from  confidential 
documents  that  are  supposedly  available  only 
to  the  minister,  and  I  gather  from  the  minis- 

ter's somewhat  gratuitous  comment  that  he 
has  now  taken  the  deputy  minister  into  his 
confidence,  or  vice  versa,  which  is  probably 
more  to  the  point. 

Mr.  Shulman:  You  are  going  to  cause 
trouble. 

Mr.  Reid:  And  I  don't  mean  to  reduce  this 
argument  to  sarcasm,  but  the  minister  got  up 
and  he  gave  the  indication  that  at  one  point 

he  wasn't  sure  whether  he  should  trust  the 

deputy  minister.  He  wasn't  sure  that  perhaps 
the  deputy  minister- 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downs view):  He  is  new. 

Mr.  Reid:  —in  whom  I  might  add,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  have  complete  and  utter  con- 

fidence—I put  myself  on  the  record  as  saying 
that. 

Some  hon.  members:  That's  right.  We  all have. 

Mr.  Reid:  But  the  minister  rises  and  he 

says,  "I  am  not  even  sure  really  about  the 
deputy  minister,  but  now  we  are  of  two 

minds."  I  would  say  the  deputy  minister— 
Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  One  mind. 

Mr.  Reid:  Yes,  his  mind.  There  is  no  doubt 

about  that.  We  won't  go  into  the  mathematics 
of  the  situation,  but  we  will  agree:  one  mind. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Two  into  one  don't  go. 

Mr.  Reid:  But  it  is  really  a  frightening 
prospect,  because  you  are  saying  in  effect, 

"We're  not  sure  who  we  can  trust."  May  I ask  the  minister:  Does  he  trust  the  Premier 
of  the  province?  Has  he  shared  these  secret 
little  fantasies  or  facts  or  investigations  with 
the  Premier  of  the  province?  Is  the  Provincial 

Secretary  for  Justice  aware  of  what's  going 

on   in   the   field   of   organized  crime  in  this 

province? And  I  said  to  the  minister,  and  I  repeat,  I 
was  suggesting  as  the  least  palatable  prospect 
that  perhaps  he  come  to  the  Leader  of  the 

Opposition  and  say,  "Bob,"  or  "Mr.  Nixon," 
or  however  he  prefers  to  refer  to  him— 

Mr.  Foulds:  Pat,  or  Bob,  or  Vern,  or Murray. 

Mr.  Reid:  "Bob,  I  want  to  explain  in  a 
very  general  way  out  to  assure  you  and  the 
leader  of  the  NDP,  the  member  for  Scar- 

borough West  (Mr.  Lewis)."  Say  to  them  in 
a  very  general  way,  "This  is  how  we  are 
attacking  this  problem.  These  are  the  kinds 

of  investigations  that  are  going  on." 
I  say  to  the  minister  through  you,  Mr. 

Chairman,  that  I  have  complete  faith  in  my 
leader  and  complete  trust  in  his  integrity, 
and  if  he  comes  to  caucus  tomorrow  or  next 

week  and  says  to  me,  as  a  member  of  the 

caucus,  "I  have  had  conversations  with  the 
Solicitor  General.  He  has  assured  me,  and  I 
am  convinced,  that  he  is  pursuing  with  all 
diligence  the  destruction  of  organized  crime 

in  the  Province  of  Ontario"  then  I  am  pre- 
pared to  believe  it. 

And  I  say  to  the  minister  that  there  is 
precedent  for  this  sort  of  thing.  It  happens 
in  wartime,  or  it  has  happened  in  wartime, 
it  has  happened  in  the  United  States,  to  use 
that  example,  where  President  Nixon  has 
called  in  the  leader  of  the  opposite  party 
and  informed  him  of  what  is  going  on  in 
this  realm.  He  has  called  in  the  leader  of 
the  Democratic  Party  in  regard  to  the  war 
in  Vietnam. 

I  am  sure  that  Mr.  Trudeau— I  believe  it 
was  in  the  media— had  called  in  the  Leader 
of  the  Opposition  in  Ottawa  and  informed 
him  of  what  was  going  on  in  regard  to  the 
FLQ  in  Quebec.  This  step  is  not  without 
precedence. 

But  I  repeat  to  the  minister  that  as  a  pri- 
vate citizen,  as  a  member  of  this  Legislature, 

as  a  representative  of  a  fair  number— a  large 
number  I  believe— of  the  public  in  the  Prov- 

ince of  Ontario,  we  have  yet  to  be  con- 
vinced and  we  are  uneasy  in  our  minds— 

and  that  is  a  telling  phrase— because  a  sus- 
picion lurks  there  that  your  department  is 

not  doing  all  it  can,  is  not  providing  even 
the  basic  facts  about  organized  crime  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario.  Until  the  minister  is 
prepared  to  take  some  more  concrete  action 
than  give  us  all  these  platitudinous  state- 

ments, we  will  continue  to  be  uneasy,  and 
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the  very  thing  that  the  minister  is  sort  of 
trying  to  honey  us  up  with  tonight,  will  not 
be  accomplished  because  that  unease  and 
that  suspicion  will   remain. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  ask 
the  minister  a  question  that  was  just  brought 
up  in  his  answer? 

The  minister  has  said  the  information  he 
has  received  must  be  kept  very  confidential. 
Can  the  minister  explain  how  his  depart- 

ment a  year  and  a  half  ago,  when  they  re- 
ceived a  confidential  personal  letter  refer- 

ring to  matters  involving  organized  crime, 
promptly  photostated  that  letter  and  handed 
it  over  to  the  person  who  was  accused  of 
being  involved  in  organized  crime?  Can  he 
give  an  explanation  for  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
unaware  of  the  case  that  the  member- 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well  you  can  lean  forward 
and  ask  your  deputy,  he  is  well  aware  of  it. 
It  is  when  I  wrote  a  letter  to  the  minister, 
your  predecessor,  asking  him  if  he  would 
investigate  certain  matters  because  the  per- 

sons involved,  in  my  opinion,  were  involved 
in  organized  crime.  His  way  of  investigating 
it  was  to  photostat  it  and  hand  it  over  to 
those  persons.  Would  you  care  to  comment 
on  that  in  the  light  of  your  earlier  com- 
ments? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
not  going  to  comment  on  some  incident  that 
occurred  about  which  I  have  no  knowledge 
whatsoever  and  would  not  be  expected  to 
have  any  knowledge. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well  your  deputy  certainly 
has. 

Mr.  Singer:   Mr.  Chairman,  could  I— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  this  is 
a  very  fascinating  topic  and  I  think  that  we 
tend  from  time  to  time  to  get  carried  away 
with  some  of  the  glories  of  magnificent  news- 

paper publicity. 
I  can  well  remember  the  fantastic  job 

that  a  man  named  Welch  did  in  connection 
with  a  man  named  McCarthy.  McCarthy 
was  a  senator  of  the  United  States  who  just 
frightened  the  wits  out  of  200  million 
people,  when  suddenly  a  giant  emerged  on 
the  scene,  a  mild  appearing,  elderly  gentle- 

man named  Welch,  who  turned  out  to  be 
one  of  the  best  legal  minds  this  continent 
has  seen,  who  put  the  facts  on  the  table  in 

front  of  an  audience  of  200  million  people 
and  who  enunciated  a  principle  that  we  so 

often  lose  sight  of— that  we  don't  convict 
people  by  association,  we  don't  convict 
people  by  gossip  and  we  don't  convict people  by  hearsay  evidence,  even  in  front 
of  congressional  investigations,  and  even  in 
front  of  senatorial  commissions  and  even  in 
front  of  grand  juries. 

I  think  this  is  a  trap  that  is  so  easy  to 
slip  into.  And  while  I  can  read,  with  great 
interest,  articles  in  Sports  Illustrated  and  I 
can  see,  as  I  did  last  evening,  a  fascinating 

movie  called  "The  Godfather"  and  read  the 
book  that  goes  along  with  it,  and  wonder 
what  in  fact  goes  on  and  wonder  how  much 
the  police  know,  I  am  concerned  about  the 
very  fantastic  danger  that  exists  in  our  so- 

ciety of  damning  people  by  innuendo  and 
by  making  the  public  accusation  of  such  a 
nature  that  people  are  afraid  to  stand  up 
against  this  kind  of  danger. 

I  have  heard  snatches  of  that  in  this  House. 
I  can  recall  the  hon.  member  for  High  Park 
asking  Mr.  Wishart,  when  he  was  Attorney 
General,  if  he  knew  that  X,  who  was  a  cou- 

rier for  the  Mafia,  was  in  the  Royal  York 

under  an  assumed  name.  The  Attorney  Gen- 

eral of  that  day  said,  "I  don't  know  whether 
or  not  X  is  a  courier  for  the  Mafia.  I  don't 
know  whether  or  not  he  is  in  the  Royal  York 

Hotel  under  an  assumed  name.  He  said,  "In- 
sofar as  being  in  the  Royal  York  Hotel  under 

an  assumed  name  is  concerned,  lots  of  people 

go  to  the  Royal  York  Hotel  and  register  un- 
der assumed  names  for  a  variety  of  reasons 

which  are  best  known  to  them." 
He  also  pointed  out  the  particular  gentle- 

man in  question  happened  to  be  a  Canadian 
citizen  who  had  a  right  to  come  to  this  coun- 

try. He  asked  if  there  was  any  information 
that  this  gentleman  had,  in  fact,  broken  any 
criminal  laws  of  the  Dominion  of  Canada. 
There  was  no  evidence,  insofar  as  I  know,  of 
this  gentleman  having  broken  any  laws  in  this 
country. 

I  recall,  Mr.  Chairman— and  I  note  these 
things  rather  well  because  I  worry  about  this 
—kind  of  approach  that  an  Attorney  General 
of  the  United  States  made,  a  gentleman 
named  Ramsay  Clark,  to  the  very  important 
and  difficult  tasks  that  he  had  to  face  under 

a  Democratic  president.  I  rather  liked  Ram- 
say Clark.  I  thought  he  stood  for  a  great  deal 

about  the  rule  of  law;  about  the  fact  that 

people  aren't  guilty  until  they  are  proved 
guilty  beyond  all  reasonable  doubt;  about  the 

kind  of  decisions  that  a  liberal— small"!" liberal 
—Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  brought 
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forth;  and  about  the  different  kind  of  view 

that  his  successor,  Mr.  Mitchell,  brought  for- 
ward. 

I  say  that  it  is  most  important  in  our  com- 
munity that  we  begin  to  understand  not  only 

the  importance  of  having  a  vigilant,  alert  and 
incorruptible  law  enforcement  agency  but 
that  we  understand  as  well  the  importance  of 
not  damning  people  by  reason  of  gossip  or 
hearsay  evidence  or  by  reason  of  the  voice  of 
loud  accusers  in  positions  of  power. 

It  is  a  very  difficult  role  that  this  minister 
and  his  successors  have  to  play.  They  are 
going  to  hear  representations  of  the  kind  we 

have  heard  tonight.  "What  are  you  doing 
and  why  don't  you  root  it  out?  Don't  you 
know  that  X,  a  lawyer,  has  defended  Y,  a 

known  crook?"  Who  makes  him  a  known 
crook  until  he  has  been  convicted  by  our 

courts?  He's  not  a  known  lawbreaker  merely 
because  a  magazine  has  written  an  article 
about  him  or  merely  because  an  investigation 
has  taken  place  in  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  and  certain  accusations  have  been 
made. 

Mr.  Shulman:  How  about  a  conviction  in 
the  courts  of  California? 

Mr.  Singer:  Or  even  because  of  a  convic- 
tion in  the  State  of  California— and  I  am  very 

happy  that  the  member  for  High  Park  men- 
tioned this— relating  specifically  to  breaching 

a  California  statute  which  said  that  you  are 
bound  to  disclose  the  persons  who  have  an 

interest  in  certain  limited  companies.  That's 
all  it  was.  That  was  the  wording  of  the— 

Mr.  Shulman:  No  that's  not  all  it  was— 

Mr.  Singer:  —California  statute.  You  have 
nattered  for  quite  a  while  so  let  me  natter  for 
a  while. 

That  was  all  it  was.  It  had  nothing  to  do 
with  being  a  front  for  the  Mafia.  There  is  no 
crime  that  we  know  of  in  this  jurisdiction 
or  even  in  any  of  the  50  jurisdictions  in  the 
United  States  that  says  if  you  do  such  and 
such  you  are  a  front  for  the  Mafia  and  there- 

fore off  with  your  head. 
I  wish  there  was  a  little  more  exactness 

when  we  get  into  this  kind  of  drama.  It  may 
make  good  newspaper  headlines  but  it  may 
in  fact,  Mr.  Chairman,be  a  very  serious  in- 

fringement on  the  human  rights  of  many 
citizens  of  our  country  and  our  province. 

I  think  we  have  to  be  very  careful.  I  don't 
envy  you  your  task,  and  I  don't  know  par- 

ticularly that  you  are  doing  it  well;  I  don't 
know  particularly  that  you  are  doing  it  badly. 

You  have  information  in  your  files  that  I 

don't  want  to  be  privy  to;  I  tell  you  very 
frankly,  I  don't  want  to  know  the  kind  of 
criminal  investigation  that  is  going  on.  I 
would  hope  that  it  is  being  done  within  the 
laws  of  the  Dominion  of  Canada,  and  it  is 
being  done  fairly  and  equitably. 

From  time  to  time  when  I  see  the  odd 

person  make  statements— I  challenged  one  the 
other  day— a  deputy  chief  of  the  Metropoli- 

tan Toronto  police  thought  legal  aid  was  a 

waste  of  time  because  the  criminals  didn't 
seek  legal  aid  before  they  committed  crimes, 
so  why  should  they  get  it  after  they  came 
before  the  courts?  A  fascinating  kind  of  men- 

tal adjustment,  because  that  gentleman  ap- 
parently knew  who  the  criminals  were  before 

they  were  convicted. 

I  don't  accept  that  sort  of  thing.  That  is  a 
legitimate  object  of  public  criticism. 

I  would  hope  that  you  and  your  officials 

and  the  police  officers  and  the  police  commis- 
sion—I don't  think  we  should  have  a  police 

commission,  but  as  long  as  they  are  there  I 
hope  they  do  the  job.  But  I  think  it  is  wrong 
to  create  an  atmosphere  that  can  lead  us  into 
embarking  on  witch  hunts. 

I  don't  care  how  dramatic  the  speeches 
are,  or  how  many  names  an  individual  mem- 

ber can  read  into  our  record  based  on  maga- 
zine articles,  and  second  and  third  hand  gos- 

sip out  of  the  records  that  are  brought  be- 

fore a  congressional  committee.  That  doesn't 
prove  anything  to  me. 

I  am  concerned,  first,  that  the  people  with- 
in our  jurisdiction  observe  the  law;  and  if 

they  don't  that  we  do  our  best  to  catch  them. 
I  am  concerned  that  our  laws  are  adequate; 
and  if  they  are  not,  that  where  we  find  them 
to  be  inadequate,  we  make  appropriate  rep- 

resentations to  have  them  changed. 

I  believe,  and  I  think  this  is  something  that 
again  we  lose  sight  of  here  occasionally,  I  be- 

lieve there  should  be  a  much  clearer  under- 
standing about  what  the  competence  of  the 

Province  of  Ontario  is  insofar  as  criminal 
law  is  concerned. 

Our  constitution  provides  that  the  criminal 
law  is  a  federal  matter,  and  not  a  provincial 

matter.  We  don't  have  10  sets  of  criminal 
law;  we  have  one  set  of  criminal  laws.  Those 
are  determined  within  the  competence  of  the 
parliament  of  the  government  of  Canada  and 
they  are  not  determined  here. 

We  can  give  advice  and  we  can  criticize; 

and  if  we  don't  think  they  have  adequate 
laws  up  in  that  other  place  we  can  tell  them 
what  we  think.  It  is  within  their  competence 
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to  accept  our  advice  or  not  to  accept  our 
advice.  But  to  suggest  here  that  we  begin  to 
pass  a  new  set  of  criminal  laws  that  will 
change  things  that  we  think  are  wrong,  is  a 
snare  and  a  delusion. 

Sometimes  the  press  carries  that  forward, 
without  pointing  out  that  it  is  in  fact  a  snare 
and  a  delusion.  To  expect  here  that  we  are 
going  to  instruct  our  police  to  start  harassing 
or  arresting  people  who  have  committed  no 
known  crime  within  our  jurisdiction— within 
our  definition  of  crimes— smacks  of  dictator- 
ship. 

Now  I  don't  know  that  I  have  a  snap  an- 
swer, except  that  we  must  be  constantly  alert 

and  we  must  watch;  and  we  must  put  this 
minister  or  his  successor,  the  incumbent,  on 
his  mettle  every  time  he  comes  before  this 
House. 

Now,  maybe  he  is  right,  maybe  he  is 
wrong.  I  have  known  this  minister  for  a  long 
period  of  time.  I  choose  to  believe  that  he  is 

doing  his  best.  Maybe  he  doesn't  do  all  the 
things  he  should,  or  maybe  he  does  more 

things  that  he  can't  tell  us  about;  but  I  think 
that  we  have  got  to  temper,  Mr.  Chairman, 
our  criticism  in  matters  of  this  kind  within 
those  concepts. 

I  commend  to  the  members  of  this  House 
the  job  that  Welch  did  against  McCarthy. 
That  is  a  danger,  and  the  contrast  between 

Ramsay  Clark  and  Mitchell.  That's  an  impor- 
tant thing,  the  importance  of  civil  liberty; 

the  importance  of  sayings  like,  a  man  is  not 
guilty  until  he  is  proved  guilty  and  found 
guilty  by  a  judge  and  a  jury,  beyond  all 
reasonable  doubt.  It  is  important  that  we 

don't  stand  in  our  places  here  and  say  some- 
one is  all  wrong  because  of  gossip  or  because 

of  innuendo  or  because  I  think  he's  wrong. 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  question  of  privilege,  Mr. 
Chairman! 

Mr.  Chairman:  Did  you  want  to  reply,  Mr. 
Minister,  then? 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  question  of  privilege,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Okay! 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Minister,  the  former 
speaker  has  made  some  comments  about  me 
which  are  just  not  true.  He  will  never  be  a 
Mr.  Welch,  let  me  say.  I  have  here  a  copy  of 
the  indictment  of  the  United  States  of  Ameri- 

ca against  Emprise  Corp.  They  were  not 
charged    with    what    he    says.    They    were 

charged  with  what  I  have  already  read  into 

the  record,  which  was  "distributing  the  pro- 
ceeds of  unlawful  activity."  And  those  are the  exact  words. 

The  other  thing  which  I  might  draw  to 
the  attention  of  the  member  is  that— 

Mr.  Reid:  That  is  an  indictment,  not  a 

judgement. 
Mr.  Shulman:  This  is  from  the  conviction. 

I  am  reading  from  the  words  of  Judge  David 
Williams  in  his  final  remarks  at  the  convic- 

tion. It  is  on  page  8767  of  the  trial  transcript, 
if  there  is  any  doubt  in  your  mind.  Fine. 

The  other  matter  I  wish  perhaps  to  draw 
to  your  attention  is  that  none  of  the  mate- 

rial which  I  have  presented  in  this  House 
came  from  any  magazine.  Nothing  in  it  was 
from  Sports  Illustrated,  if  this  is  of  any  in- 

terest to  the  member.  It  was  all  material 
that  came  either  from  the  court  records,  or 
from  the  crime  hearings,  or  from  certain 
documents  which  were  brought  to  me  which 
the  minister  is   aware  of. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  1  carried? 

Mr.  Shulman:  No,  I  have  another  matter 
I  wish  to  bring  up  if  I  may. 
Now  to  turn  to  the  other  side,  I  want  to 

talk  about  something  that  I  asked  the  min- 
ister about  during  question  period,  when  I 

got  an  answer  which  is  in  some  contradic- 
tion to  the  comments  he  has  been  making 

this  evening.  I  want  to  talk  about  the  On- 
tario Police  Commission  and  the  terrible  way 

in  which  they  railroaded  a  policeman.  And  I 
use  the  word  advisedly. 

I  am  referring  to  a  policeman  named 

Gordon  Smyth,  to  refresh  the  minister's memory.  He  was  a  policeman  for  some  11 

years  in  the  town  of  St.  Mary's,  a  little  place near  Stratford;  a  town  of  4,600. 

I  believe  he  was  a  policeman  for  some  11 
years  prior  to  his  ordeal  which  took  place 

last  summer.  Just  to  refresh  the  minister's 
memory,  Smyth  was  listed  to  take  his  vaca- 

tion from  Aug.  14  to  Aug.  30,  but  during 
that  time  two  of  his  cases  were  due  to  come 
up  in  court.  One  involved  a  case  which  had 
originated  18  months  earlier;  the  second  was 
a  preliminary  hearing  involving  a  man 
charged  with  possession  of  burglary  tools. 

Smyth  tried  to  have  the  dates  of  the  trial 

changed  so  they  wouldn't  fall  within  his vacation  period,  but  was  told  this  was  not 
possible.  He  then  approached  the  chief  of 
police  in  the  area,  a  man  named  Matheson, 
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and  asked  if  he  could  change  the  dates  of 
his  vacation.  The  chief  said  this  was  not 
possible  since  he,  the  chief,  had  to  attend 
a  course  at  the  Ontario  Police  College.  Noth- 

ing could  be  done  about  it  so  Smyth  went 
off  on  his  vacation  and  promised  to  return 
for  the  two  court  appearances. 

Smyth  and  his  family  took  a  tent  trailer 
and  camped  at  Bass  Lake  near  Wiarton.  On 
Aug.  17,  he  drove  back  and  appeared  in 
court.  On  Aug.  23,  he  again  came  back  from 
his  vacation,  made  the  required  court  appear- 

ance, and  this  time  he  became  involved  in 
a  disaster  which  has  literally  ruined  his 
whole  life. 

Under  court  rules,  witnesses  are  allowed 

mileage  fees  of  10  cents  a  mile,  and  Con- 
stable Smyth  entered  a  claim  for  398  miles. 

That  mileage  resulted  in  Smyth's  visit  to 
Tobermory  on  Aug.  21  to  visit  a  friend. 
When  Smyth  and  his  family  arrived  in  To- 

bermory they  found  the  friend  was  at  a 
lighthouse  on  an  island  north  of  Tobermory, 
so  that  Smyth  spent  the  night  overnight  in 
Tobermory  and  the  next  morning  he  returned 
to  Bass  Lake  where  he  picked  up  his  evi- 

dence notebook  and  drove  off  to  court  in 
Stratford. 

On  Sept.  24  last,  Chief  Matheson  called 
Smyth  into  his  office  and  asked  him  about 
the  bill  rendered  for  the  398  miles.  Subse- 

quently Smyth  was  accused  of  never  having 
been  at  Tobermory  and  so  of  having  ren- 

dered a  mileage  bill  some  $20  higher  than 
it  should  have  been. 

There  now  ensued  an  incredible  series  of 

events.  The  police  committee  of  St.  Mary's 
held  a  closed  disciplinary  hearing,  after 

which  they  offered  Smyth  two  alternatives— 
either  to  resign  within  seven  days,  and  if 
he  would  do  so  to  destroy  all  evidence  and 
transcripts  pertaining  to  the  case  so  that  no 
record  would  be  on  file  in  the  municipality; 
and  if  he  refused  this,  immediate  dismissal. 

The  Ontario  Police  Association  appealed 
the  case  for  Smyth  to  the  Ontario  Police 
Commission.  They  advised  Smyth  not  to 
give  evidence  because  they  said  there  was 
no  case  against  him  whatsoever.  On  Feb. 
22,  the  police  commission  dismissed  the  ap- 

peal, stating  no  evidence  was  offered  by  the 
accused  to  substantiate  his  claim  that  he  had 

in  fact  travelled  from  Tobermory  to  Strat- 
ford. 

This  case  is  so  incredible.  There  was  never 

a  shred  of  evidence  produced  by  anyone- 
anyone— to  indicate  that  Smyth  was  not  in 
Tobermory.   And   the  fantastic  thing  is   that 

the  police  commission  in  St.  Mary's  had  the 
name  of  the  police  officer  who  had  been  up 
to  Bass  Lake  and  had  corroboratory  evidence 
that  Smyth  had  gone  to  Tobermory,  but 
didn't  call  him. 

And  yet  when  this  matter  was  raised  in 
the  House— when  I  asked  the  Solicitor  Gen- 

eral would  he  intervene  because  this  man 
had  been  railroaded,  and  he  had  been  ruined 
—the  Solicitor  General  got  up  and  replied, 

"He  didn't  give  evidence  in  his  own  be- 
half," neither  at  the  hearing  that  was  held 

in  front  of  the  Ontario  Police  Commission, 
nor  at  the  hearing  that  was  held  in  front  of 

the   St.   Mary's  police   committee. 
It  was  always  my  belief— and  it  comes 

back  to  what  the  minister  said  earlier  in  the 

hearing  and  perhaps  the  member  for  Downs- 
view  might  pay  some  attention  to  this— that 
a  man  was  innocent  until  proven  guilty.  Yet 
the  only  shred  of  evidence  that  the  minister 
offered  to  support  this  railroading  was  the 

fact  that  Smyth  didn't  testify  in  his  own defence. 

The  next  thing  that  happens  is  that  I  get 
a  letter  from  one  Perry  Hill.  Perry  Hill 
happened  to  be  the  Crown— I  guess  we  can 

use  that  term— up  in  St.  Mary's  when  Smyth 
had  his  hearing,  if  we  can  use  that  term. 

He  wrote  me  a  lengthy  letter.  There  isn't time  left  to  read  the  whole  thing  into  the 
record,  but  again  he  gives  the  same  answer: 

Cpl.  Smyth  was  given  every  opportunity 
throughout  the  proceedings  to  be  repre- 

sented, which  he  was,  and  to  tell  his  side 
of  the  story  concerning  these  charges. 
Both  at  the  hearing  and  again  on  the 
appeal  to  the  Ontario  Police  Commission, 
he  was  invited  to  call  evidence  on  his 
behalf  or  to  give  evidence  himself.  On  both 
occasions,  after  due  consideration,  he  re- 

fused to  do  so.  As  a  result,  neither  St. 

Mary's  police  committee  or  the  Ontario Police  Commission  ever  knew  what  his 
defence    was. 

Instead  of  telling  his  side  of  the  story 
when  it  mattered  and  when  he  would  be 

subject  to  cross-examination,  he  had  de- 
cided to  reveal  it  all  to  the  press.  In  your 

constant  search  for  the  scandalous  [this  is 
from  the  Crown  attorney]  you  have  seized 
on  his  version  without  doing  much  re- 
search. 

We  go  through  this  whole  letter  and  there 
is  not  a  shred  of  evidence  that  was  offered  in 
front  of  the  police  committee,  that  was 
offered  in  front  of  the  police  commission, 
that  has  been  offered  to  the  Solicitor  General 
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or  that  he  has  offered  to  this  House,  that 

Smyth  didn't  do  exactly  what  he  said  he  did— 
not  a  shred.  Yet  this  man's  livelihood  has 
been  ruined. 

Just  for  a  moment,  let's  digress.  Let's 
suppose  Smyth  had  committed  this  terrible 
crime  and  had  overcharged  $20  for  mileage. 
If  he  had,  was  the  penalty  equivalent  to  the 
crime?  And,  believe  me,  there  is  no  evidence 
that  he  did.  The  man  was  blameless.  In  his 

whole  record  he  didn't  have  one  blemish. 
Yet  the  Ontario  Police  Commission  has  taken 
this  attitude  of  off  with  his  head. 

I  ask  the  minister  again.  Surely  he  is  going 

to  do  better  than  say  that  Smyth  didn't  speak 
up  in  his  own  defence?  Surely  he  is  going 
to  do  something  in  this  case  where  a  man 

has  had  his  livelihood  taken  away  as  a  police- 
man without  any  evidence,  not  one  piece  of 

evidence,  being  presented  saying  he  didn't 
tell  the  truth?  Will  he  make  any  comment? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
procedures  of  discipline  are  set  out  and  are 
very  clear  how  the  hearings  are  to  be  held. 

I'm  not  an  expert  in  the  format  and  of  all 
the  details  and  niceties  of  the  hearings,  but 
there  was  a  presentation  of  some  evidence 
before  the  body  that  was  hearing  it.  There 
was  evidence;  the  fact  that  there  was  a 
charge  laid  was  not  the  only  thing  that  was 
before  the  body  hearing  the  matter. 

Mr.  Shulman:  It  was  the  whole  thing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  hon.  member  says 
it  was.  I  am  informed  that  there  was  some 

evidence.  I'm  not  going  to  go  into  the  extent 
of  the  evidence.  It  is  not  my  role  to  pass 
upon  the  scope  of  the  evidence  which  was 
presented  before  the  hearing.  There  was 

evidence  that  the  defendant's  trailer  had  not 
left  Bass  Lake.  There  was  an  item.  That  was 

put  into  evidence. 

The  hon.  member  may  say  that  that  is  in- 
consequential. The  hearing  committee  thought 

it  had  some  significance.  All  I  can  say  is  this 
is  that  the  hon.  member  read  a  letter— who 
was  that  letter  from? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Perry  Hill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  And  who  was  Perry 
Hill? 

Mr.  Shulman:  He  said  he  was  the  Crown 
attorney. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  will  read  a  letter  in 
which  I  have  confidence.  The  letter  is  not 

marked  "confidential"  and  I  think  the  matter 

is  serious  enough  that  without  having  had 
the  opportunity  of  consulting  with  the  writer, 
I  will  read  the  letter  into  the  record.  I  wish 

I  had  had  the  opportunity  of  consultation  in 
this  regard,  but  I  thought  that  when  the 
hon.  member  had  asked  the  question  and 
had  received  an  answer  from  me,  the  matter 
would  have  been  laid  to  rest. 

It  is  on  the  letterhead  of  the  Police  Asso- 
ciation of  Ontario,  2974  Lakeshore  Blvd.  W., 

Toronto  14,  Ont.  It  is  addressed  to  myself: 

Re:  St.  Mary's  Police  Department  v.  Cpl. C.  G.   Smyth: 

Relative  to  an  inquiry  raised  in  the 
Legislature  on  April  11  last  concerning 
the  disposition  of  charges  against  Cpl.  C. 

G.  Smyth  of  St.  Mary's  police  force,  on 
April  13  this  issue  was  raised  again  in  the 
local  newspaper  as  a  result  of  submissions 
by  Mr.  Shulman  in  the  Legislature. 

Part  of  the  comments  expressed  in  the 

local  paper  indicated  that  this  association 

was  aggrieved  by  the  actions  of  the  On- 
tario Police  Commission  in  connection  with 

an  appeal  to  them  concerning  this  case. 
Such  is  not  the  case,  and  this  association 
is  not  further  concerned  with  the  matter. 

I,  as  the  administrative  officer  of  this  as- 
sociation, appealed  the  decision  of  the  local 

council  to  the  Ontario  Police  Commission. 
At  the  time  of  the  hearing,  Cpl.  Smyth  and 
I  were  afforded  every  opportunity  to  state 

our  case,  and  we  did  so  to  the  best  of  our 

ability.  We  could  not  introduce  new  evi- 
dence on  appeal  as  to  rebuttal  by  Cpl. 

Smyth,  because  he  had  elected  to  present 
no  defence  at  the  original  trial  when  he 
was  represented  by  Det.  L.  Coray  of  the 
London  police  force. 

We  had  hoped  that  the  sentence  would 

be  reduced  on  appeal.  However,  we  re- 
ceived the  decision  of  the  commission,  and 

I  have  absolutely  no  quarrel  with  such  de- 
cision in  view  of  the  evidence  before  the 

appeal  board  and  my  own  personal  knowl- 
edge of  the  matter. 

I  have  never  consulted  with  Mr.  Shul- 
man at  any  time  concerning  this  matter  or 

any  other  matter  connected  with  this  asso- ciation. 
Yours  very  truly, 

D.  R.  Latten,  Administrator. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
minister  has  said  that  the  extra  evidence  that 

was  produced,  besides  the  charge,  was  that 
the  trailer  was  still  at  Bass  Lake.  There  is 

no  question  the  trailer  was  at  Bass  Lake,  be- 
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cause  if  you  had  bothered  to  look  into  it  you 

would  have  found  that  St.  Mary's  police  offi- 
cer Don  Bartalacci,  whose  evidence  was 

known  to  the  prosecution  but  who  was  never 
called,  had  been  up  at  Bass  Lake,  had  gone 

to  that  trailer  and  found  that  Smyth  wasn't 
there.  He  found  that  the  trailer  was  occupied 

by  Smyth's  son-in-law,  who  told  Officer  Bar- 
talacci that  Smyth  was  in  Tobermory.  Now, 

that  evidence  was  never  called  even  though 
it  was  available  to  the  prosecution. 

You  can  get  any  kind  of  a  letter  you  like; 
the  facts  are  very  clear.  This  man  lost  his  job 
because  he  was  accused  of  not  having  gone 
to  Tobermory,  and  the  only  evidence  that  was 
ever  produced  to  indicate  he  was  not  in  To- 

bermory was  that  his  trailer  was  sitting  at 
Bass  Lake.  We  always  knew  his  trailer  was 
at  Bass  Lake;  he  said  his  trailer  was  at  Bass 

Lake.  His  son-in-law  was  in  it,  and  there  is 
a  police  officer  who  can  prove  it. 

I  don't  care  whether  that  man  who  wrote 
you  that  letter  is  satisfied  or  not.  I  am  not 

satisfied.  And  you  shouldn't  be  satisfied.  Be- 
cause this  man  sure  as  hell  was  railroaded, 

unfairly,  without  any  evidence,  and  the  fact 
remains  that  he  was  an  officer  without  a 
blemish  and  there  was  evidence  available 

that  the  prosecution  didn't  call.  They  brought 
that  officer,  Bartalacci,  to  the  hearing  and 
never  called  him. 

The  reason  Smyth  didn't  give  evidence  at 
the  original  hearing  was  that  the  lawyer  or 
the  detective  who  was  appearing  for  him 

said,  "There  is  no  case  against  you.  It  is 
ridiculous  to  appear;  you  shouldn't  appear." 
If  that  is  his  only  crime,  surely  there  is  a 
duty  on  the  part  of  the  Solicitor  General  to 
intervene  here  and  do  something  about  it? 

Now,  will  the  minister  take  a  second  look 
at  this  case?  That  is  all  I  am  asking.  I  am 
not  being  unreasonable.  Will  the  minister 
take  a  second  look  at  this  case?  Specifically 
will  he  get  the  evidence  of  Officer  Don  Barta- 

lacci, who  can  prove  that  Smyth  was  telling 
the  truth?  Will  he  do  that?  If  he  finds  an 
error  has  been  made  by  the  Ontario  Police 

Commission  and  the  St.  Mary's  police  com- 
mittee, surely  it  is  a  matter  of  simple  justice 

for  him  to  intervene? 

I  don't  think  I  am  asking  too  much.  Will the  minister  do  that  much? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  when 
the  hon.  member  raised  this  matter  in  the 
first  instance  I  did  take  a  second  look  at  it. 
We  received  this  letter  winch  was  really  a 
third  look  at  the  matter. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Not  a  look  at  all. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  am  not  going  to  retry 
every  case  in  which  some  procedure  is  called 
into  question.  The  hon.  member  knows  that 
there  are  procedures  which  are  carried  out. 
There  is  nothing  that  anybody  has  pointed 
out  in  the  procedures  or  that  anything  was 
done  or  undone  that  was  a  miscarriage  of 

justice. 
Mr.  Shulman:  Except  that  this  man  has 

lost  his  job  unfairly.  Does  that  mean  nothing 

to  you? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  man  has  lost  his 

job  period.  He  had  available  to  him  the  pro- 
cedures which  were  set  forth  and  they  were 

carried  out!  He  was  defended  in  the  first  in- 
stance and  he  was  defended  in  the  second 

instance. 

Mr.  Deans:  He  could  have  been  ill-ad- 
vised. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  All  of  the  procedures- 

Mr.  Shulman:  What  a  Minister  of  Justice 
you  would  make! 

Mr.  Deans:  He  could  have  been  ill-advised. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  But  it  is  not  the  role 

of  the  Solicitor  General  to  pass  on  the  judge- 
ment of  those  who  were  advising  him. 

Mr.  Deans:  If  there  was  evidence  which 

would  prove  that  the  final  decision  was  based 
on  information  which  was  not  complete, 
would  the  minister  then  be  prepared  to  look 
at  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  May  I  say  to  the  hon. 
member  that  Cpl.  Smyth  had  available  to 

him  all  the  opportunity  to— 

Mr.  Shulman:  He  couldn't  bring  in  new 
evidence  at  the  appeal.  You  just  read  the 
damn  letter. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —present  his  case- 

Mr.  Shulman:  He  didn't,  he  couldn't. 
Mr.  Chairman:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —in  accordance- 

Mr.  Shulman:  In  accordance  with  the  law! 

He  wasn't  allowed  to  bring  in  new  evidence. 
You  just  read  it. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:   I  have  no  knowledge 

that  he  asked  to  have- 

Mr.    Shulman:    You  just   read  it   a  minute 

ago!  Don't  be  such  a  stupid  man! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  know 

what  I  read.  I  don't  know  what  the  hon. 
member  heard  when  I  read. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Your  man  just  read  it.  You 

can  reread  it  again.  He  said,  "At  the  appeal 
under  the  rules,  we  could  not  bring  in  new 
evidence  and  because  Smyth,  at  his  original 

hearing  represented  by  Detective  So-and-so, 

didn't  give  a  defence,  all  we  could  do  was 
ask  for  a  reduction  in  the  sentence."  Now  for 
goodness  sake  use  some  fairness. 

Hon.   Mr.   Yaremko:    If  the  hon.   member 

wishes  me  to  look  at  the  rules  of  procedure- 

Mr.  Shulman:  No,  I  do  not.  I  want  you  to 
use  some  common  sense. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  will  look  at  them. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  don't  want  you  to  look  at 
the  rules  of  procedure.  I  want  you  to  inter- 

vene in  this  case  for  this  man  who  has  been 

done  an  injustice  by  your  department. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  vote  1303? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  know 

of  no  miscarriage  of  justice. 

Mr.  Shulman:  It  is  not  carried. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  the  com- 
mittee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 

chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 

of  supply  reports  progress  and  asks  for  leave 
to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  ( Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr.  Speaker,  as 

has  been  announced,  tomorrow  we  will  pro- 
ceed with  the  legislative  programme.  I  ask, 

of  course,  that  we  be  prepared  to  deal  with 
any  of  the  items  on  the  order  paper. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  10:30  o'clock, 

p.m. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 

The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 

Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Our  guests  today  are:  in  the 

east  gallery,  students  from  St.  William's  Pub- 
lic School  of  Emeryville,  and  Father  Venini 

Separate  School  of  Oshawa;  in  the  west 
gallery,  students  from  Ledbury  Park  Junior 
High  School  of  Toronto,  and  Vermilion  Bay 
School  of  Vermilion  Bay. 

Statements  by  the  ministry. 

VANDALISM   IN   PROVINCIAL   PARKS 

Hon.  L.  Bernier  (Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources): Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  bring 

to  the  attention  of  the  hon.  members  of  the 

Legislature  a  very  serious  increase  in  acts 

of  rowdyism,  vandalism  and  other  irrespon- 
sible actions  by  some  certain  visitors  to  all 

our  provincial  parks.  These  incidents  oc- 
curred last  year  in  isolated  parks.  However, 

they  have  become  widespread  this  year  in 
many  parks  across  the  province. 

I  am  most  disturbed  about  the  apparent 
increase  in  the  number  of  persons  coming  to 
the  parks  who  have  no  respect  for  the  rights 
and  the  property  of  other  park  visitors,  or  the 
preservation  of  the  park  environment  and 
facilities  which  have  been  provided  at  large 
public  expense.  Incidents  involving  excessive 

noise,  profane  language,  excessive  and  reck- 
less use  of  motor  vehicles  will  not  be  per- 

mitted in  our  parks.  I  intend  to  take  whatever 
steps  are  necessary  to  ensure  the  protection 
and  enjoyment  of  the  general  public  and  I 

have  directed  my  staff  to  make  recommenda- 
tions to  me  respecting  additional  regulations 

or  staff  required  to  carry  out  this  commit- 
ment. 

MINE   RESCUE   COMPETITION 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  with  your 
permission,  I  would  like  to  make  a  further 
brief  statement  to  the  House  this  afternoon. 

Yesterday  I  sent  telegrams  to  three  mines  in 
this  province  offering  my  congratulations  for 
their   achievements   in   winning  first,   second 
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and  third  places  respectively  in  the  provin- 
cial mine  rescue  competition  which  finished 

in  Red  Lake  on  Saturday. 

I  hope  that  within  a  short  time  I  will  have 
the  opportunity  of  presenting  the  Mine  Safety 

Appliances  Trophy,  emblematic  of  the  pro- 
vincial championship,  to  the  Rio  Algom  mine 

of  Elliot  Lake.  This  company's  team,  after 
a  very  close-run  fight,  emerged  as  the  most 
efficient  mine  rescue  organization  in  the 

province. 
Second  place  went  to  the  team  represent- 

ing the  Willroy  mine  at  Manitouwadge— win- 
ner of  the  Thunder  Bay  district  competition. 

Representatives  of  the  Hardy-Boundary- 
Onaping  mine  of  Falconbridge  Mines  came 
first  in  the  district  competition  and  ranked 
third  in  the  provincial  finals. 

Other  district  winners,  not  necessarily  in 

the  order  in  which  they  finished,  were:  Con- 
solidated Canadian  Faraday  at  Werner  Lake, 

winner  in  the  Kenora  district;  the  Creighton 

mine,  representing  the  International  Nickel 

Co.'s  mines  in  the  Sudbury  area;  Silverfields 
mine  at  Cobalt;  and  Ecstall  mine  in  the 
Porcupine. 

Altogether,  37  six-man  teams  were  in- 
volved in  the  competition,  and  since  these 

competitors  represented  the  cream  of  the 
crop  in  mine  rescue  work,  management  and 
employees  of  Rio  Algom  have  every  right  to 
feel  extremely  proud  of  their  achievement 
in   taking  the   provincial   championship. 

For  the  benefit  of  the  many  hon.  members 
who  may  not  be  conversant  with  the  mine 
rescue  training  programme  and  the  annual 
competition  which  is  part  of  it,  I  would 
like  to  point  out  that  all  mines  in  the 
province  maintain  teams  of  specially  trained 
miners  who  are  skilled  in  the  use  of  artificial 

breathing  apparatus,  so  that  in  the  event 
of  an  underground  fire  or  any  similar  mishap 

they  are  ready  to  act  speedily  in  the  emer- 

gency. 
Fortunately,  it  is  seldom  necessary  to  put 

their  skill  and  knowledge  to  actual  use  in 

such  an  emergency,  but  it  is  certainly  com- 
forting to  know  that  these  specialists  are 

ready  at  hand  if  their  services  are  needed. 
It  is  an  exact  parallel  with  cities  having 
trained  fire  brigades.  The  hope  is  that  they 
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will  not  be  called  upon,  but  all  citizens  can 
sleep  better  knowing  that  they  are  there. 

I  should  point  out  too,  that  although  the 

training  of  mine  rescue  teams  and  the  co- 
ordination of  equipment  and  procedures  is 

the  responsibility  of  the  mines  engineering 
branch  of  my  ministry,  the  total  cost  of  the 

programme  is  defrayed  by  the  mining  indus- 
try itself. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions. 

MINISTER'S  POLITICAL  FUTURE 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Mr.  Speaker,  I  wonder  if  the  Provin- 

cial Secretary  for  Justice  can  clear  up  the 
conflicting  reports  in  the  press  as  to  his 
political  future,  or  whether  or  not  we  should 
be  making  plans  to  try  to  find  someone  to 
take  his  place  in  this  particular  position. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  the  question  is  hard- 
ly of  urgent  public  importance. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Yes,  very 
important. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  know 
under  the  rules  of  the  question  period,  we 

can't  challenge  your  ruling,  but  I  would 
simply  draw  to  your  attention,  sir,  that  the 
importance  of  the  position  of  the  Provincial 
Secretary  for  Justice  has  been  reiterated  so 
often  from  the  members  on  the  other  side, 

that  any  hint  that  we  might  have  to  do  with- 
out him  for  a  short  time,  I  surely  would  say 

is  a  matter  of  public  importance. 

Mr.  Speaker:  If  the  hon.  Leader  of  the 

Opposition  puts  it  that  way,  I'll  permit  the 
question. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Secretary 
for  Justice):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wonder  if  the 
hon.  member  would  mind  putting  that  on 
the  notice  paper? 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Would  the 
minister  please  give  it  serious  consideration? 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Get  one  of 

the  page-boys  to  replace  him. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  You  are  too 
modest. 

SPADINA    EXPRESSWAY 

Mr.  R.  F.   Nixon:   Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 

question   of   the    Chairman   of   the   Manage- 

ment Board.  In  the  event  the  government 
decides  to  accept  a  recommendation  of  the 

present  Minister  of  Transportation  and  Com- 
munications (Mr.  Carton)  that  the  roadbed 

for  the  so-called  Spadina  Expressway  be 
paved  down  to  Eglinton  Ave.,  would  he  as 

Chairman  of  the  Management  Board  be  pre- 
pared to  take  the  steps  necessary  to  provide 

the  funds  so  this  could  be  undertaken  imme- 
diately and  the  roadway  could  be  available, 

as  the  reports  suggest  it  could  be,  by  the 
winter  of  this  year? 

Hon.  C.  S.  MacNaughton  (Chairman,  Man- 

agement Board):  I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  I'd 
better  say  that's  a  determination  we'll  reach when  and  if  we  come  to  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  The 
Chairman  of  the  Management  Board  would 
have  no  personal  objection,  would  he,  to  the 
completion  of  at  least  the  roadbed  that  was 

undertaken  during  his  ministry  in  the  for- 
mer Department  of  Highways? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Mr.  Speaker,  I 

don't  think  my  personal  objections  are  up 
for  discussion  here  this  afternoon  or  at  any 

other  particular  time.  I  think  it's  a  matter  of 
the  policy  that  is  finally  determined. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  supple- 

mentary: Is  it  true— and  the  minister  is  prob- 
ably one  of  the  few  who  could  specifically 

answer  this— his  personal  objections  to  gov- 
ernment policy  were  not  strong  enough  to 

change  that  policy  at  the  time  the  original 
plan  was  abandoned,  a  plan  of  which  he 
was  the  author? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I'm  one  of  those 
old-fashioned  ministers,   Mr.   Speaker- 

Mr.  Reid:   That's  true. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  —who  goes  along 

with  government  policy.  I've  no  comments 
to  make  one  way  or  the  other  with  respect 
to  the  facetious  remarks  of  the  Leader  of 

the   Opposition. 

Interjections    by   hon.    members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Well,  I'm  not  an  old- 
fashioned  one  at  any  rate. 

Interjections  by  hon.   members. 
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HYDRO   LABOUR  DISPUTE 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'd  like  to 
ask  the  Minister  of  the  Environment  if  he 

can  give  a  statement  to  the  House  that  would 
reassure  the  membership  of  the  House  and 
the  people  in  the  province  who  have  some 
apprehension  about  the  results  of  a  Hydro 
strike,  which  would  leave  to  management 
the  continuing  responsibility  to  keep  the 
facilities  in  working  order  over  a  protracted 
period  of  time? 

Hon.  J.  A.  C.  Auld  (Minister  of  the  En- 

vironment): Mr.  Speaker,  the  Hydro  com- 
mission tells  me  that  it  feels  the  supervisory 

staff  can  operate  the  system  for  a  period  of 
some  weeks,  providing  there  is  not  a  major 
breakdown  in  one  of  the  large  generating 
operations  or  in  a  transformer  station.  I  also- 
have  here  a  bulletin  which  Hydro  issued  to 

its  employees  this  morning.  I  don't  want  to 
read  the  whole  thing. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  Good! 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  It's  not  that  long  really. 

Mr.  Foulds:  The  minister  has  passed  that 
test  before. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  There  is  one  portion  that 
might  be  relevant  here.  It  says: 

Can  we  continue  to  operate  the  system? 

Rotating  strikes  are  the  most  probable 
form  of  strike  activity.  At  this  season  of 

the  year  we  can  probably  withstand  rota- 
ting strikes  for  a  period  of  two  months  or 

more,  although  it  would  be  expected  that 
restoration  of  service  following  interruption 
to  customers  would  be  slower  than  normal. 

Major  system  trouble,  as  a  result  of  storm 
damage  for  example,  could  not  be  handled, 
but  we  have  reason  to  believe— 

and  in  fact,  on  the  first  page,  it  indicates 
that  there  has  been  some  discussion  with  the 

union,  and  while  there  isn't  a  total  agreement 
on  how  major  interruptions  would  be 
handled,  it  is  proposed  that  in  the  case  of  a 
major  breakdown  staff  will  be  called  back, 
and  the  argument  seems  to  be  whether  the 
commission  would  determine  what  constitutes 

a  major  breakdown  or  whether  this  would  be 
a  determination  by  the  local. 

Without  going  through  the  whole  thing  it 
appears  that  at  this  point  in  time  negotiations 
are  still  going  on  although  they  have  not 
been  too  fruitful  as  yet.  There  are  a  number 
of  rather  basic  issues  that  are  in  dispute,  but 
for  the  next  few  weeks  things  should  operate 
relatively  smoothly  and  more  or  less  as 
normal. 

BUILDINGS  IN  RECREATION  RESERVE 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Natural  Resources. 
Can  he  explain  how  a  cement  company  got 

a  right  and  a  licence  to  build  major  manu- 
facturing facilities  in  the  northern  Georgian 

Bay  recreation  reserve  when  government 

policy,  as  enunciated  when  the  reserve  was 
established,  would,  one  would  think,  prohibit 
such  major  building  of  facilities? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  not 
aware  of  this  particular  development  in  that 

particular  area,  but  I'll  certainly  look  into  it and  obtain  the  facts  for  the  hon.  member. 

LANDFILL  IN  KEMPENFELT  BAY 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  while  we're 
talking  about  obtaining  the  facts,  would  the 
Minister  of  the  Environment  have  any  further 
information  as  to  the  dumping  in  Kempenfelt 

Bay,  by  the  city  of  Barrie,  that  was  objected 
to  by  the  Pollution  Probe  people  in  that  area 

some  weeks  ago?  I  brought  it  to  his  atten- 
tion and  he  indicated  that  he  would  have  a 

report. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:   Mr.  Speaker,  I  asked  for 

information  on  that.  I  don't  think  I  have  all 
the  information  I  want.  I  have  an  idea- 

Mr.  Roy:  Well,  that's  new! 
Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  —that  that  was  sort  of  a 

one-shot  proposition.  I'll  try  and  have  that information  for  the  hon.  member  tomorrow. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  Leader  of  the 

Opposition  have  further  questions? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

EXCLUSION  OF  UXBRIDGE  TOWNSHIP 
FROM  PITS  AND  QUARRIES 

REGULATIONS 

Mr.  Deans:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 

a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources. Why  is  it  that  the  township  of 

Uxbridge  has  not  been  brought  under  the 
Pits  and  Quarries  Act,  in  spite  of  repeated 
official  requests  by  them  that  this  be  done? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  I 

explained  this  matter  to  the  Leader  of  the 
NDP  some  time  ago.  The  township  of 
Uxbridge  does  have  a  bylaw  presently  before 
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the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  that  would 
control  pits  and  quarries  within  the  township. 
It's  in  conflict  with  the  Pits  and  Quarries 
Control  Act.  Once  we  get  this  matter  settled 
we  will  be  designating  Uxbridge  township, 
which  we  hope  will  be  in  the  very  near 
future. 

Mr.  Deans:  A  supplementary  question:  Has 
there  been  communication  between  the  minis- 

ter and  the  township?  It  appears  they  passed 
a  motion  again  on  June  5  of  this  year  asking 
that  they  be  brought  within  the  ambit  of  the 
Pits  and  Quarries  Act.  It  strikes  me  that 

maybe  they  don't  understand  what  is  required 
of  them  and  perhaps  the  minister  could  bring 
this  to  their  attention. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I've  not 
seen  this  correspondence.  If  there  is  a  dif- 

ference of  opinion,  I  would  certainly  be 
glad  to  bring  it  to  their  attention  and  to 

explain  to  them  the  reasons  we're  not  desig- 
nating that  township. 

Mr.  Deans:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  M.  B.  Dymond  (Ontario):  Mr.  Speaker, 

on  a  point  of  privilege,  may  I,  as  the  repre- 
sentative of  that  riding,  point  out  that  this 

has  already  been  brought  to  the  attention 
of  the  council  of  the  township  of  Uxbridge, 
who  very  deeply  appreciate  the  socialists 
bringing  it  to  the  attention  of  the  House- 
belatedly. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Thank 

you.  That  is  a  good  display  in  parochialism 
if  I  ever  heard  one. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  We  are 

always  interested  in  what  is  going  on  on  the 
other  side  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  appreciation 
of  the  hon.  member  for  Ontario  is  noted  and 

accepted. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
We   are   overwhelmed. 

lawing  strike-breaking,  considering  the  fact 
that  the  major  strike-breaking  operation  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario  has  recently  been 

proved  to  be  hiring  persons  who  entered 
Canada  illegally  and  making  them  available 
for  work   in   struck  plants? 

Hon.  F.  Guindon  (Minister  of  Labour): 

Mr.  Speaker,  much  study  is  being  given  to 
this   matter   at   the   present   time. 

Mr.  Deans:  Well,  recognizing  that  much 

study  is  being  given,  can  the  minister  indi- 
cate just  how  much  longer  we  are  going 

to  tolerate  this  abuse  of  the  work  force 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario?  And  when  can 

we  expect  that  we  will  put  an  end  to  this 
parasite  on  the  back  of  organized  labour? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Mr.  Speaker,  is  the  hon. 
member  referring  exclusively  to  Canadian 
Driver  Pool? 

Mr.  Deans:  I  am  referring  primarily  to 
Canadian  Driver  Pool. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Well,  I  will  report  as 
soon  as  I  possibly  can. 

MINIMUM  WAGE  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  Deans:  I  have  another  question  of 
the  Minister  of  Labour. 

Can  the  minister  indicate  whether  it  is  in 

the  government's  plans  to  upgrade  the  mini- 
mum wage  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  recog- 

nizing that  the  federal  government,  the 
Province  of  Manitoba  and  the  Province  of 

Saskatchewan  now  have  considerably  higher 

minimum  wages  than  the  Province  of  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  this 

matter  came  up  during  the  presentation  of 
our  estimates  last  week.  The  minimum  wage, 

according  to  the  federal  government,  is  set 
at  $1.75  an  hour,  and  in  Ontario  it  is  set  at 
$1.65  an  hour.  We  are  having  a  study  made 
across  the  province;  these  people  are  to  report 
to  me  in  September,  at  which  time  I  would 
be  glad  to  let  the  members  know. 

LEGISLATION  ON 

STRIKE-BREAKING 

Mr.  Deans:  In  fact  it's  unfortunate  he 
can't  exercise  a  little  more  influence.  I  would 
like  to  ask  a  question  of  the  Minister  of 

Labour.  Why  is  it  that  the— no,  I'll  ask  it  in 
a  different  way. 

Can  the  Minister  of  Labour  explain  the 
reasons  why  the  government  has  not  been 

able  to  come  to  grips  with  legislation  out- 

NATIONAL  DEFENCE  COLLEGE 

Mr.  Deans:  I  have  one  final  question,  Mr. 

Speaker,  of  the  Chairman  of  the  Management 
Board  of  Cabinet.  Could  the  chairman  ex- 

plain exactly  what  it  was  that  Hugh  Hanson 
learned  in  his  recent  attendance  at  the  Na- 

tional Defence  College  and  to  what  use  the 
government  of  Ontario  intends  to  put  the 
knowledge  that  he  has  now  acquired? 
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Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  No,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  am  not  in  a  position  to  acquaint  the  hon. 
member  with  that. 

Mr.  Deans:  Might  I  ask  the  chairman 
whether  he  might  be  able  to  find  that  out 
and  report  to  the  House  at  some  appropriate 
time? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
don't  think  the  fact  that  I  am  not  aware 
of  this  information  at  the  moment  precludes 
the  extent  of  the  knowledge  that  may  have 

been  gained.  It  hasn't  come  to  my  attention; no  doubt  it  will  in  the  fullness  of  time,  and 
at  that  time  it  may  well  be  made  known  to 
all  members  of  the  House— I  don't  know. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Why  doesn't  the  minis- ter find  out? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  In  the  fullness  of 
time. 

Mr.   Speaker:   Does  the  hon.  member  for 
Wentworth  have   any  further  questions? 

The  hon.  member  for  Simcoe  East. 

ADMISSION  CHARGES 
AT  PROVINCIAL  PARKS 

Mr.  G.  E.  Smith  (Simcoe  East):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Natural  Resources.   It  is  in  two  parts. 

Is  the  minister  aware  of  the  financial  bur- 
den that  the  increased  rate  of  admission  to 

provincial  parks  has  caused  to  educational 
groups  as  well  as  to  groups  from  organiza- 

tions such  as  the  YMCA  and  the  YWCA  who 
wish  to  visit  the  park  facilities? 

Is  he  contemplating  any  relief  or  any  help 
in  this  area? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  want 
to  thank  the  member  for  bringing  this  to 
my  attention  on  a  number  of  occasions  and 
for  bringing  it  to  my  attention  here. 

I  must  say  that  there  are  a  number  of 
members  on  this  side  of  the  House  who  have 
approached  me  on  this  particular  matter, 
having  deep  concern  for  the  educational 
process  in  the  province. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Why  doesn't  he  go  back 
and  read  the  budget  speeches  on  this  side 
of  the  House? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  And  I  must  say  to  you, 
sir,  that  this  matter  is  under  some  very  deep 
consideration  from  my  department. 

Mr.  Deans:  It's  so  deep  you  can  hardly find  it! 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  We  are  reviewing  our 
position,  and  as  more  information  comes  in 
from  the  various  parks  that  are  being  used 
by  educational  teams,  then  we  will  be  in  a 
better  position  to  assess  our  next  position; 
and  hopefully  we  will  have  a  position  in  the 
not  too  distant  future. 

Mr.  Reid:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Does  the  minister  recall  the  questions  and 
letters  that  I  sent  to  him  on  this  very  subject 

some  time  ago?  I  don't  know  where:  the 
member  for  Simcoe  East  has  been,  but  that 
was  two  months  ago,  after  the  budget  came 
out. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Did  the  minister  thank 

you? 
Mr.  Reid:  Secondly,  has  the  minister  had 

any  requests  from  the  Minister  of  Education 
(Mr.  Wells)  in  this  regard?  I  understood  that 

he  was  supposed  to  bring  this  to  this  minister's attention  as  well. 

Mr.  Roy:  He  has  a  short  memory! 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  1  do 
believe  the  member  did  bring  it  to  my 
attention,  but  I  think  it  was  after  the  member 

for- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Why  is 
the  minister  just  thanking  him  now? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Yes,  we  are  dealing  with 
the  Department  of  Education  on  this  par- 

ticular matter,  and  I  hope  that  we  can  get  a 
programme  that  is  approved  by  that  particular ministry. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Minister  of  Con- 
sumer and  Commercial  Relations  has  the 

answer  to  a  question. 

UNION  SAVINGS  AND 
LOAN  ASSOCIATION 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Thank  you,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  have  the  answer  to  a  question 
asked  by  the  member  for  High  Park  (Mr. 
Shulman)— oh,  he  is  not  here  now;  he  has 
gone  out.  The  answer  is  the  savings  bank  to 
which  he  referred,  Union  Savings  of  the 
Bahamas,  was  formed  in  die  Bahamas  in 
about  1963.  Its  apparent  purpose  was  to 
obtain  deposits  in  the  United  States  and  to 
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lend  funds  to  Bahamians  who  could  not 

obtain  loans  from  the  existing  banks  operating 
in  the  Bahamas. 

This  company  and  two  of  its  subsidiaries 

are  now  in  liquidation.  The  bulk  of  its  de- 
positors are  reported  to  be  American  citizens. 

There  are  no  known  Canadian  depositors,  but 
inquiries  are  continuing  in  this  regard. 
Neither  the  company  nor  its  subsidiaries  were 
ever  registered  in  Ontario  under  the  Loan 
and  Trust  Corporations  Act  and  are  not  known 
to  have  operated  here  in  any  way,  particularly 
in  soliciting  deposits. 

Mr.  R.  G.  H.  Alexander,  QC,  of  Toronto, 
through  a  corporation  was  an  investor  in  this 
bank.  There  is  therefore  no  known  infraction 

of  any  statutes  of  this  ministry.  The  matter 
is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  Bahamian  law 
and  it  would  not  be  our  business  to  comment 

upon  how  they  administer  their  own  affairs. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 

POLLUTION  PROBLEM 
AT  CANADIAN  GYPSUM 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  the 
Environment:  In  view  of  the  fact  that  one 

charge  against  Canadian  Gypsum  has  been 
disposed  of,  resulting  in  a  $1,500  fine,  how 
many  charges  still  remain?  Will  they  all  be 
pressed  by  the  Crown?  Has  the  Crown 
dropped  any  of  the  10  charges  that  were 
against  the  company  when  the  ministerial 
programme  was  put  into  force  a  month  ago? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can't  say 
exactly  how  many  are  still  pending.  At  a 
guess  I  think  there  are  about  five  or  six  for 
which  we  have  not  yet  asked  a  date  for  trial. 

On  the  ones  which  have  recently  been  dis- 
posed of,  dates  for  trial  had  been  set  prior 

to  the  company  putting  forward  its  pro- 
gramme, which  we  have  approved.  Ill  get 

the  detailed  information  for  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Good:  A  supplementary:  Has  the  Min- 
ister of  the  Environment  dropped  any  of  the 

former  charges? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I'm  afraid  I  can't  say,  as 
far  as  the  ones  that  have  been  set  for  trial 
are  concerned,  whether  the  Crown  has 
dropped  any  of  those  in  view  of  the  one 

conviction  that  was  obtained.  I'll  get  the 
up-to-date  score  card  for  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  With  regard  to  the  four 
or  five  for  which  the  minister  said  there  has 

not  been  a  date  set,  is  it  the  ministry's 
intention  to  seek  the  setting  of  a  date?  Or  is 
he  going  to  continue  with  the  procedure  he 
suggested  during  his  estimates,  that  it  might 
be  useful  to  hold  this  as  a  club  over  the 

head  of  Gypsum  while  it  is  implementing  its 

programme? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  think 
I  used  exactly  those  words,  but  I  said  that  we 
had  not  decided  to  drop  those  charges  as 

yet. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York- 
view. 

SALE  OF  NOISE-MAKING  MUFFLERS 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  Mr.  Speaker,  a 

question  of  the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Re- 
sources Development:  Has  the  secretary,  in 

his  thinking  capacity,  considered  seriously  the 

idea  of  banning  the  Thrush  and  other  noise- 
making  mufflers  which  are  openly  advertised 
and  sold  in  Ontario  to  the  very  great  delight 

of  certain  motorcycle  riders  and  high- 
performance  car  owners  but  to  the  detriment 
of  the  ears  of  the  communities  in  which  they 

operate? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Secre- 
tary for  Resources  Development):  On  several 

occasions  the  resources  policy  field  has  had 
discussions  with  regard  to  noise  pollution 
as  a  whole.  The  question  now  is,  as  I  guess 

it  has  been  from  the  beginning,  one  of  en- 
forcement. There  is  no  question,  I  think,  that 

any  citizen  wants  to  cut  down  on  the  pur- 
poseful creations  of  noise.  The  question  is 

in  the  area  of  enforcement  and  the  Ministry 
of  the  Environment  is  developing  plans  in 
that  regard  at  the  moment. 

Mr.  Young:  A  supplementary  question,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Has  the  minister  considered  that 

one  way  to  stop  it  is  to  prohibit  the  manu- 
facture and  installation  of  this  kind  of  muffler 

on  motor  vehicles  of  all  kinds? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Yes  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  is  one  point  at  which  we  could  attack. 

The  other,  of  course,  is  the  physical  spot- 
checking  and  testing  of  vehicles  drawn  from 
the  traffic  stream.  That  is  another  aspect  we 
are  looking  into. 

Mr.  Young:  One  further  supplementary: 

The  minister  surely  realizes  that  at  5  o'clock 
in  the  morning,  as  happens  on  my  street,  it 
is  very  difficult  to  apprehend  and  draw  from 
the  traffic  stream  a  person  who  is  operating 
this  kind  of  muffler. 
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Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  would  suggest  that  any  further  detail  should 
come  from  the  Minister  of  the  Environment. 

Repeating  my  original  reply— yes,  it  has  been 
a  major  concern  in  my  policy  field  as  a 
whole. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Minister  of  Reve- 
nue has  the  answer  to  a  previous  question. 

MALVERN  DEVELOPMENT 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  June 
15,  1972,  the  hon.  member  for  Wentworth 
asked  the  following  question: 

Who  was  involved  from  the  Toronto 
Transit  Commission  in  the  planning  in 
order  to  ensure  that  there  would  be  ade- 

quate transportation  facilities  in  Malvern? 
What  meetings  took  place  to  ensure  that, 
in  fact,  they  were  prepared  to  provide  the 
public  transportation  necessary  for  900 
families  who  will  be  moving  in  this  fall? 

I  should  correct  that  information  to  begin 
with.  There  will  not  be  900  families  moving 
in,  because  the  first  phase  only  calls  for  about 
650  dwellings. 

In  1968  and  1969  OHC  transportation 
consultants  discussed  the  transit  element  of 
the  Malvern  development  plan  with  the  TTC 
During  the  past  two  months,  other  OHC 
consultants  discussed  with  the  TTC  their  in- 

tentions for  service  extensions  to  Malvern 
while  revisions  of  the  Malvern  transportation 
analysis  are  being  carried  out.  The  analysis 
deals  with  the  overall  transportation  ideas, 
including  the  possibility  of  an  internal  dial- 
a-bus  system. 

As  for  the  service  for  the  first  neighbour- 
hood of  650  dwellings,  OHC  discussed  with 

the  TTC  planning  department  in  April  and 
May  the  matter  of  providing  arterial  road 
bus  service.  In  this  regard,  we  understand 
they  are  planning  to  extend  route  85,  Shep- 
pard  east  to  Markham  Rd.,  this  fall,  and 
beyond  thereafter  as  development  occurs  in 
Malvern.  They  will  also  extend  the  Mark- 
ham  Rd.  service  route  86A  north  along  Mark- 
ham  Rd.  and  the  route  9  service,  Bellamy 
north  on  Neilson  Rd.  once  the  overpass  is 
completed. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sarnia. 

COMMERCIALS  BY  AGENT  GENERAL 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Sarnia):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  a  question  of  the  hon.  Minister 
of  Industry  and  Tourism.  Does  the  minister 

believe  it  to  be  in  the  best  public  image  of 
government  for  his  former  campaign  man- 

ager, now  the  Agent  General-designate  in 
London  of  this  government,  to  continue  to 
be  the  chief  advertising  spokesman  for 
AVCO  Finance  of  London? 

Hon.  J.  White  (Minister  of  Industry  and 
Tourism):  I  heard  an  ad  the  other  day,  Mr. 

Speaker,  and  wondered  about  that.  It  doesn't trouble  me  deeply.  If  it  is  a  matter  of  some 
concern  to  the  opposition,  I  would  be  glad 
to  have  that  expressed  without  ambiguity.  If 
serious  objection  comes,  then  I  suppose  I 
would  have  to  give  direction  that  it  be 
discontinued. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  By  way  of  supplementary, 

in  referring  to  the  question  of  ambiguity— 
and  would  the  minister  please  answer  the 
question— does  the  minister  believe  it  is  in 
the  best  public  image  of  government  to  have 
his  former  campaign  manager  now  the  Agent 
General-designate,   continue   to   be   the— 

Mr.  P.  J.  Yakabuski  (Renfrew  South):  The 
member   is   being   repetitious. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  —advertising  spokesman  for 
a  finance  company?  Yes  or  no. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't 
know.  I  haven't  formed  a  definite  opinion. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Well,  there  is  nothing  un- 
usual about  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  would  be  glad  to  have 
the  guidance  of  the  members  of  this  House 
on  that  subject,  which  I  am  myself  wonder- 

ing about. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  think  it  is  improper. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
does  the  minister  not  recognize  a  certain 
responsibility  for  direction  of  his  own  Agent 
General  in  London? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  matter 
has  not  troubled  me,  I  will  be  glad  to  have 
an  expression  of  opinion  from  the  hon. 
member  for  Sarnia. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  By  way  of  final  supple- 
mentary, is  it  not  an  example  of  the  arro- 

gance of  this  government  in  connection  with 
dealing  with  its  public  responsibility? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

An  hon.  member:  The  member  is  right. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Supplementary! 
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Mr.  Deans:  I  think  it  is  improper,  if  the 
minister  wants  to  know. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  member  for 
Lakeshore  have   a   supplementary? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a  new 

question. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
East  with  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  Roy:  A  supplementary  of  the  Minister 
of  Industry  and  Tourism,  Mr.  Speaker:  In 
view  of  the  fact  that  this  matter  was  brought 
to  his  attention  some  two  or  three  months 

ago,  has  he  not  come  to  a  decision  on  that 
point  yet? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  Roy:  It  is  obvious  what  his  position  is. 

USE  OF  GOVERNMENT  AIRCRAFT 

Mr.  Lawlor:  If  the  minister  wants  my 
advice,  I  think  it  is  most  improper. 

A  question  of  the  Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources: Does  the  hon.  minister  often  deign 

to  answer  his  mail?  The  question  is,  on  May 
8,  1972,  I  wrote  him  a  letter  asking  him  to 

give  some  consideration  permitting  my  lead- 
er and  myself  and  perhaps  others  to  fly  over 

the  Niagara  Escarpment  under  his  wings 
and  auspices  in  order  to  inspect  the  same. 
He  has  never  replied.  What  is  wrong  with 
his   department? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  They  were  afraid 
the  members  might  get  hijacked. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  certainly 
do  want  to  apologize  for  not  getting  back 
to  the  hon.  member  on  this  particular  matter 
and  I  think  it  is  sitting  right  on  my  desk  at 
this  very  moment.  But  I  would  have  to  point 
out  to  him  that,  as  has  been  outlined  earlier 
in  this  House,  the  government  aircraft  are 
used  for  government  officials  and  for  the 
executive  council. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  For  skiing 
trips. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  I  really  can't  agree 
that  members  of  the  opposition  should  use 
government  aircraft  to  look  over  specific 
sites. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  I  could  agree  for  a 
committee  of  this  Legislature  to  do  that,  but 
not  a  selected  political  party  and  that  is  the 
total  of  my  reply  which  the  member  will  be 
receiving  in  the  next  few  days. 

Interjections    by    hon.    members. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 

It  wasn't  very  long  ago  that  the  minister 
took  a  plane  himself.  Why  doesn't  he  invite 
members  of  other  political  parties  to  go 
along  with  him  on  those  occasions? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
point  out  that  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and 
Commercial  Relations  and  I  did  take  a  very 
extensive  tour  of  the  Niagara  Escarpment; 

but  I  would  also  point  out  to  the  hon.  mem- 
bers that  we  are  members  of  the  government 

and  we  are  responsible.  So  with  that  in  mind, 
the  reason  for  that  particular  trip  was  to 
make  us  more  knowledgeable  and  informed. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  was  to  get  home  that 
weekend. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Final  supplementary:  The 

minister's  answer,  I  take  it  then,  is  no;  he 
is  not  going  to  make  any  provisions  for  the 
members  of  the  opposition  in  this  regard? 

An  hon.  member:  That  was  a  good  guess. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park  on  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  Shulman:  To  the  minister:  Inasmuch 

as  he  set  a  precedent  last  summer  in  allow- 
ing at  least  one  opposition  member  the  use 

of  one  of  his  aircraft,  why  is  he  refusing  my 
colleague   from    Lakeshore? 

An  hon.  member:  That's  where  he  made 
his  one  mistake. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  He  is  ashamed  of  the  Niagara 

Escarpment,  that's  why. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  minister  have 
any  response  to  that  question? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Is  the  minister  going  to 
answer? 

Mr.  Speaker:  If  not,  the  hon.  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre  with  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Supple- 

mentary, Mr.  Speaker- 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  minister  cannot? Mr.   Speaker:   Order! 



JUNE  20,  1972 
3927 

Mr.  Cassidy :  In  view  of  the  minister's  atti- 
tude, can  he  then  explain  why  the  member 

from  Carleton  and  other  members  of  the 

government  have  in  fact  been  able  to  hitch- 
hike on  government  planes,  since  he  feels 

so  strongly  that  private  members  of  the  Leg- 
islature should  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it 
is  safe  to  say  that  if  any  member  of  this 
House  is  in  the  vicinity  of  a  government 
aircraft  going  in  a  specific  direction— I  am 
sure  if  the  member  from  Thunder  Bay  was 
at  Thunder  Bay  when  I  was  there  and  there 
was  room  on  the  aircraft,  I  would  be  glad 
to  have  him  with  me  and  I  might- 

Mr.    Stokes:    Thank   you. 

Mr.  Foulds:  When  is  the  minister  going 
up  next? 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Put  up  the 
schedule. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  But  this  is  the  way  it  is. 
We  have  not  denied  the  right  of  any  mem- 

ber to  hitch-hike  a  ride  on  government 
planes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Essex 
South. 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  Is  the 
minister  aware  that  the  precedent  has  already 
been  set  by  the  previous  Minister  of  Mines 
in  that  he  took  three  Liberal  members  for  an 
aerial  tour  of  the  Niagara  Escarpment  and 
the  erosion  problems  on  Lake  Erie  about 
two  years  ago? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  I  was  not  aware  of  that. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I'd  like  to  take  them  on 
a  one-way  trip. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Don 
Mills. 

REHABILITATION  PROJECT  IN 
EAST  YORK 

Mr.  D.  R.  Timbrell  (Don  Mills):  Mr. 
Speaker,  my  question  is  for  the  Attorney 
General.  Would  the  Attorney  General  indi- 

cate what  the  involvement  of  his  ministry  is 
in  an  experimental  law  project  in  the  area 
of  the  borough  of  East  York  known  as  the 
Secord  community,  where  a  group  under  the 
administration  of  the  Canada  Law  Reform 

Commission  is  working  with  the  police  and 
those  who  commit  minor  offences? 

Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  (Attorney  General):  Mr. 

Speaker,  that's  a  project  that  started  earlier 
this  year  with  a  group  that  is  working  with 
the  police  to  rehabilitate  or  assist  those  who 

are  apprehended  by  the  law.  I  don't  have any  more  detailed  information,  but  I  will  be 
glad  to  provide  it  individually  to  the  mem- 
bers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Attorney  General 
has  the  answer  to  a  question  previously  asked. 

INVESTIGATION  OF 
STRIKE-BREAKING  FIRMS 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  was  asked  a  question 
recently  by  the  leader  of  the  New  Democratic 
Party  in  reference  to  a  company  called  Cana- 

dian Driver  Pool  Ltd.  I  would  advise  that  the 

investigations  in  reference  to  that  matter  have 
been  completed  and  that  a  charge  was  laid 
against  Richard  Grange  and  Canadian  Driver 
Pool,  in  that  they  did  engage  in  a  business 
of  providing  security  guards  without  holding 
a  licence  under  the  provisions  of  the  Private 
Investigators  and  Security  Guards  Act.  That 
charge  will  be  proceeded  with  shortly  and 
I  anticipate  it  will  be  heard  this  summer. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa East. 

AUTOMOBILE  INSURANCE 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and  Commercial 
Relations. 

Apparently  the  Ontario  government  sub- 
committee on  auto  insurance  is  recommend- 

ing that  we  pass  legislation  to  introduce  com- 
pulsory third-party  liability  and  no-fault accident  benefit  car  insurance.  Could  the 

minister  advise  the  members  of  the  House 

when  he  plans  to  introduce  such  legislation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  article 
to  which  the  hon.  member  refers  is  known  to 
me.  I  have  no  idea  of  its  origin.  I  must  say 
that  further  legislation  in  this  particular  field 
will  be  announced  when  it  is  ready  to  be 
introduced  into  the  Legislature. 

Mr.  Roy:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Could  the  minister  advise  us  of  his  own 

personal  views  as  to  such  recommendations? 
Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  At  that  time. 

Mr.  Roy:  Thank  you.  The  minister  really  is 
on  the  ball. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York- view. 
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REGYCLING  OF  WASTE  PAPER 

Mr.  Young:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'd  like  to  ask  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Government  Serv- 

ices. Is  any  attempt  being  made  to  recycle 
part  or  all  of  the  vast  quantities  of  waste 

paper  discarded  by  the  Queen's  Park  com- 

plex? 
Hon.  J.  W.  Snow  (Minister  of  Government 

Services):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  believe  so— 
not  to  my  knowledge.  I  could  verify  that, 

but  I  don't  believe  it  is. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  It's  like 
a  paper  jungle  around  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  I  might  say  that  the  gov- 
ernment is  purchasing  recycled  paper  to  some 

degree,  but  I  don't  know  of  any  recycling  of 
our  waste  paper. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Why  not? 

Mr.  Young:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  would  the 
minister  look  into  this  matter?  It  seems  to 

me  that  if  we  are  buying  recycled  paper,  it 
might  well  be  that  we  should  be  recycling; 
we  have  tremendous  quantities  of  waste  paper 
going  out  of  here  every  day. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  I  accept  that,  Mr.  Speaker. 

I   know  there's  quite  a  lot  of  waste  paper 
goes  out  of  my  office,  and  I'm  sure  there  is 
out  of  the  office  of  each  member- 

Mr.  Deans:  There  certainly  is. 

Mr.  Reid:  Most  of  it  is  in  the  mail. 

Mr.  Ruston:  The  member  should  answer 
his  mail. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  get  most  of  it  in  envelopes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Whether  this  is  possible 

or  not,  I  don't  know,  but  I'll  look  into  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre. 

STEAM  PRODUCTION  BY 
INCINERATORS 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  A  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  the  Environment.  In 

view  of  the  efforts  of  the  minister  to  reduce 

fossil  fuel  consumption  by  the  purchase  of 
power  from  Manitoba  Hydro,  what  progress 
has  the  minister  made  in  his  efforts  to  reduce 

fossil  fuel  consumption  by  persuading  Ontario 
Hydro  and  other  public  producers  of  steam, 

such  as  Toronto  Hydro,  to  purchase  surplus 

steam  produced  by  modern  incinerators? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I'm  sorry,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
didn't  hear  the  last  part. 

Mr.  Deacon:  What  success  has  the  minis- 
ter had  in  endeavouring  to  persuade  Ontario 

Hydro  and  Toronto  Hydro  to  purchase  steam 
produced  by  modern  incineration  in  this  area? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Well  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
have  been  brief  discussions  with  Ontario 

Hydro.  Ontario  Hydro's  position  as  far  as  the 
Lakeview  plant  is  concerned  is  that  it  is  not 
suitable  for  the  incineration  of  garbage. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  How  would 
the  minister  know  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  However,  I  was  interested 

to  see  the  report  of  the  subcommittee  of  the 
Metro  works  committee,  which  had  a  number 

of  suggestions  that  are  quite  imaginative 
and  I  think  may  well  work;  and  I  expect  to 
be  meeting  with  the  works  committee  very 

shortly.  Why  Metro  and  Toronto  Hydro  have 

not  come  to  some  arrangement,  I  can't  say. 
But  I  am  told  that  by  and  large,  from  ex- 

perience in  other  jurisdictions,  it  is  possible 
to  produce  steam  for  generation  of  electric- 

ity in  a  thermal  plant  designed  for  garbage 
incineration,  but  not  to  alter  an  existing 

thermal  plant  that  burns  fossil  fuel— or,  of 
course,  a  nuclear  plant— to  burn  two  types 
of  products,  such  as  the  hon.  member  is 
suggesting. 

Mr.  Deacon:  A  supplementary:  Would 
the  minister  produce  a  report  showing  how 
this  steam  production  in  Hamilton  could  be 
used  in  that  area  and  the  same  principle 

applied  in  the  sale  of  surplus  steam  to 
steam  consumers  in  this  area? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Well  Mr.  Speaker,  I  under- 
stand the  new  plant  in  Hamilton,  which  I 

visited  a  couple  of  weeks  ago,  is  using  about 
60  per  cent  of  the  steam  it  generates  for  its 
own  processes.  They  have  not  yet  found  a 
market  for  the  other  40  per  cent,  but  they 
are  exploring  it. 

Mr.  Deacon:  That's  right.  The  minister's 
department  should  be  helping  them  find  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  If  the  hon.  member  will 

let  me  finish,  they  are  exploring  this  because 
they  think  they  may  have  an  industrial  sale 
in  that  area. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 
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HAMILTON  HARBOUR  LANDFILL 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  the  Environment.  What  does  the 

minister  anticipate  the  consequences  will  be 
of  his  statement,  of  last  evening  I  believe 
or  perhaps  this  morning,  that  had  he  known 
the  effect  on  the  landfill  project  of  Stelco 
and  Dofasco  of  turning  over  jurisdiction  to 
the  Hamilton-Wentworth  Conservation  Au- 

thority, he  might  not  have  done  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  That  is  what  I  said,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  was  talking  particularly  about  the 
legal  aspects  of  who  actually  has  jurisdiction 
in  Hamilton  Bay,  which  as  the  hon.  member 
knows  is  now  referred  to  the  federal  court. 

I  think  I  also  said  at  the  time  that  it  was 

not  my  intention,  when  I  had  that  re- 
sponsibility, to  plug  up  the  courts.  Perhaps 

what  should  have  been  done,  had  I  known 
more  about  it  at  the  time,  would  have  been 
to  have  had  discussions  with  the  federal 

people  to  clarify  that  before  the  regulations 
were  passed. 

Mr.  Deans:  A  supplementary  question: 

Doesn't  the  minister  recall  having  all  of 
these  things  brought  to  his  attention  by  this 
member  at  the  time  he  was  considering  the 
matter?  Why  did  he  not  pay  attention  then? 

Mr.  Roy:  The  minister  has  a  short  memory. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce.  ; 

ACQUISITION  OF  LAND 
IN  OWEN  SOUND 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Natural  Resources— this  has  about  as  much 
chance  as  a  snowball  in  hell,  I  guess,  of 
getting  through:  In  view  of  the  fact  that  we 
are  acquiring  about  182  acres  of  lakefront 
land  in  Owen  Sound,  the  people  have  put 
up  a  lot  of  their  own  money  but  we  are  still 
$28,000  short- 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Don't  be  defeatist. 

Mr.  Sargent:  —is  there  a  chance  the  minis- 
ter would  put  up  the  balance  of  the  money 

from  the  land  bank  fund? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the 
member  is  aware  that  we  have  contributed 

very  handsomely  to  this  acquisition  pro- 
gramme. I  think  it's  $162,000. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  One  hun- 
dred and  sixty-two  thousand? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  In  view  of  this,  I  think 
the  province  has  contributed  a  fair  share  in 
comparison  with  other  areas  that  have  been 

purchased. 
Mr.  Sargent:  As  usual,  the  minister  missed 

the  point.  We  are  still  short  $28,000.  Is  he 

going  to  give  it  to  us? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  The  member  got  it. 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  The  member  could  put  it  up 

himself! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  I  don't  see  any  pro- 
visions at  this  point  in  time,  Mr.  Speaker. 

There  are  no  provisions  under  which  extra 
assistance  could  be  provided. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  minister  has  got  to  be kidding. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Port 
Arthur. 

SCHOOL  CLOSING  DATE 

Mr.  Foulds:  A  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Education,  Mr.  Speaker.  Has  the  minister 
made  any  response  to  the  advertisements 
placed  by  the  Ontario  Public  School  Men 
Teachers'  Federation  in  the  Globe  and  Mail; 
for  example,  on  June  19,  asking  parents  to 
communicate  with  the  minister  about  the 
school  closing  date? 

Hon.  T.  L.  Wells  (Minister  of  Education): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  not  made  any  response 
to  the  ad.  I  have  written  to  the  gentleman 
who  I  think  is  president  of  the  Ontario 
Public  School  Men  Teachers'  Federation.  If 
any  parents  write,  we  will  answer  their  letters 
explaining  the  position  of  the  ministry. 

Mr.  Foulds:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Has  the  minister  received  any  correspondence 
from  parents,  and  to  what  extent? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  I  have  received  a  few 
letters,  Mr.  Speaker.  There  may  be  some 
more  which  have  arrived  today  and  which 
have  not  come  across  on  my  desk  yet,  but 
certainly  I  have  received  very  few  in  the  last 
little  while.  All  the  mail  I  can  recall  seeing 
on  this  was  from  principals,  teachers  and 
some  school  board  people. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for— 
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Mr.  Foulds:  A  final  supplementary,  Mr. 

Speaker:  Is  the  ministry's  position  as  firm  as 
it  was  when  enunciated  to  this  House  by  the 
minister?  How  does  he  reconcile  that  with 

the  statement  made  by  the  deputy  minister 
in  his  memorandum  of  Feb.  1  in  which  he 

said,  "The  department  feels  that  maximum discretion  must  be  left  with  individual  school 

boards  in  regard  to  class  arrangements." 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  that 

memorandum  the  deputy  minister  was  refer- 
ring to  secondary  schools.  There  was  cer- 

tainly no  intention  on  his  part  in  that 
memorandum,  as  I  have  said  before  in  this 
House,  to  suggest  anything  other  than  June 
30  as  the  closing  date  for  elementary  schools. 
That  is  the  position  of  the  ministry  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  Foulds:  If  I  may  clarify  the  point, 
Mr.  Speaker.  In  the  previous  paragraph,  the 

deputy  minister  said,  "with  the  integration 
of  elementary  and  secondary  school  pro- 

grammes, problems  could  arise  from  the 
termination  of  classes  for  one  panel  a  given 
number  of  days  or  weeks  ahead  of  the  termi- 

nation of  classes  in  the  other  panel." 

Doesn't  the  minister  interpret  that  as 
referring  to  both  secondary  and  elementary 
schools? 

Hon,  Mr.  Wells:  Mr.  Speaker,  that  draws 
attention  to  what  is  the  inherent  problem 
here;  that  is,  there  are  different  closing  dates 
for  elementary  and  secondary  panels.  It  was 
not  intended  to  suggest  changing  the  ele- 

mentary school  panel  closing  date,  but  that 
serious  consideration  be  given  to  what  should 
be  the  effective  closing  date  for  secondary 
schools. 

That  was  the  intent  of  the  memo  and  that 
is  exactly  why  the  task  force  that  I  announced 
was  going  to  meet,  so  that  we  can  have  a 
policy  for  next  year.  This  is  the  problem  to 
which  they  are  going  to  direct  their  atten- 

tion to  the  difference  in  closing  dates  and 
what  should  be  a  proper  closing  date  for  both 
panels;  what  should  be  the  length  of  the 
school  year  and  things  like  this. 

This  task  force,  Mr.  Speaker,  has  now  been 
put  in  motion.  Mr.  Harry  Fisher  of  our 
department  will  be  heading  it.  The  people 
who  will  be  on  it  are  being  notified  today 

and  tomorrow  and  they'll  have  their  job  done, 
I  hope,  by  mid-August. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  A  supplementary  question, 
Mr.  Speaker:  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the 

original  ambiguous  memorandum— well,  it  is 
now  interpreted  as  ambiguous  or  regarded  as 

ambiguous— was  on  Feb.  2,  and  boards  began 
to  make  plans  throughout  February,  March, 
April  and  May,  what  explanation  is  there  for 
the  minister  stepping  into  the  picture  and 
clarifying  it  only  about  two  weeks  ago?  Why 
did  he  permit  so  many  boards  all  across  the 
province  to  make  alternative  plans  before  he 
lowered  the  boom,  if  I  may  put  it  that  way? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  that 
the  situation  is  this.  The  memorandum  is 

basically  not  ambiguous;  it  never  was  in- 
tended to  be  ambiguous.  Some  people  may 

have  misinterpreted  it. 

I  as  minister,  or  the  deputy  minister,  had 
no  knowledge  until  about  June  5  or  6  that 
anybody  had  interpreted  it  for  elementary 
schools  other  than  that  the  closing  date  should 
be  June  30.  When  it  was  drawn  to  our 
attention  at  this  time  we  immediately  issued 

the  memorandum,  which  you've  seen,  which 
clarified  this  point.  Therefore,  there  really 
was  no  other  alternative  but  for  us  to  do 
that. 

As  I  read  yesterday  in  the  editorial  from 
the  London  Free  Press,  others  who  have  read 
this  recently  also  support  this  position,  that 
there  could  be  nothing  ambiguous  about  the 
memorandum.  It  was  quite  clear. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Maximum  discretion  must  be 
left  to  the  individual  boards. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sarnia. 

Mr.  Martel:  That  is  called  democratic 
centralism. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sarnia. 

PHILATHEA  COLLEGE  DEGREES 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr. 

Speaker. 
In  absence  of  the  Premier  (Mr.  Davis),  the 

Provincial  Secretary  for  Social  Development 
(Mr.  Welch)  and  the  Minister  of  Colleges 

and  Universities  (Mr.  Kerr),  I'd  like  to  direct 
a  question,  if  I  may,  to  the  Minister  of 
Education.  Could  he  advise  whether  the 

government  will  respond  to  the  request  of 
the  London  Free  Press  for  an  inquiry  into 

the  degree-granting  capability  of  Philathea 
College,  whose  degrees  have  been  called 
less  than  meaningless? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'd  have  to 
take  that  question  as  notice  on  behalf  of  my 

colleague,  the  Minister  of  Colleges  and  Uni- 

versities. I  am  sure  he'd  be  happy  to  look 
into  that  and  get  the  member  an  answer. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

FARM    MACHINERY    BOARD 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food. 

Does  the  minister  visualize  the  Farm 
Machinery  Advisory  Board  being  able  to 
concern  itself  with  such  things  as  the  testing 
of  farm  machinery  in  order  to  determine  its 
practicality  in  the  Province  of  Ontario?  Does 
he  believe  that  they  will  be  able  to  con- 

duct inquiries  into  such  things  as  advertising 
and  promotion  campaigns  in  order  to  make 
available  to  the  farmers  of  the  province  a 
more  accurate  reflection  of  the  true  worth 
of  the  product  being  made  available  to 
them? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  with  re- 

gard to  the  first  part  of  the  hon.  member's 
question,  the  testing  of  farm  machinery  in 
this  province  of  ours  would  involve  phenom- 

enal sums  of  money,  to  be  quite  explicit. 
There  is  no  question  about  it. 

We  have  extensive  testing  of  farm  mach- 
inery done  by  most,  if  not  all,  of  the  major 

companies.  The  process  of  research  into  the 
development,  of  say  a  new  tractor  or  new 
combine,  virtually  takes  years  to  complete. 
To  put  our  province  to  the  expense  of  that 
kind  of  thing,  to  me,  would  be  asking  a  little 
too  much;  valuable  though  it  might  be  for 
our  specific  purpose. 

The  Farm  Machinery  Advisory  Board, 
which  was  set  up  a  few  years  ago  and  which 
made  an  extensive  report,  recommended 
against  our  doing  just  that. 

Some  of  the  western  provinces  are  involv- 
ed in  farm  machinery  testing.  Some  people 

have  suggested  to  me  that  it  has  really  not 
worked  out  in  the  interest  for  which  it  was 

intended,  because  they  can't  possibly  put the  amount  of  research  into  it  that  the  com- 
panies themselves  can. 

Our  board  will  be  visiting  the  test  stations 
of  the  major  companies  to  discover  what  ac- 

tually is  being  done  and  to  draw  to  their 
attention  some  of  the  specific  things  that 
characterize  the  harvesting  of  crops  in  On- 

tario, based  on  the  kind  of  weather  and 
the  kind  of  growing  conditions  that  we  have 
in  Ontario,  which  could  be  different  from 
those  in  some  other  areas  where  the  machine 
might  be  tested.  I  am  thinking  about  com- 

bines' capacity,  re  down  or  lodged  grain; 
the  handling  or  baling  of  hay,  for  instance, 
which  is  one  of  the  major  problems  because 

we  grow  enormous  tonnages  of  hay  in  this 
province.  The  type  or  quality  of  hay  and 
because  of  the  humidity.  The  weather  has  a 
certain  amount  to  do  with  that  kind  of 
thing  that  may  not  pertain  in  other  areas. 

We  are  asking  the  machinery  companies— 
and  we  have  discussed  these  things  with 
them— to  take  a  good  look  at  this. 

With  regard  to  the  second  point  of  the 

hon.  member's  question  concerning  adver- 
tising, I  don't  think  our  board  proposes  to 

say  to  a  company  that  it  shall  or  shall  not 
advertise.  But  the  board  does  propose  to 
make  available  to  farmers  the  information  it 
has  concerning  the  viability  of  the  particular 
machine  the  farmer  may  be  interested  in. 
That,  to  me,  is  a  much  more  effective  way 
of   doing   it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  time  for  oral  questions 
has  expired. 

Petitions. 

Presenting    reports. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
report  on  land  acquisition  on  the  Niagara 
Escarpment  by  the  Ministry  of  Natural  Re- 

sources; also  a  map  showing  the  lands  owned 
and  purchased  by  the  conservation  authori- 

ties within  the  Niagara  Escarpment  corridor. 
This  information  was  asked  of  me  by  the 
hon.  leader  of  the  New  Democratic  Party, 
and   I  so  table. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 

Introduction  of  bills. 

LEGISLATIVE   ASSEMBLY  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Legislative 
Assembly  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Speech 
from  the  Throne  made  note  that  legislation 
would  be  introduced  to  prevent  a  person 
from  holding  more  than  one  elective  public 
office.  Under  the  bill  introduced  today  a 
member  of  the  legislative  assembly  is  not 
eligible  to  hold  office  as  a  member  of 
council  of  a  municipality  or  as  a  member  of 
a  local  board  as  defined  under  the  Municipal 
Affairs  Act. 

The  bill  also  provides  that  a  person  who 
seeks  office  and  is  elected  as  a  member  of 
the  Legislature  while  holding  a  municipal 
office  or  appointment  is  deemed  to  have  re- 
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signed  such  municipal  office  on  the  day  in 
which  the  provincial  election  returns  are 
published  in  the  Ontario  Gazette. 

TOWN  OF  KINCARDINE 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  respecting  the  Town  of 
Kincardine,  1972. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
provides  a  method  of  giving  title  to  persons 
occupying  summer  cottage  lands  in  an  area 
known  as  "The  Strand"  in  the  town  of  Kin- 

cardine pursuant  to  leases  issued  under  a 
1907  statute.  The  boundaries  in  the  area  have 
been  confirmed  by  a  municipal  survey  and  a 

plan  has  been  prepared  through  which  over- 
lapping plans  may  be  expunged  and  further 

plans  of  subdivision  prepared  for  the  pur- 
poses of  conveying  title. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Why  don't  we  do  that  in 
northern  Ontario?  We've  got  500  cottages  up there. 

MINING  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Mining 
Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  is, 
in  the  main,  of  a  housekeeping  nature  and 
contains  no  major  changes  in  principle.  In 

addition  to  changing  the  name  of  miner's 
licence  to  prospector's  licence,  the  bill  cor- rects the  internal  references,  consolidates  a 
number  of  provisions  and  simplifies  some 
procedures. 

CHILD  WELFARE  ACT 

Mr.  Shulman  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Child  Welfare 
Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  re- 
moves the  restriction  of  marital  status  for 

persons  wishing  to  adopt  a  child. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  before  the 

orders  of  the  day,  I'd  like  to  table  the  answers 
to  questions  5,  10,  14,  15  and  18  which 
were  standing  on  the  order  paper.  (See 
appendix,  page  3963.) 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We've  got  an  answer  to  No. 
5  after  three  months?  It's  amazing  how 
quickly  that  government  moves! 

Mr.  Reid:  How  about  No.  6? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 

MEAT  INSPECTION  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart  moves  second  reading 

of  Bill  145,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Meat  In- 

spection Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Huron- Bruce. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  We  support 
this  particular  bill.  Actually,  as  near  as  I 
can  determine,  this  bill  just  allows  for  the 
Meat  Inspection  Act  to  apply  to  slaughtering 
houses  which  are  involved  also  in  the  actual 

processing  of  meats,  presumably  for  cat  food 
and  dog  food  and  so  on.  We  find  no  par- 

ticular objection  to  that-indeed  it's  laudatory 
—so  we  consequently  support  the  bill. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): The  former  member  for  Niagara  Falls 

favoured  inspection  for  dog  food. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  participate  in  the  debate?  Does  the  hon. 
minister  have  any  comments? 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 

to  correct,  I  think,  a  misunderstanding  in 
what  my  hon.  friend  said.  This  is  the  Meat 
Inspection  Act.  I  think  he  referred  to  it  as 
including  dog  and  cat  food,  and  this  kind  of 
thing— the  manufacture  of  that? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  My  understanding  of  the  bill 
was  that  it  would  involve  meat  processing  in 
slaughtering  plants  where  the  Meat  Inspection 
Act  applies.  Is  that  not  so? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes.  But  it's  for  human 
food. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  It's  only  for  human  food? 
Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  for  both,  but  for 

human  food  particularly. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Oh,  I  see,  but  it  does  include 
dog-  and  cat-food  processing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  it  could. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  But  the  main  emphasis  is  on 
human  food? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  That's  right. 
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Mr.  Gaunt:  All  right.  We  still  agree.  Thank 

you. 

Mr  Speaker:  I  did  call  to  see  whether  or 
not  other  members  wished  to  speak  before 
the  hon.  minister  replied.  However,  if  the 
hon.  minister  has  no  objection,  I  will  permit 
further  debate  on  Bill  145. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  appreciate  the  exception  that  is  being  made. 
I  simply  wanted  to  say  that  this  party  does 
approve  of  the  principle  of  the  bill  and  of 
the  extended  meaning  given  to  the  definition 
of  meat  products  in  the  bill.  I  wanted  the 
record  to  make  certain  that  it  was  clearly 
understood  that  we  did  support  the  bill. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

MINISTRY  OF  AGRICULTURE 
AND  FOOD  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart  moves  second  reading  of 
bill  151,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ministry  of 
Agriculture  and  Food  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  This  bill  brings  under  the 
legislative  umbrella  the  two  announcements 
the  minister  made  with  respect  to  the  Ontario 
beef  heifer  programme  and  the  programme 
designed  to  allow  farmers  to  purchase  milk 
quota.  We,  of  course,  support  both  of  those 
programmes,  hence  the  bill. 

May  I  make  a  comment  with  respect  to  the 
procedure  insofar  as  the  banks  are  concerned? 
I  put  a  question  to  the  minister  the  other 
day  about  it.  This  has  been  of  some  concern 
to  a  number  of  farmers  who  have  approached 
the  bank  managers  only  to  find  out  that  they 
know  nothing  of  the  programme. 

I  find  that  difficult  to  understand,  partic- 
ularly in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  ministry 

has  been  conducting  negotiations  with  the 
head  offices  of  the  various  banks.  Presumably 
those  people  would  communicate  the  details 
of  the  programme  to  their  various  branches 
throughout  the  province,  and  I  find  it  some- 

what disturbing  to  learn  that  this  hasn't  been done. 

Perhaps  it's  an  indication  that  many  of  the 
major  banks  in  the  province  do  not  consider 

the  agricultural  industry  and  the  agricultural 
business  to  be  one  of  their  main  thrusts.  I 

think  there's  only  one  major  bank  operating in  the  Province  of  Ontario  which  has  an 
agricultural  department.  They  actually  train 
and  devote  much  of  the  time  to  teaching 
their  bank  managers  concerning  agricultural 
matters  and  what  should  be  taken  into  account 
when  lending  to  farmers. 

For  the  rest  of  them,  if  the  business  comes 

that's  fine;  if  it  doesn't,  that's  fine  also.  Any 
bank  that's  operating  in  an  agricultural  area, 
of  course,  will  attract  to  itself  a  certain 

amount  of  farm  business.  I've  noticed  that 
there's  no  real  push  by  some  of  the  banks, 
apart  from  the  one  I  have  already  mentioned, 
to  actually  get  in  and  specialize  in  the  agri- 

cultural business  to  the  extent  that  they  give 
their  bank  managers  special  training.  I  think 

that's  noteworthy.  Perhaps  it  is  a  symptom 
of  the  particular  affliction  that's  captured 
many  of  the  major  banks  operating  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  provision  in 
the  bill  of  guarantee  by  the  Province  of 
Ontario  for  certain  agricultural  farm  purposes 
is  one  which  always  concerns  us  because  of 
the  reason  expressed  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Huron-Bruce. 

We  are  concerned  because  we  don't  under- 
stand the  extent  to  which— apart  from  the 

generalities  which  come  into  this  kind  of 

debate— the  minister  and  the  government— 
with  whatever  support  from  the  government 
as  a  whole  or  the  Treasurer  (Mr.  McKeough), 
the  minister  may  need— have  had  discussions 
with  the  chartered  banks  about  this  problem 
of  providing  financial  assistance  within  the 
banking  framework  for  farm  purposes  in  the 

province. 
It  seems  to  us  that  it  is  just  too  simple  to 

provide  always  the  guarantee  of  the  province 
as  the  method  by  which  the  banks  can  be 
persuaded  to  provide  the  funds  that  are 
needed,  not  only  for  legitimate  purposes,  but 
for  purposes  that  have  a  valid  economic  base. 

It  would  seem  to  me,  for  example,  again 
with  the  usual  disclaimer  that  it  is  quite  some 

time  since  I  have  engaged  in  farming- 

Mr.  Grant:  The  last  time  was  in  Huron- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —that  a  loan  made  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  him  to  purchase  or  retain 
female  breeding  stock  for  beef  production  is 
a  valid  economic  purpose;   one  that  should 
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lead  a  bank  manager  on  an  overall  bank 

policy  to  say:  "That  is  an  economic  purpose 
within  which  we  can  advance  funds." 

Similarly,  with  the  second  part  of  the  loan 
provision  with  respect  to  market-sharing 
quotas  or  dairy  cows  or  bred  dairy  heifers,  it 

seems  to  us  that  any  of  the  banks— if  they  had 
a  specific  orientation  in  some  portion  of  their 

organization  toward  the  farming  community- 
would  recognize  that  within  that  special 
framework,  these  are  legitimate  purposes  for 
which  bank  credits  and  bank  loan  money 
should  be  available,  without  the  need  to  have 

the  guarantee  of  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

We  are  not  going  to  suggest  that  it  is 
necessary  to  put  the  bill  into  committee  in 

order  that  we  might  move  the  kind  of  amend- 
ment that  would  at  least  lead  us  to  believe 

that  some  real  effort  of  judgement  was  being 
made  in  the  circumstances  of  the  grant  of  the 
guarantee.  But  let  me  point  out  to  the 
minister  that  we  have  debated  this  just 

recently  in  the  Legislature,  the  Ontario  Devel- 
opment Corp.  Act  amendments. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  in  that  bill, 
and  in  the  Northern  Ontario  Development 
Corp.  bill,  that  where  we  are  providing  for 
the  guarantee  of  the  Province  of  Ontario, 

or  the  corporation,  which  for  practical  pur- 
poses is  the  guarantee  of  the  Province  of 

Ontario,  we  have  this  phraseology:  "where 
in  the  opinion  of  the  board"— that  is,  the 
board  of  the  Ontario  Development  Corp.  And 
I  would  suggest  that  in  a  bill  such  as  this  it 

would  be,  "where  in  the  opinion  of  the  Lieu- 
tenant Governor  in  Council,"  or,  "where  in 

the  opinion  of  the  minister,  he  recommends 

to  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council,"  that where  the  funds  in  the  circumstances  are  not 

available  elsewhere  on  reasonable  terms,  it 

should  be  an  essential  part  of  the  determin- 
ing condition  under  which  the  particular  loan 

in  the  particular  situation  is  being  made 
within  the  confines  of  the  purpose  of  that 

guarantee. 

Again,  we  have  this  concern  that  there  is 
going  to  be  an  automatic  provision  of  the 
guarantee  of  the  province  of  Ontario,  where 
a  loan  is  being  made  for  this  purpose  by  a 
bank,  and  the  automatic  fact  that  the  loan 
is  being  made  for  that  purpose  will  entitle 

it  to  the  guarantee  of  the  government;  where- 
as it  seems  to  me  that  any  loan  made  for 

these  specific  purposes  should  be  based  upon 
the  fact  that  in  the  circumstances  the  funds 
are  not  available  elsewhere  on  reasonable 
terms. 

That  would,  in  my  judgement,  Mr. 

Speaker,  enable  the  minister,   with  the  sup- 

port of  his  colleagues  in  the  government, 
to  start  to  talk  with  the  banks  about  the 
very  real  need  of  the  farm  community  to  get 

ordinary  commercial  credit,  ordinary  com- 
mercial loans,  or  semi-capital  loans  from  the 

chartered  banks— if  one  wants  to  dignify 
these  loans  up  to  $15,000  for  these  purposes 

—without  having  to  have  the  guarantee  of 
the  province  of  Ontario,  because  they  stand 
on  their  own  feet. 

Now  it  may  be  that  one  particular  farmer 
is  a  better  credit  risk  than  another,  has 

more  assets  and  is  able  to  give  more  secur- 
ity. You  can  make  individual  distinctions  be- 

tween particular  recipients  of  the  loan.  But 
it  is  not  that  problem  that  is  of  concern 
to  us.  It  is  the  concern  that  there  is  a  basic 
substratum  that  before  the  banks  will  advance 

money  for  this  kind  of  purpose,  they  have 
got  to  have  the  guarantee  of  the  province. 
I  would  recommend  to  the  minister  that 
before  the  exercise  of  this  power  and  without 
any  specific  amendment  being  made  to  this 
bill,  he  take  into  consideration  that  each 
time  he  makes  the  recommendation  he  use 
in  the  back  of  his  mind  the  condition  that 

the  funds,  in  the  circumstances,  are  not  avail- 
able elsewhere  on  reasonable  terms.  He  must 

make  a  very  real  effort  to  indicate  to  the 
chartered  banks  that  he,  the  Minister  of 

Agriculture  and  Food,  and  the  government  of 

Ontario  supporting  him,  the  Minister  of  Agri- 
culture and  Food,  expect  the  chartered  banks 

in  the  province  to  make  this  kind  of  loan  as 
an  ordinary  economic  effective  method  of 

providing  funds  to  the  farm  community,  not 
by  way  of  any  bounty  but  because  it  is  a 
good  business  transaction  for  the  banks  if 

they  will  put  their  attention  to  it  and  recog- 
nize the  importance  of  the  farm  community 

within  the  general  economy  of  the  province. 

I  have  been  concerned,  and  anyone  else 

that  I  speak  to  about  the  problems  of  financ- 
ing farm  operations  is  basically  concerned, 

that  because  the  farmer  doesn't  have  access 
to  the  chartered  banks  on  reasonable  terms 

for  normal  banking  purposes,  he  is  driven  to 
accept  some  kind  of  tied  arrangements  either 
with  the  big  producers  or  the  big  middlemen 
in  the  operation  or  the  big  outlets,  who 
provide  him  with  funds  on  certain  terms 
which  are  not  available  to  him  elsewhere. 

I  don't  think  any  of  us  want  to  see  a  tied 
farm  community  in  the  province. 

I  think  the  purpose  the  minister  has  been 
driving  at  is  to  retain  an  independent  farm 
community  within  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
able  to  have  the  benefits  of  reasonable  market 

conditions  and  stability  of  prices,  while  at 

the  same  time  not  losing  its  independence— 
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not  only  because  independence  is  valuable 
in  itself  but  because  it  is  an  economic  part 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario  and  that  inde- 

pendence is  essential  to  the  proper  function- 
ing of  the  kind  of  economy  that  we  believe 

is  essential  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  The 

farm  community  is  a  very  important  part 
of  it  but  in  our  judgement  tends  to  be  a 
very  threatened  part  of  the  total  overall 

economic  community  of  the  Province  of  On- 
tario. I  would  commend  that  to  the  minister 

and  ask  him  to  comment. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  any  other  members  wish 
to  comment  on  this  bill?  If  not,  the  hon. 
minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speak- 
er. With  regard  to  the  comments  that  have 

been  made,  I  would  first  of  all  express  appre- 
ciation of  the  comments;  I  share  a  sympa- 

thetic understanding  of  what  has  been  said. 

I  would,  however,  like  to  point  out  that 
while  we  may  share  the  common  concern 
that  there  has  been  what  could  be  described 

as  a  lack  of  available  credit  by  the  chartered 
banks  to  farmers— I  think  it  is  a  debatable 
point;  it  depends  on  what  farmer  you  talk 
to  really.  In  this  particular  case  of  the  beef 
heifer  loan  programme  the  very  nature  of 

the  programme,  whereby  there  is  no  real  in- 
come achieved  from  the  money  invested  in 

the  beef  heifer  until  the  first  calf  is  pro- 
duced and  sold,  thereby  not  generating  any 

income  to  repay  the  loan,  is  in  itself  contrary 
to  general  bank  lending  policies.  Generally, 
with  a  bank  loan  they  determine  what  the 
cash  flow  will  be  and  how  that  loan  is  going 
to  be  repaid,  whether  it  will  be  on  a  weekly, 

monthly,  semi-annual  or  yearly  basis,  what- 
ever it  may  be. 

In  this  particular  case  we  were  asked  by 

the  beef  producers'  association  of  Ontario 
to  make  some  arrangement  with  the  bank 
whereby  interest  only  would  be  paid  for  the 
first  two  years  of  the  loan  and,  following 

that,  interest  plus  20  per  cent  of  the  princi- 
pal for  the  next  five  years,  which  seemed  to 

make  a  great  deal  of  sense. 

It  is  a  seven-year  loan  with  interest  only 
for  the  first  two  years. 

In  our  initial  discussions  with  the  central 

offices  of  the  seven  chartered  banks,  there 
was  some  concern  expressed  by  them  about 
this  new  type  of  an  approach.  It  had  not 
been  tried  before,  to  our  knowledge,  nor,  I 
believe,  to  theirs.  However,  we  explained  to 
them,  as  I  hope  I  have  been  able  to  explain 
this  afternoon,  the  nature  of  the  type  of 
loan  and  the  business  we  were  trying  to  get 

into.  They  finally  went  along  with  the  gov- 
ernment guarantee  of  prime  plus  one  per 

cent. 

With  regard  to  the  loan  as  far  as  the  milk 
industry  is  concerned;  there  is  no  question 
that  we  could  use  more  industrial  milk  in  the 

Province  of  Ontario.  The  unfortunate  part 
of  it  is  that  we  have  several  million  pounds 

of  market-sharing  and  subsidy  eligibility 
quota  in  Ontario  not  being  used.  What  we 
would  1  ke  to  do  is  persuade  those  farmers 
who  are  producing  milk,  for  which  they  do 
not  have  either  type  of  quota,  to  purchase 
that  quota  from  those  who  have  it  to  spare. 

What  we  are  suggesting  here  is  that  we 
encourage  those  farmers  to  borrow  from  the 
bank,  if  necessary,  and  buy  that  quota;  they 

will  pay  it  off  faster  than  any  other  invest- 
ment they  could  make  today  that  I  know  of. 

But  there  is  a  reluctance  on  the  part  of 
many  farmers  to  borrow  money  from  the 

bank.  I  don't  know  why  it  is,  but  it's  there. 
Perhaps  they  haven't  been  used  to  doing 
business  that  way.  Perhaps  it's  a  natural 
reluctance;   I  don't  know. 
We  believe  that  we  had  about  two  years 

to  bring  our  production  in  Ontario  up  to 
what  was  expected  of  us  by  the  Canadian 
Dairy  Commission  if  we  hoped  to  hold  our 

present  provincial  market-sharing  quota  in 

this  province.  If  we  can't  bring  that  produc- 
tion up  to  that  level  in  the  next  two  years, 

then  I  think  it  can  be  expected  that  the 

Canadian  Dairy  Commission  can  say  to  On- 
tario that  since  we  are  not  using  the  quota 

it  has  given  us  and  that  it  will  allocate  more 
to  some  other  province.  I  think  a  typical 
illustration  of  this  is  the  fact  that  we  are 

producing  only  70  per  cent  of  our  market- 
sharing  quota  in  Ontario  and  Quebec  is  pro- 

ducing 96  per  cent  of  their  market-sharing 

quota. Part  of  the  reason  is  the  very  high  stand- 
ards of  quality  livestock  that  we  have  in  this 

province.  They  are  in  demand  all  over  the 
world.  Whether  they  be  purebreds  or  grade 
cattle,  they  are  in  demand.  The  Holstein 
dairy  cattle  across  this  province  are  perhaps 

the  finest  Holstein  cattle  to  be  found  any- 
where in  the  world  on  a  general  basis.  There 

has  been  tremendous  demand  for  export 

purposes. 

It's  pretty  hard  for  a  farmer  to  refuse  those 
opportunities  to  sell.  There  may  be  other 
reasons  why  he  would  want  to  sell  as  well; 
labour  problems  are  part  of  it;  certainly  I 
think  the  price  has  come  to  the  point  where 
farmers  are  reasonably  satisfied  with  the 

industrial  milk  price  in  the  province,  subsi- 
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dized  as  it  is  by  the  federal  government. 
Therefore,  we  feel  we  have  to  make  a  con- 

certed effort. 

Now  how  do  we  accomplish  it?  I  agree 
with  what  my  friend  from  Riverdale  says, 

that  there  shouldn't  be  necessity  to  guarantee 
a  loan  that  is  obviously  as  secure  as  this 
loan  is  for  the  purchase  of  a  milk  quota.  But 
what  we  are  trying  to  do  is  to  suggest  to 
the  farmer  that  he  might  get  a  better  rate 
of  interest  if  he  were  to  borrow  with  our 

guarantee.  Now  we  can  go  to  the  farmer 
through  the  extension  branch,  and  the  field 
men  of  the  Milk  Marketing  Board  and  the 
Milk  Commission  and  try  to  match  up  these 
people  with  quota  to  sell  and  those  who 
should  buy  quota.  This  is  the  purpose  of  the 

pioject. 
I  would  like  to  add  one  further  comment, 

Mr.  Speaker.  We  have  had  bankers'  schools in  the  Province  of  Ontario  where  we  have 

put  on  short  courses  for  say,  a  week  at  a 
time  or  three  days  at  a  time;  we  invited  bank 
managers  from  rural  communities  in  a  two- 

or  three-county  district  and  have  had  people 
there  who  are  knowledgeable  in  farm  man- 

agement work  to  explain  to  them  the  oper- 
ation of  a  viable  farm  in  Ontario. 

I  think  it  has  had  a  marked  effect.  How- 

ever, I  believe  we  have  to  recognize  that 

today's  bank  staffs  may  not  have  had  the 
experience  and  the  advantage,  I  like  to  think, 
of  being  raised  in  rural  Ontario  and  knowing 
something  about  the  farm.  Many  of  them 
today  are  the  product  of  the  urban  com- 

munity, which  is  to  be  expected,  and  they 
are  not  knowledgeable  about  the  farm  oper- 

ation. They  are,  of  course,  knowledgeable 
about  business,  as  business  operates.  But 
there  is  a  difference  in  buying  a  new  car,  a 
fridge  or  an  appliance  and  investing  in  live- 

stock and  the  different  establishment  of  cash 

flows  than  in  a  business.  It  isn't  quite  the same  on  a  farm. 

We  have  tried  to— 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  told  you  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  beg  your  pardon? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  told  the  minister  you  could 
get  a  loan  to  buy  a  car  a  lot  easier  than 
you  could  get  a  loan  to  buy  10  cows. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I'm  sure  you  can,  and 
for  the  very  reason  that  the  bank  manager 

understands  that;  but  I'm  not  so  sure  he 
understands  this  other  matter. 

Now,  as  I  answered  my  hon.  friend  from 

Huron-Bruce  the  other  day,  Mr.  Speaker, 
we    have    suggested    that    where    there    are 

bank  managers  who  are  not  too  conversant 

with  this— and  I'm  sure  there  aren't  many, 
but  there  may  be  some;  I  understand  there 
may  be  an  odd  one  who  has  the  head  office 
paper  and  has  called  our  ag  reps  and  said, 
"What's  this  all  about?" 

Our  ag  reps  have  gone  into  the  office  and 
sat  down  and  talked  to  him,  advising  him 
what  the  programme  was  all  about,  the  need 
for  more  beef  cattle  in  this  country,  the 
desire  that  we  have  to  be  more  self-suffi- 

cient in  our  province  to  meet  our  require- 
ments, of  our  opportunities,  not  only  to  pro- 

duce but  to  feed,  to  process  and  to  meet  the 
demands  of  the  consumers.  They  have  gone 
along  with  the  idea.  They  think  it  is  a 

great  idea.  They  say,  "Well,  all  right,  now 
we  understand  it,  we  are  ready  to  do  Dusiness. 

I  have  suggested  to  some  other  farmers 
who  have  run  into  this  problem  when  they 
went  to  the  local  bank  manager  to  talk  about 
it,  that  they  go  to  the  local  agricultural 
representative  in  their  respective  county,  or 

the  farm  management  specialist  in  the  dis- 
trict, discuss  it  with  them,  draw  up  a  pro- 

gramme, take  that  programme  and,  hope- 
fully, take  the  farm  management  specialist 

or  the  ag  rep  with  them  to  the  bank  manager 
and  discuss  it  with  him.  This  has  happened, 
and  I  understand  that  things  are  moving 
along  in  this  regard. 

It  will  take  a  while  to  work  it  out.  I 

appreciate  the  support  by  my  friends  oppo- 
site. I  think  we  are  on  the  right  track.  There 

is  no  question  that  there  are  endless  oppor- 
tunities for  the  advancement  of  agriculture 

in  these  two  fields,  providing  we  seize  the 

opportunity  to  capitalize  on  them. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

PUBLIC  HEALTH  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Potter  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  143,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public  Health 
Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Essex  South. 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  Mr. 

Speaker,  in  addressing  myself  to  the  principle 
of  this  particular  bill,  at  the  outset  I  would 

say  it  appears  to  be  a  good  bill  with  which 
my  party  is  in  accord.  I  know  that  several  of 
us  have  met  with  other  medical  groups,  such 
as   the   dentists,   who   on  their  own  volition 
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have  set  out  standards  whereby  their  own 

profession  can't  own  and  operate  laboratories, 
because  they  can  see  the  potential  abuses  in 
this  regard. 

So,  we  would  certainly  support  the  prin- 
ciples that  are  enunciated  in  this  particular 

bill.  I  am  pleased  further  to  see  that  the 
operation  of  the  particular  laboratory  must  be 
conducted  by  the  person  named  on  that 
licence  and  also  the  other  specifics  that,  if  it 
should  be  a  corporation  that  owns  and  oper- 

ates facilities,  if  there  are  any  changes  in 
the  board  of  directors,  the  minister  must  be 
notified  in  this  regard.  So,  we  can  be  assured 
of  the  type  of  testing,  and  so  forth,  that  we 
wish  done  in  this  province. 

I  believe  that's  the  other  principle,  that 
only  the  testing  that  is  specified  in  the  licence 
can  be  conducted  on  that  premise  without 

the  submission  to  the  minister's  department 
for  an  extension  of  these  privileges.  I  agree 
that  this  particular  Act  is  good  and  is  going 
to  be  of  benefit  to  the  people  of  the  province 
in  many  ways.  I  support  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Parkdale. 

Mr.  J.  Dukszta  (Parkdale):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
shall  also  support  the  bill,  but  I  want  to  make 
a  few  remarks  about  it.  It  is  about  time  the 
bill  was  introduced.  A  very  large  industry 
has  been  developing  in  Ontario  in  medical 
laboratories.  They  have  been  around  for  some 
time,  but  only  recently  have  they  become  in 
fact  an  object  of  risk  capital  and  a  very 
profitable  field  to  invest  in.  Some  people  are 
making  a  lot  of  money  by  analysing  specimens 
for  what  are  necessary  procedures  in  total 
health  care  for  the  people  of  Ontario. 

The  medical  laboratories  started,  I  think 
innocently  enough,  by  being  set  up  by  doctors 
to  analyse  specimens  for  their  own  patients. 
Hospitals  set  up  labs  to  do  the  work  inside 
the  hospitals  and  groups  of  doctors  got 
together  to  set  up  better  labs  with  more 
equipment.  But,  soon,  they  became  more 
mechanized  and  automated.  It  is  now  a  large 

business.  I  don't  really  think  the  bill  deals 
with  that  part  of  it.  It  does  not  deal  with  the 
fact  that  it  is  a  very  large  business.  It  does 
not  deal  with  the  fact  that  more  medical 

laboratories  are  being  bought  out  by  the 
larger  companies,  often  American.  It  has  not 
mentioned  at  all,  in  the  context  of  the  bill, 
the  collusion  between  the  medical  profession 
and  the  private  medical  labs.  That  is  a  major 
point  to  which  I  have  an  objection  although 
I  am  voting  for  the  bill,  as  I  said,  on  the 
principle  that  bandaging  is  better  than  noth- 

ing at  all. 

What  has  occurred,  I  think,  in  terms  of 
the  arrangements  made  between  the  private 
physicians  and  their  own  private  laboratories 
is  that  they  either  refer  an  excessive  and  often 
unnecessary,  amount  of  tests  to  their  own 
labs,  or  they  send  the  bills  for  the  various 
laboratory  procedures  to  OHIP  while  actually 
farming  out  the  work  that  the  laboratories  do 
to  other  laboratories  which  are  cheaper,  and 
profiting  considerably  on  the  whole  pro- 

cedure. They  operate  often  like  bleeding 

stations.  I've  looked  through  the  bill  and  I 
don't  see  any  mention  of  it.  I  don't  see  any 
type  of  quality  control  set  up  for  operations 
of  this  sort. 

The  bill  is  a  very  minuscule  attempt  to 
clean  up  the  morass  of  the  private  laboratory 
field.  There  are  a  number  of  points  which  I 
think  we  should  simply  go  over,  not  that  I 
intend  to  suggest  we  should  discuss  the  bill 
in  detail  in  the  committee  stage,  but  there 
are  a  number  of  points  which  I  would  like 
to  mention  which  should  be  held  in  mind  in 
consideration  as  a  textual  criticism,  or 
criticism  for  any  future  design  of  a  bill,  re- 

garding how  to  control  the  labs,  how  to 
operate  the  labs  and  how  to  design  the  labs. 

I  think  it  is  obvious  that  the  medical 

laboratory  business  in  Canada  has  got  a  little 
out  of  hand.  There  are  many  people  now  in 
the  government,  and  obviously  in  the  opposi- 

tion and  in  the  medical  profession,  who  say 
that  the  laboratories  should  be  entirely  run 
either  by  the  hospitals  or  the  government,  or 
should  at  the  very  least  operate  under  strictly 
controlled  contracts.  This  legislation  does  not 
allow  for  this.  It  does  not  allow  for  any  type 
of  quality  control.  There  is  a  section,  section 
45(1)1,  in  which  the  minister  suggests  he  will 
appoint  one  or  more  persons  as  inspectors. 

I  am  not  clear— and  maybe  this  is  some- 
thing he  can  answer  in  his  rebuttal— whether 

those  inspectors  will  be  on  a  steady  basis,  or 
whether  they  will  go  when  they  please,  or 
whether  they  will  go  when  they  are  asked, 
or  what  will  be  the  method  of  inspecting  and 
providing  quality  control  over  the  medical 
labs? 

The  other  point  to  which  I  would  like  to 
return,  on  which  I  may  not  have  elaborated, 
is  on  the  billing  procedures  in  this  province, 
which  are  not  controlled.  I  am  very  con- 

cerned by  the  possibility  of  kickbacks  which 
accrue  to  the  physicians  if  they  use  particular 
labs  and  not  the  others.  I  would  strongly 
urge  the  minister  not  to  accept  the  goodwill 
of  the  medical  associations  who  now  state 
that  it  is  sort  of  vaguely  unethical  to  own 
your  own  laboratory  and  send  your  work  to 
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it,  but  to  make  it  into  a  stricter  law  in  which 
it  is  not  allowed  for  a  physician,  or  anyone 
who  is  directly  concerned  with  care,  to  own 
a  lab.  There  is  a  natural  collusion  which 

occurs.  You  do,  in  fact,  order  more  tests 
than  are  necessary  if  you  do  own  a  lab. 

Again,  sort  of  as  advice,  I  would  offer  a 
number  of  points:  A  number  of  tests  are 
repetitive,  and  often  a  complete  battery  of 
tests  is  ordered  only,  in  fact,  to  provide  extra 
income.  In  the  system  that  we  operate,  which 
is  a  fee  for  each  service  provided,  it  is 

easier,  and  permissible,  and  of  course  ex- 
tremely gainful,  to  order  a  whole  battery 

of  often  unnecessary  tests;  not  so  much  to 
provide  benefits  for  the  patient,  but  only  as 

an  extra  increment  to  the  physician's  income. 
I  would,  as  an  example,  suggest  that  the 

large  incomes  of  the  Alberta  pathologists  are 

possibly  related— and  it  has  been  spoken  of 

in  these  terms— to  the  element  of  "kickbacks" 
they  have  received  by  being  involved  in  the 
laboratories.  And  that  is  something  that  needs 
to  be  looked  into. 

I  don't  really  think  that  one  needs  a  med- 
ical person  or  professional  to  be  in  charge 

or  directly  supervising  a  medical  lab  in  any 
sense.  What  we  need,  in  fact,  is  a  science 
graduate  who  is  perfectly  able  to  do  it  much 
better  than  others. 

I  assume  that  the  intention,  from  what  the 
minister  has  stated,  is  that  there  will  be 

some  kind  of  "cleaning  up"  of  those  who  will 
get  the  licence;  and  only  properly  qualified 
people  will  be  able  to  do  it. 

But  I  would  again  urge  the  minister  that 
the  medical  people  should  act  as  consultants, 
and  not  as  supervisors,  of  any  large  labs. 

Pathologists  are  much  too  expensive  a  com- 
modity to  be  used  in  that  sense;  especially 

as  their  involvement  is  only  usually  used  to 
augment  their  income. 

In  the  final  analysis,  there  really  is  no 
room  for  free  enterprise  in  the  whole  lab 
field.  For  that  matter,  in  the  whole  field  of 
health  care.  But  I  suspect  probably  my  voice 

is  falling  on  totally  deaf  ears.  But,  never- 
theless, I  should  say  it.  Like  so  many  of 

the  other  bills  of  the  present  minister,  I'll 
support  it  with  so  many  qualms  that  when 
I  sit  down  my  heart  will  feel  extremely 
heavy. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 

Opposition. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
wanted  to  say  something  about  the  bill  and 
also  to  say  that  we  are  glad  to  see  the 
minister  back  in  his  place;  looking  a  little 

wan,  but  he  still  has  that  glint  in  his  eye. 
And  I  am  glad  he  is  here  to  discuss  the 

legislation. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  think  there  are  a 

number  of,  I  trust,  misconceptions  associated 
with  one  of  the  principle  measures  here 
before  us.  And  that  is  the  control  of  the 

laboratory  procedures  that  are  becoming  such 
a  very  large  part  of  the  expense  that  we 
cover  under  our  health  services  here. 

One  of  the  myths  associated  with  it  is  that 
certain  members  of  the  medical  profession 
will  require  tests  that  other  doctors  say  from 
time  to  time  are  not  essential  for  the  kind 

of  diagnosis  that  is  presented  to  some  of  the 
members  of  the  profession.  I  have  heard  it 
said,  as  well,  that  sometimes  these  tests  are 
farmed  out  away  from  the  facilities  that  are 
available  under  public  direction  in  hospitals 

now;  and  that  there  are  cases  where  tech- 
nicans  will  work  only  part  time  in  a  hospital 
and  work  the  rest  of  their  time  for  the 

private  facility  that  is  owned  by  a  group  of 

doctors.  And  the  doctors  concerned  may  pre- 
scribe that  the  tests  be  done  by  their  own 

firm. 

I  think  there  are  so  many  of  these  stories 
going  around  about  the  procedures  and  the 
abuse  of  the  public  funds  that  are  available 
to  pay  for  these  terribly  important,  essential 
procedures,  that  it  is  very  welcome  indeed 
that  the  minister  appears  to  be  taking  a 
strong  step  to  at  least  exclude  the  conflict 
of  interest  that  many  people  find  so  difficult 
to  even  conceive  of.  It  evidently  has  crept 

into— well  it  has  got  into  it  in  a  big  way— the 
provision  of  medical  testing  facilities. 

So  I  enthusiastically  welcome  this  pro- 
vision, if  it  works  the  way  that  I  expect  it 

to  work;  and  I  trust  the  minister  expects  it 
to  work  as  well. 

I  can't  help  but  agree  with  one  of  the 
former  speakers  who  said  that  many  people 
believe  that  all  of  these  facilities  should  be 

operated  and  owned  by  the  government  and 
operated  at  public  expense  in  conjunction 
with  our  medical  services.  I  think  from  time 
to  time  some  of  them  are  esoteric  tests, 
particularly  those  under  development,  that 
might  very  well  be  developed  on  a  private 
basis.  But  in  most  communities,  and  surely 

through  the  co-operation  of  the  hospital 
jurisdictions,  there  should  be  extensive, 

sophisticated,  almost  complete  testing  facil- 
ities available  to  anybody  in  this  province. 

So  that  a  doctor  exercising  his  professional 
responsibility  can  order  these  tests  and  know 
that  they  will  be  done  with  precision  and 
accuracy;  that  they  will  be  done  swiftly;  that 
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the  charges  for  them  are  going  to  be  mini- 
mal and  they  are  not  going  to  be  heaped  on 

anybody's  medical  expenses,  even  those  which 
are  paid  for  them  from  the  public  funds.  I 
find  it  almost  impossible  to  believe  some  of 

the  stories  of  greed— actually,  something  that 
amounts  to  the  worst  kind  of  deception— which 
have  been  associated  with  the  explosive 
growth  of  the  medical  testing  business.  Cer- 

tainly I  welcome  the  bill  for  that  particular 
section. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Are  there  any  other  hon. 
members  who  wish  to  address  themselves  to 
this  bill?  The  member  for  Riverdale. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  order  to 
avoid,  if  possible,  putting  the  bill  into  com- 

mittee, I  would  ask  the  minister  if  he  would 
comment  upon  the  two  or  three  sections  of 
the  bill  which  are  not  related  to  the  medical 
laboratory  question.  I  notice,  for  example, 
that  we  are  amending  one  section  of  the  bill 
to  limit  the  authority  to  regulate  garbage 
disposal  to  garbage  and  refuse  on  private 
premises.  The  bill,  as  presently  drafted,  uses 

the  term  "refuse"  and  it  certainly  doesn't 
have  any  such  limited  connotation.  I  would 
ask  the  minister  to  explain  what  the  purpose 
is  of  that  particular  section  of  the  bill. 

Similarly,  with  the  amendment  proposed  to 
section  35  of  the  bill. 

So  far  as  the  principal  subject  matter  of 
the  bill  is  concerned,  the  licensing  of  medical 
laboratories,  I  think  as  my  colleague,  the 
member  for  Parkdale,  has  said,  we  support 
the  principle  of  a  government  licensing  sys- 

tem. I  am  concerned  about,  and  would  ask 
the  minister  to  comment  upon,  the  matters 
which  are  left  to  be  decided  by  regulation, 
in  particular  the  provision  which  states  that 
the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council  may 
make  the  regulations  prescribing  classes  of 
persons  who  shall  not  be  the  owners  of 
laboratories  or  have  any  interest  in  them.  I 
would  ask  him  to  explain  also  the  provision 
with  respect  to  the  licensing  authority  insti- 

tuting a  system  for  payment  by  the  province 
of  all  or  any  part  of  the  annual  expenditures 
of  laboratories  in  lieu  of  amounts  payable 
under  the  Health  Insurance  Act,  1972. 

It  would  appear  to  me  that  the  substance 
of  the  provisions  related  to  a  review  board 
need  not  have  any  elaborate  comment  here 
because  they  have  been  introduced  in  any 
number  of  bills  in  implementation  of  the 
recommendations  of  the  McRuer  commission 
as  to  how  matters  dealing  with  licensing  and 
the  granting  of  licences  and  the  authority  to 
grant  the  licences  should  be  exercised.  If  the 

minister  would  be  good  enough  to  comment 
on  those  points,  it  would  appear  that  it  is 
not  necessary  for  us  to  request  that  the  bill 
go  into  oommittee  of  the  whole  House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  any  other  hon.  members 
wish  to  speak  to  this  bill? 

If  not,  the  hon.  minister.  I  might  point  out 
to  the  hon.  minister  that  if  he  wishes  and  if 
he  would  be  more  comfortable,  it  is  perfectly 
in  order  for  him  to  speak  from  his  seat  if  he 
would  care  to. 

Hon.  R.  T.  Potter  (Minister  of  Health): 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  will  take  you  up 
on  that. 

I  was  delighted  to  hear  the  response  of  the 
hon.  members  on  the  other  side  of  the  House 
concerning  this  bill.  I,  too,  have  felt  very 

strongly  about  it  and  that's  why  it  is  here.  I 
feel  strongly  about  the  fact  that  we  have  had 
such  a  tremendous  increase  in  the  use  of  our 
laboratory  facilities,  and  the  escalating  costs 
of  laboratory  facilities  in  the  province  since 
this  became  covered  by  the  insurance  pro- 

gramme. There  was  certainly  every  indication 
here  to  prove  to  us  that  it  was  time  we 
stepped  in  and  had  some  kind  of  control. 

I,  too,  agree  that  this  should  be  a  respon- 
sibility of  our  insurance  programme  through 

our  own  provincial  laboratories  and  our  li- 
censed hospitals.  This  is  the  way  it  always 

was  for  a  good  many  years.  It's  only  since the  lucrative  field,  shall  we  say,  of  private 
laboratories  opened  up  that  we  found  a 
tremendous  number  of  labs  opening  in  the 
province.  It  was  with  this  in  mind  that  we 
brought  in  this  legislation  to  control  the 
licensing  of  the  laboratories  and  control  the 
types  of  tests  that  they  will  be  licensed  to 

perform. 
At  the  present  time,  the  laboratories  that 

are  now  operating  will  be  inspected  and  will 
be  licensed  to  perform  certain  tasks.  Any 
applications  for  new  laboratories  will  be  met, 
when  it  can  be  shown  that  there  is  an  actual 
need  in  that  specific  area  for  the  tests  to  be 

performed  and  that  there  are  no  other  facili- 
ties available.  With  the  types  of  facilities  we 

have  today  and  the  types  of  tests  that  can 
be  done,  many  people  can  be  transported  to 
them  very  quickly  and  tests  can  be  per- 

formed much  more  cheaply  in  large  numbers 
than  they  can  be  by  setting  up  laboratories 
in   many   areas. 

As  far  as  our  inspectors  are  concerned,  it 
is  not  our  intention  to  build  up  a  large  num- 

ber of  inspectors  in  the  department.  We  will 
need  a  director  of  the  programme  and  prob- 

ably a  chief  inspector.  What  I  would  like  to 
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see  is  that  we  make  use  of  some  individuals 

who  are  now  working  in  laboratories  and 
hire  them  on  a  project  basis  and  ask  them 
to  do  inspections  strictly  on  a  piecemeal 
basis  rather  than  have  people  sitting  down 
waiting  to  go  and  inspect  these  institutions. 

A  great  number  of  the  questions  that  were 
asked  concerning  the  bill  are  answered  under 
the  regulations.  As  was  asked  here  a  minute 

or  two  ago,  under  section  (f)  of  these  reg- 

ulations "prescribing  classes  of  persons  who 
shall  not  be  owners  of  laboratories  or  of  any 

interest  therein,"  I,  for  one,  do  not  believe 
that  any  physician,  any  practising  physician, 

who  is  practising  medicine,  should  be  in- 
volved in  any  connection  with  laboratories, 

any  more  than  I  think  he  should  have  any- 
thing to  do  with  nursing  homes. 

This  is  one  of  the  reasons  we  have  put 

this  in  the  regulations.  But  it's  in  the  reg- 
ulations, as  we  may  find  from  time  to  time 

there  are  other  groups  of  people  that  we 

feel  shouldn't  be  involved,  and  we  can  add 
to  it  or  take  away. 

By  the  same  token,  under  section  (m), 

which  was  questioned,  "instituting  a  system 
for  the  payment  by  the  province  of  all  or 
any  part  of  the  annual  expenditures  of  labo- 

ratories in  lieu  of  the  amounts  payable  under 
the  Health  Insurance  Act,  already  we  have 

instituted  in  our  hospital  laboratories  a 
budget  type  of  payment.  I  think  this  is  one 
method  that  I  would  like  to  consider  for  the 

private  laboratories  to  get  away  from  the 

fee-for-service  basis.  Under  a  system  such 
as  this,  we  would  get  away  from  the  sug- 

gestion that  was  made  here  earlier  today  of 
the  kickbacks  and  this  type  of  thing. 

I  think  that  the  public  must  be  made 
aware  that  health  facilities  and  health  serv- 

ices, as  we  are  providing  them  for  the  citi- 
zens of  Ontario,  are  for  the  citizens;  that  we 

are  not  providing  them  as  a  method  of  mak- 
ing a  fast  buck  or  as  a  convenience  for 

either  the  physician  or  for  the  patient;  that 
we  are  providing  them  as  a  needed  service 
and,  as  such,  we  are  not  going  to  stand  by 
and  see  some  individuals  make  a  racket  out 

of  it  or  make  a  lot  of  money  out  of  it.  I 
expect  anyone  to  make  a  decent  salary  and 

to  make  a  fair  profit,  but  I  don't  expect 
people  to  make  a  killing  out  of  some  of 
these  things  that  are  necessary  for  the  rest 
of  the   citizens   of   Ontario. 

As  far  as  the  rest  of  the  Act  is  concerned, 
section  1  talks  about  the  disposal  of  refuse 

on  private  premises  and  households  that  don't 
have  garbage  collection  available  to  them. 
It   refers   to   some   private   hospitals   and   in- 

stitutions like  these,  where  we  can  control 
the  methods  of  disposing  of  some  of  their 

garbage. 
Section  2  is  really  to  legalize  the  medical 

officer  of  health  in  Metro  Toronto.  When 

the  health  units  were  established,  there  was 

the  odd  municipality  that  didn't  become  in- 
volved in  the  health  unit  and  they  still  had 

a  medical  officer  of  health.  This  amendment 

has  been  brought  in  here  strictly  to  legalize 
his  appointment,  as  he  has  been  operating 

illegally  for  a  long  time. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

PHARMACY  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Potter  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  144,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Pharmacy  Act. 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith  (Nipissing):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  a  few  comments  to  make  in  regard  to 
this  bill,  but  first  I  should  indicate  that  it  is 

the  intention  of  our  party  to  support  the  bill 
and  the  two  principles  that  are  involved  in 
it;  the  one  in  regard  to  product  selection  and 
the  second  principle  involved  in  the  last 
section  of  the  bill,  indicating  that  regulations 
will  be  brought  forward  to  provide  for  the 
use  of  safety  vials,  which  would  be  brought 
under  the  regulations  set  out  by  the  minister 
in  designating  the  organization  to  test  and 
mark  its  approval. 

I  won't  deal  further  with  that  section  be- 
cause I  believe  it  is  self-explanatory,  and  we 

have  had  a  number  of  private  members'  bills 
over  the  years  in  regard  to  that,  in  which  I 

have  indicated  my  support  as  well  our  party's. The  minister  has  indicated  his  support  too, 

over  the  years,  of  private  members'  bills.  The most  important  section,  however,  in  regard 

to  this  bill  is  the  whole  question  of  product 
selection,  and  I  would  first  ask  the  minister 

to  give  consideration  to  sending  this  bill  to 
standing  committee  so  that  those  involved, 

the  pharmacists'  associations,  the  manufac- 
turers and  the  public,  may  have  some  input 

into  the  consideration  of  this  bill.  There  are 

some  contentious  sections  that  I  feel  can  only 

be  dealt  with  in  the  standing  committee,  be- 

cause the  explanations  could  not  be  forth- 
coming from  members,  but  perhaps  those  in- 
terested parties  who  would  appear  would  be 

able   to  provide  a  full  explanation  of  what 
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their  stand  has  been  in  regard  to  the  evolve- 
ment  of  this  legislation. 

I  would  like  to  go  back,  however,  and  make 
a  few  general  remarks  in  regard  to  this  and 
indicate  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  it  has 
been  now  some  2%  years  since  the  previous 
minister— who  is  now  the  Minister  of  Educa- 

tion (Mr.  Wells)— started  the  evolvement  of 
the  Parcost  programme.  Since  that  time,  we 
in  this  party  have  taken  the  position  that  the 
programme  would  be  a  failure  without  the 

injection  of  product  selection  for  the  pharma- 
cists. 

I  think  that  after  IVz  years  our  point  has 
been  pretty  well  proved,  because  the  re- 

duction in  the  cost  of  medications  to  the 

general  public  has  been  minimal,  to  say  the 
least,  under  that  programme.  I  am  sure  the 
present  minister  agrees  with  me  on  that,  and 
of  oourse  that  is  partially  the  reason  for  the 
introduction  of  this  bill.  But  I  would  just 
like  to  point  out  that  I  feel  we  could  have 

had  a  good  programme  operating  to  reduce 
the  costs  of  drugs  dramatically  perhaps  two 
years  ago  if  the  government  had  chosen  to 
take  the  advice  of  other  people  at  the  time. 

The  problem,  however,  in  the  present  bill 
lies  in  that  section— section  2,  part  2— which 

says:  "No  person  shall  knowingly  supply  an 
interchangeable  product."  It  goes  on  and 
indicates  that  the  pharmacist  must  charge 
on  the  basis  of  the  pharmaceutical  product 
that  he  has  in  his  inventory  at  the  time  which 
is  listed  on  the  CDI.  First  of  all  we  should 

make  one  thing  clear  that  I  do  not  believe  is 

generally  accepted,  and  that  is  the  fact  that 
this  legislation  is  not  mandatory.  It  depends 
on  the  goodwill  and,  how  would  you  put  it, 

the  professional  attitude  of  both  the  pharma- 
cist and  the  doctor  within  this  province  in 

order  to  make  it  operable,  in  order  to  reduce 
the  cost  of  drugs.  If  the  members  of  either 
one  of  those  professions  choose  to  opt  out 
of  the  use  of  this  legislation,  then,  of  course, 
there  will  be  no  result  at  all  and  we  will  not 

have  any  appreciable  decrease  in  the  cost  of 
drugs  to  the  people  of  the  province. 

The  whole  question  that  comes  up  in  re- 
gard to  the  bill  perhaps  must  be  based  on 

the  fact  that  the  legislation  is  mandatory  and, 
in  order  to  have  any  type  of  effect,  the 
medical  profession  within  the  province  first 
must  accept  the  principle  of  the  bill  and  the 
principle  that  the  products  listed  in  the  CDI 

are  interchangeable  and  equivalent  as  guar- 
anteed, I  presume,  by  the  index  and  in  fact 

by  the  government. 

Therein  lies  a  major  problem,  since  I 
understand  there   are  already  some  medical 

practitioners  within  the  province  who  have 
equipped  themselves  with  a  rubber  stamp 

that  says:  "No  substitution"  or  "No  product 
selection."  I  would  suggest,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  some  of  the  manufacturers  within  the 

business  will  likely  be  spreading  these  stamps 

around  in  the  doctors'  offices  just  as  they 
have  done  with  many  other  things  for  many 

years.  I  hope  that  the  medical  profession  will 
resist  the  blandishments,  shall  we  say,  of  the 
drug  manufacturers  and  that  they  will  make 

their  decision  based  on  other  than  representa- 
tions that  might  be  made  to  them  from  that 

source. 

But  to  deal  with  this  specific  section,  which 

I  have  indicated  is  perhaps  the  most  con- 
tentious part  of  the  bill,  I  believe  there  are 

a  number  of  misconceptions  that  have  gone 

about  in  the  past  short  period  of  time.  There- 

fore, in  the  minister's  reply,  I  would  ask 
him  to  explain  to  me  and  to  the  House  what 
has  progressed  since  late  last  fall  when  it 
was  indicated  by  his  predecessor  that  this 
legislation  would  be  forthcoming  and  that  the 
product  selection  would  be  based  on  the 
lowest-priced  drugs  listed  on  the  Parcost  CDI. 

I  believe  there  is  an  area  of  disagreement 

here  between  the  pharmacists,  whose  co- 
operation the  department  must  have  in  order 

to  make  this  programme  work,  and  perhaps 

myself  and  others  who  have  taken  the  posi- 
tion that  the  lowest-cost  drug  on  the  index 

rather  than  the  inventory  should  be  used.  It 
is  for  this  reason,  and  because  I  believe  the 
explanation  of  that  is  quite  involved  and 
perhaps  cannot  be  made  in  any  other  way 

than  in  the  standing  committee  of  the  Legisla- 
ture, that  I  have  asked  that  the  minister  move 

the  bill  there  after  second  reading. 

I  should  hope  that  the  representations  that 

will  be  made  at  that  time  can  put  the  posi- 
tion of  all  those  involved  clearly  in  front  of 

the  committee  and  provide  to  the  members  of 
the  Legislature  an  opportunity  to  decide  in 

particular  on  that  specific  clause  which  is  in 
contention. 

I  would  suggest,  at  the  present  moment, 
that  it  would  be  my  intention  to  move  an 
amendment  in  the  committee  and  to  open  the 
matter  for  discussion  and  representation  by 
the  different  people  involved.  I  think  that  is 
all  I  would  like  to  say  at  this  time,  Mr. 

Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Park- 
dale. 

Mr.  Dukszta:  Mr.  Speaker,  what  is  good 
medical  care?  Broadly,  I  think  the  quality  of 
care  may  be  conceived  of  as  including:  1.  The 
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availability  of  appropriate  services  in  accord- 
ance with  need;  2.  High  standards  of  profes- 
sional services;  3.  Continuity  of  various  phases 

of  care  including  home,  office,  institutional 

care,  etc.;  4.  A  high  level  of  patient  satisfac- 
tion; and,  among  the  other  points,  5.  Avail- 

ability of  medication  and  ability  to  pay  for 
medication  is  an  essential  part  of  a  good, 
contemporary  health  care  programme.  That 
last  part  I  see  nowhere  mentioned  in  the 
whole  of  the  bill. 

I  think  the  bill,  like  so  many  of  the 

minister's  bills— if  I  may  say  this  to  him 
through  you,  Mr.  Speaker— is  typical  of  his 
approach.  As  a  physician  he  should  under- 

stand that  when  you're  faced  with  a  festering, 
gangrenous  limb,  you  do  not  put  a  bandage 
on  it  instead  of  amputating. 

I  sometimes  think  the  whole  approach  that 
Parcost  has  introduced  makes  little  difference 

since,  in  fact,  we  do  not  deal  with  the  basic 
problem,  which  is  that  some  people  really 
cannot  pay  for  the  drugs. 

It's  all  right  to  say  you  choose  the  cheaper 
drug  and  allow  the  pharmacist  to  substitute, 

but  it  doesn't  deal  with  one  major  question- 
that  some  people  simply  cannot  afford  it.  If 
they  cannot  afford  to  have  the  prescription 
filled,  then  all  this  magnificent  edifice  of  our 
incredible  non-system  of  health  care  which 
you  are  building  in  this  province  is  going  to 
waste  because  the  prescription  is  not  going 
to  be  filled. 

I  don't  want  to  appeal  to  the  sympathy  of 
the  House,  like  the  minister  who  is  sitting, 
but  at  the  moment  I  also  am  sick.  I  have  a 

temperature  and  I  have  just  had  to  pay  a 

God-awful  amount  of  money  for  Ethromycin 
which  seems  perfectly  incredible.  Now  I  can 

afford  it  and  I  admit  that  most  people  in  my 
position  can  afford  it,  but  a  lot  of  people,  if 
they  are  given  a  prescription  for  Ethromycin, 
which  is  very  expensive,  simply  will  debate 
very  sincerely  and  for  a  long  time  whether 
they  will  have  it  filled  or  not.  And  they  often 

don't  fill  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  How  much? 

Mr.  Dukszta:  How  much?  I  got  it  at  a 
discount  and  for  three  days  which  I  was  put 

on  it  I  paid  $3.50.  That's  with  a  discount- 

Hon.  Mr.  Potter:  Peanuts. 

Mr.  Dukszta:  —a  special  treatment.  Do  you 

see  what  I  mean?  That's  how  our  society 
operates;  because  I'm  a  physician  I  get  a 
bigger  discount  than  anyone  else. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  would  the  man  on 
the  street  pay? 

Mr.  Dukszta:  I  would  think  it  would  be 
about  $4.50  for  the  same  amount.  So  the 

point  is  you  have  to  pay,  and  if  you're  making 
very  little  you  can't  afford  it. 

If  you  look  at  who  needs  the  medication, 
you  realize  it  would  be  very  interesting  to  go 
over  some  of  the  statistics— who  needs  the 
prescriptions;  who  gets  them  filled;  who 
needs  the  medication.  I  have  some  which  I 

will  just  simply  let  you  deal  with  in  whatever 

way  you  can— not  that  I  expect  you  will  be 
able  to  react  that  much  to  it,  but  let  me  just 
read  them  to  the  minister.  I  think  the  cost 

of  drugs  varies  according  to  age  and  sex;  it's an  obvious  fact: 

1.  The  utilization  of  drugs  increases  in  the 
age  group  of  45  to  64  years;  2.  Utilization 
is  higher  among  males  until  the  age  of  18 
years;  3.  Utilization  is  higher  among  females 

between  the  ages  of  18  and  64  years;  4.  Be- 
tween 65  and  69  years  of  age  utilization  is 

approximately  equal.  5.  Males  show  high 
utilization  of  drugs  when  they  are  over  70; 
6.  The  cost  of  drugs  for  the  age  bracket  from 
45  to  64  years  is  higher  than  the  cost  of 
drugs  for  the  age  bracket  over  65  years  of 

age;  7.  Non-married  persons  use  considerably 
less  prescription  drugs  than  married  persons. 

1.  Of  people  over  65  years  of  age,  10  per 
cent  use  50  per  cent  of  all  prescribed  drugs 

utilized  by  their  age  group;  2.  One-third  do 
not  use  any  prescriptions  in  a  year;  3.  One- 
third  use  up  to  five  prescriptions  per  year;  4. 

20  per  cent  use  between  five  and  10  prescrip- 
tions per  year;  5.  Ten  per  cent  of  their  age 

group,  who  are  using  up  to  30  prescriptions 
per  year  are,  in  fact,  using  50  per  cent  of 
all  prescriptions  utilized. 

Now,  that  comes  from  Prescription  Serv- 
ices Inc.,  and  was  published  a  number  of 

years  ago.  The  significant  point  of  all  this  is 

that  people  who  can  least  afford  it— the  aged 
ones  and  the  poor  ones— in  fact,  probably 
use  more  than  /the  others  and  that  is  some- 

thing you  don't  deal  with  at  all. 
What  should  we  do?  I  am  obviously  in 

agreement  that  as  a  preliminary  step  it  is 
good  to  substitute  a  cheaper  drug  of  equal 
value  for  a  more  expensive  one.  I  think  it 
should  be  more  mandatory  than  it  has  been 
made  in  the  bill,  and  I  think  when  we  come 

to  discussing  it  item  by  item  in  the  commit- 
tee stage  we  can  go  over  all  those  points. 

There  are  a  number  of  things  we  should 
do.  Why  not  consider  establishing  a  Crown 
corporation    which    would    manufacture    and 
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distribute  certain  important  basic  prescrip- 
tion drugs?  This  is  offered  only  as  a  tenta- 
tive   suggestion,   obviously. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  On  a  point  of  order, 
this  is  not  the  principle  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please!  This  is  not  on 
the  principle  of  this  bill.  We  should  keep 
our  discussion  to  the  principle  contained  in 
this  bill. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Since  when 
did  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  decide 
these  things? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  In  my  view  I  thought 
he  was  out  of  order.  The  Speaker  is  entirely 
right,  much  as  I  like  to  listen  to  the  hon. 
gentleman. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  That  message 
was  coming  through  to  me  loud  and  clear 
on  my  own. 

Mr.  Dukszta:  I  do  believe,  actually,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  this  has  some  connection  since 
I  am  criticizing  the  bill  as  being  ineffectual. 
How  can  I  criticize  it  unless  I  provide  some 
basic  data  on  it?  I  disagree  with  the  objec- 

tions of  other  people.  I  believe  it  is  perfectly 
pertinent.  Since  the  basic  principle  of  the  bill 
is  to  save,  I  assume,  money  for  the  govern- 

ment, the  patients  and  everyone  else,  what 
I  am  suggesting  is  perfectly  relevant  to  the 
bill.  I  protest. 

Mr.  Deans:  Of  course  it  is.  Go  ahead. 

Mr.  Dukszta:  I  offered  the  suggestion  of  a 
Crown  corporation  as  a  very  tentative  one, 
and  I  am  not  sticking  to  it.  I  do  think  the 
government  could  do  bulk  buying  generally 
in  co-operation  with  the  pharmacists,  and 
provide,  at  cost  price,  the  drugs  to  the  phar- 

macists who  are  participating  in  the  pro- 
gramme. 

I  object,  incidentally,  to  the  whole  volun- 
tary approach  in  which  people  agree  or  dis- 

agree about  joining  and  participating  hi  it. 
I  think  it  should  be  made  quite  mandatory. 

The  government  should  issue  tenders  for 
bulk  buying  of  such  drugs.  I  am  certain  it 
would  reduce  the  cost.  If  necessary,  I  think 
we  should  distribute  drugs  to  retail  phar- 

macists in  hospitals  throughout  the  province. 
In  summary,  obviously  I  should  vote  for 

the  bill  since  I  am  a  great  believer  in  ban- 

daging if  I  can't  do  anything  else.  I  do  have 
two  major  suggestions— that  the  government 
should  and  must  move  in  giving  some  kind 

of  money  in  support  of  all  the  medications 
which  are  needed  for  most  of  the  people  in 
this  province.  In  fact,  it  should  subsidize 
drug  costs  as  an  essential  part  of  health 

services.  If  the  government  can't  do  this,  and 
I  can't  see  it  really  doing  it,  at  least  it  should 
do  the  bulk  buying  and  provide  cheaper 
medication  this  way.  Finally,  the  bill  should 
make  it  mandatory  that  all  pharmacists  will 
have  a  part  of  it,  and  that  they  should  dis- 

pense the  cheapest  drug,  not  just  the  cheap- 
est drug  which  is  available  under  the  coun- 
ter.   Thank   you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Hum- 
ber. 

Mr.  N.  G.  Leluk  (Humber):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  rise  to  support  Bill  144  and  commend  the 
government  for  its  efforts  to  reduce  the  cost 
of  prescription  drugs  in  this  province  and 
for  providing  for  safety  vials,  or  child  resis- 

tant containers  to  be  used  in  the  dispensing 
of  prescription   drugs   in  this   province. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Thanks 
to  the  hon.  member  for  Wentworth! 

Mr.  Leluk:  I  believe  I  introduced  a  simi- 
lar private  bill  in  this  regard,  and  I  feel  now 

as  I  did  then  that  this  legislation  is  long 
overdue. 

The  hon.  member  for  Nipissing  has  in- 
dicated that  he  is  proposing  an  amendment 

to  section  52,  subsection  2  of  the  Pharmacy 
Act.  He  feels  that  the  pharmacist  should  be 

required  to  interchange  the  lowest-priced 
interchangeable  pharmaceutical  product  list- 

ed in  the  Parcost  Comparative  Drug  Index 
rather  than  the  lowest-priced  pharmaceutical 
product  in  his  inventory. 

I  feel  that  such  legislation  would  be 
counter-productive  in  that  many  pharmacists 
might  choose  not  to  pass  on  any  savings  to  the 
public  by  not  interchanging  another  drug 
for  the  drug  that  might  be  prescribed  by  the 
physician.  I  think  that  one  has  to  look  at 
the  benefits  of  such  legislation  as  compared 
to  the  detriments. 

I  agree  with  the  member  for  Nipissing 
that  the  physician  is  the  key  person,  since 
it  is  solely  within  his  prerogative  to  permit 
the  pharmacist  to  interchange  drugs  or  not. 
And  I  feel  that  his  decision  will  be  influ- 

enced to  a  great  degree  by  his  confidence,  or 
lack  of  confidence,  in  generic  or  chemically 
equivalent  drugs.  Those  members  in  this 
House  who  are  members  of  health  professions, 
are  aware  that  there  has  been  much  contro- 

versy on  the  topic  of  brand  name  versus 
generic  drugs  during  the  last  few  years. 
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The  last  point  I'd  like  to  make  is  that  the 
patient  who  is  paying  for  the  service,  I  feel, 
should  have  a  right  to  refuse  to  accept  a 
generic  drug,  or  an  interchangeable  drug,  if 
he  or  she  so  chooses.  Therefore,  Mr.  Speaker, 
if  this  bill  goes  to  committee,  I  will  move 
an  amendment  to  the  new  subsection  1  of 

section  52  of  the  Pharmacy  Act  as  proposed 
by  section  2  of  the  bill  by  inserting,  after 

the  word,  "prescriber"  in  the  third  line,  the 
words,  "or  the  patient"  so  that  the  sub- section   shall    read   as   follows: 

Notwithstanding  section  63,  every  per- 
son who  dispenses  a  prescription  may, 

unless  otherwise  directed  by  the  prescriber 

or  the  patient,  select  and  dispense  an  inter- 
changeable pharmaceutical  product,  other 

than  the  one  prescribed,  provided  that  the 
interchangeable  pharmaceutical  product 
dispensed  is  listed  as  interchangeable  in 
the  Parcost  Comparitive  Drug  Index,  and 
is  lower  in  cost  than  the  drug  prescribed. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Carle- 
ton. 

Mr.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Carleton):  Mr. 

Speaker,  after  listening  to  the  expertise  that 
has  been  brought  to  bear  on  this  particular 
bill  by  the  members  opposite,  including 
members  of  the  opposition  and  my  colleague, 
the  member  for  Humber,  I  rise  with  some 
trepidation  to  support  the  bill  in  principle 
and  to  express  some  of  the  concerns  I  have 
about  it. 

Following  the  remarks  of  the  member  for 
Humber,  I  simply  want  to  repeat  that  an 
Act  designed  to  benefit  the  patient,  the 
consumer,  does  not  mention  the  patient  or 
consumer  anywhere  in  it. 

The  doctor  has  his  rights  protected.  He 
can  deny  the  benefits,  if  any,  of  substitution; 

or  he  can  permit  it.  The  pharmacist's  rights 
are  protected.  He  can  deny  the  benefits  of 
substitution  at  his  own  whim;  if  the  doctor 

has  not  already  done  so.  But  the  patient  has 
no  right  to  deny  himself  these  benefits;  or 
to  avail  himself  of  the  drug  that  has  been 

prescribed   by   the   doctor. 

Now  the  minister  may  answer:  "It's  about 
time  individuals  looked  after  themselves,  and 

took  this  on  their  own."  I  subscribe  to  that 
philosophy  completely.  In  fact,  I  take  no 
back  seat  by  being  a  Conservative  or  in 
protecting  the  rights  of  the  individual.  But 

that's  all  I  really  ask;  and  I  think  the amendment- 

Interjection   by   an   hon.    member. 

Mr.  Handleman:  I  think  the  amendment  the 

member  for  Humber  proposes  to  introduce  in 
committee  would  meet  that.  At  the  present 
time  the  patient  has  very  few  rights;  the 

doctor  prescribes  the  drug— but  he  does  have 
the  one  right.  He  has  the  right  to  stop  the 
pharmacist  from  substituting.  That  right  is 
being  taken  away  from  him.  All  I  suggest  is 
that  the  particular  amendment  that  was 
mentioned  by  the  member  for  Humber,  would 
solve  that  particular  problem. 

There  is  another  omission  in  the  Act,  or 
at  least  commission  in  the  Act,  I  would 
like  to  comment  on.  That  is  the  fact  the 

pharmacist  is  completely  absolved  of  all 
responsibility  for  taking  this  very  positive 

action  that  he's  going  to  take  under  the  Act. 
Now  I  accept  the  fact  that  the  govern- 

ment is  going  to  be  responsible.  But  quite 
frankly  I  question  the  degree  to  which  that 
responsibility  will  ever  have  to  be  exercised. 

The  manufacturers  certainly  can't  be  held 
responsible.  Many  of  the  people  who  provide 

substitute  drugs  are  based  in  Italy  or  Hun- 
gary—both countries  not  having  participated 

in  the  international  patents  convention.  I 

don't  know  how  the  manufacturer  can  ever 
be  reached  if  there  is  an  action  taken  against 
him. 

The  Parcost  index— and  I  think  most  peo- 
ple will  accept  the  fact  that  the  committee 

that  has  established  these  equivalents  has 

done  a  good  job,  is  competent;  and  we'll 
have  to  put  some  faith  in  it— but  the  fact 
remains  that  the  Department  of  National 

Health  and  Welfare's  Food  and  Drug  Direc- 
torate has  stayed  away  from  this  business 

of  establishing  equivalents  until  they  have 

completed  their  quality  assurance  pro- 
gramme. They  will  be  doing  clinical  testing 

in  the  field  with  patients  who  are  volunteer- 
ing their  services  and  doctors  who  are  volun- 

teering theirs. 

Quite  frankly,  I  would  ask  the  minister 
if  he  could  comment  on  the  process  which 
is  used  to  arrive  at  the  equivalency  to  ensure 
that  there  is,  not  only  chemical  equivalency, 
because  I  accept  that,  but  that  there  is,  in 
fact,  therapeutic  and  clinical  equivalency  in 

these  drugs.  With  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  con- 
clude my  comments. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa East. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  support  the  comments  made  by  the  member 
for  Nipissing  that  we  certainly  support  this 
bill  in  principle.  I  would  like  to  register  a 
few  comments  and  possibly  a  few  questions 
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for  answers  from  the  minister.  Prior  to  ask- 

ing these  questions,  I  though  it  possibly  per- 
tinent to  mention  a  quotation  from  a  book, 

which  may  be  the  minister  is  familiar  with, 

called  "Devils,  Drugs  and  Doctors"  by  Dr. 
Howard  Haggard. 

He  tells  a  story  about  Queen  Elizabeth's 
ambassador,  who  in  1595  fell  ill  while  on 

service  to  the  court  of  Henry  IV.  The  king's 
physician  gave  the  ambassador  what  was 

called  "Confectio  Alcannas,"  apparently  a 
mixture  of  musk,  amber,  gold,  pearls,  uni- 

corn horns  and  a  pigeon  applied  to  his  side. 
The  ambassador  died,  probably  of  pneu- 

monia or  appendicitis,  the  doctor  wrote.  But 
it  cannot  be  said  that  the  treatment  harmed 

him,  for  every  ingredient  in  the  confection 
was    pharmacologically    inert,    he    says. 

So,  the  first  query  I  would  have  for  the 
minister,  a  point  that  was  dealt  with  by  the 
member  for  Carleton,  is  first  of  all,  what 
safety  features  does  he  have  before  a  drug 
goes  on  his  index?  As  the  member  for  Carle- 
ton  has  mentioned,  many  of  these  drugs  are 
obtained  from  smaller  companies  of  which 
it  is  questionable  whether  they  have  adequate 
quality  controls,  staff  and  laboratories.  When 

such  drugs  are  substituted,  neither  the  phy- 
sician nor  the  pharmacist  can  be  sure  what 

the  patient  is  taking. 

I  notice  in  the  bill  that  you  remove  the 
responsibility  from  the  pharmacist,  which  I 

certainly  think  is  logical  in  the  circumstances. 
I  think  safeguards  are  important  as  well,  in 
the  light  of  the  fact  that  many  of  these 
companies  are  smaller  companies.  When 
somebody  puts  a  brand  drug  on  the  market, 
there  is  some  satisfaction  that  he  accepts 
the  legal  and  moral  responsibility  for  the 
drug  he  produces.  To  do  so,  he  has  to  have 
quality  controls  and  the  proper  tests,  and 
so  on.  I  think  that  it  is  not  normal  in  this 

country,  as  it  is  in  the  US,  that  many  drugs 
come  onto  the  market  and,  subsequently, 
are  further  tested  and  have  to  be  recalled. 

I  think  it  was  in  the  Medical  Association 

Journal  in  1969,  where  a  doctor  wrote  that 

there  is  an  impressive  list  of  treatment  fail- 
ures, drug  recalls  and  reformulation.  Appar- 

ently, he  mentioned  there  were  two  dozen 
types  of  these  drugs  that  had,  in  fact,  been 
recalled.  I  would  try  to  emphasize  this  point 
because,  frankly,  the  former  director  of  the 
Canadian  Food  and  Drug  Directorate  of  the 
Department  of  National  Health  and  Welfare, 
Dr.  R.  A.  Chapman,  stated  that  it  would 
require  many  times  the  present  resources  of 
the  directorate  to  conduct  limited  tests  on 

each  lot  of  drugs  to  confirm  compliance  with 
label  claims  alone.  He  went  on  to  say  that 

the  responsibility  for  quality,  efficacy,  and 

the  safety  of  a  drug  must  rest  with  the  manu- 
facturer. 

I  want  to  say  that  before  a  drug  goes  on 

the  minister's  particular  index,  I  think  some 
explanation  should  be  forthcoming  from  the 
minister  as  to  what  tests  or  what  safeguards 
are  to  be  followed. 

The  second  point,  on  which  I  would  like 
to  support  the  member  for  Nipissing,  is  in 
the  area  of  section  52,  subsection  1,  where  it 
is  only  permissive  that  he  use  a  substitute. 
I  think  the  member  for  Humber  ( Mr.  Leluk ) 
made  a  good  point  when  he  said  that  maybe 
the   consumer  should  have   a  say   in  this. 

The  second  thing  is,  why  did  you  not 

make  it  mandatory,  or  have  the  word  "shall" 
rather  than  "may,"  at  that  particular  level? 
I   just   query   this   from  the  minister. 

Another  feature  I  would  like  to  raise  or 

discuss  with  the  minister  is  that,  apparently, 
under  the  bill  these  people  have  to  keep 
records  for  a  period  of  at  least  a  minimum 
of  six  years  which,  I  think,  certainly  is  a 
good  point.  Why  is  it,  under  your  bill,  that 
only  the  minister  may  require  any  person 
operating  a  pharmacy  to  make  available  to 
him  any  information  from  records  required 
to  be  kept  under  this  section?  Why  do  you 
not  use  the  ordinary  rules  of  evidence  where 

we  can  require  medical  records,  let's  say, 
from  hospitals  and  so  forth,  and  that  it  not 
be  restricted  only  to  the  minister? 

I  always  have  a  certain  amount  of  reluc- 
tance when  I  look  at  this.  For  instance,  if 

one  was  contemplating  an  action  against  a 
particular  company,  or  pharmacy,  he  would 
have  to  go  back  to  the  minister  to  have  the 
records  made  available  to  him.  Why  could  he 
not  subpoena  these  records,  as  we  usually 
do,  under  our  present  rules  of  evidence? 

These,  basically,  Mr.  Speaker,  are  the 
points  I  wanted  to  make  on  the  bill.  Thank 

you. Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  want  to 
take  a  moment  or  two.  We,  of  oourse,  are 

going  to  support  the  bill,  reluctantly  per- 
haps, for  some  of  us,  simply  because  the  bill 

doesn't  go  as  far  as  we  might  like  to  see 
it  go.  I'm  always  amazed,  or  perhaps  amus- 

ed, by  the  use  of  the  words,  "consumer  in- 
volvement." I  don't  exactly  know  what  is 

meant  by  it,  particularly  in  terms  of  whether 
or  not  one  gets  a  cheaper  drug.  I  am  sure 
that  for  99  per  cent  of  the  consumers,  they 

don't  know  whether  they  are  getting  the 
cheapest  drug  or  not,  nor  are  they  able  to 
make  any   reasonable  comparison  about  the 
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drugs  that  are  being  made  available  to  them. 

I  don't  know  how  the  consumer  would  go 
about  trying  to  make  a  decision  about  wheth- 

er or  not  they  would  want  the  cheaper  drug 
or  the  more  expensive  drug.  So,  it  seems  to 
me,  as  I  look  at  it,  that  the  people  who  are 
capable  of  making  that  kind  of  a  decision, 
are  the  doctor  and  the  pharmacist. 

I  suspect  that  the  doctor,  recognizing  how 
busy  he  is,  may  not  fully  understand  what 

drugs  are  available  in  every  field.  He  hasn't 
got  the  time  to  go  through  all  of  the  various 
drug  forms  and  decide  which  drug  he  ought 
to  be  using.  He  knows  what  it  is  that  he 
wants  and  he  simply  picks  out  the  one  that 
he  happens  to  be  most  familiar  with. 

I  think  that  is  a  pretty  fair  thing  to  say 
about  the  medical  profession,  in  the  main, 

that  they  are  so  busy  on  a  day-to-day  basis, 
they  write  so  many  prescriptions,  that  in 

fact,  they  don't  consider  whether  or  not  the 
drug  is  the  cheapest,  the  most  expensive,  the 
middle  expensive  drug.  They  have  a  certain 
kind  of  drug  that  they  generally  prescribe 
and  they  go  ahead  and  prescribe  it. 

So,  therefore,  it  falls  on  the  pharmacist, 
who  deals  directly  with  the  drugs,  to  make 
the  final  and  ultimate  decision.  I  think  we 

should  make  it  easy  for  them.  I  think  we 
should  say  to  the  pharmacist  that  he,  in  fact, 
ought  to  use  the  cheapest  generic  drugs  on 
the  market.  That  should  be  the  decision  that 

we  make  here,  that  having  once  decided  that 
a  drug  is  suitable  for  sale  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario— and  I  assume  we  made  that  deci- 

sion in  listing  it  in  Parcost— having  once 
made  that  decision,  then  we  simply  say  that 
if  the  drug  is  suitable  for  being  in  the  Par- 
cost  list  then  you  must  make  available  to  the 
person  who  is  purchasing,  the  patient,  the 
cheapest  possible  drug.  I  think  that  is  how 
you  begin  to  cope  with  the  problem  of 
drug  price   lists. 

I  don't  think  many  of  the  elderly  are  go- 
ing to  know  whether  they  are  getting  the 

cheapest  drug.  I  don't  think  many  parents 
are  going  to  take  the  time  to  stop  and  ask, 
at  the  counter,  whether  there  is  a  cheaper 
one  they  can  get.  Because,  in  fact,  it  sounds 
bad. 

People  are  reluctant,  when  going  to  buy 
drugs  for  their  children,  to  ask  across  the 

counter  whether  they  couldn't  have  a  cheap- 
er drug.  They  don't  want  to  spend  that  much 

money  and  perhaps  they  haven't  got  that 
much  money  available.  They  do,  in  fact,  do 
without  in  other  areas  in  order  to  make  the 

money  available,  in  order  to  buy  whatever 

it  is  that  the  pharmacist  decides  to  fill  the 

prescription   with. 
I  feel  that  we  in  this  Legislature  have  to 

be  more  forthright  in  the  way  we  deal  with 
the  problem.  And  the  most  forthright  way  I 
can  think  of  is  to  make  sure  that  it  is  the 

responsibility  of  the  pharmacist  to  fill  any 
prescription  with  the  cheapest  possible  drug 
available  that  is  approved  for  sale  in  the 

Province  of  Ontario.  That's  how  it  should  be 
done. 

As  far  as  the  use  of  childproof  containers 
is  concerned,  whether  one  is  first,  second  or 

third  in  the  promotion  of  the  idea— I  know 
that  for  the  last  five  years  I  have  been  asking 

for  it— I  am  pleased  to  see  this  step  in  that 
direction.  I  am  glad  to  be  able  to  say  that 
perhaps  the  government  does  pay  attention 

from  time  to  time— maybe  only  on  things  that 
it  particularly  wants  to  listen  to,  but  never- 

theless this  is  one  of  those  areas  that  I  have 

had  a  great  deal  of  concern  about. 

I  am  hopeful  the  results  that  have  been 

experienced  in  the  Essex-Kent  area  and  in 
many  jurisdictions  in  the  United  States  will 
become  more  widespread  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  and  that  we  will  see  a  marked 

reduction  in  the  number  of  child  poisonings 
as  a  result  of  this  rather  small  amendment 
to  this  Act. 

I  do  hope,  though,  that  there  is  not  an 
undue  delay  in  the  designing  of  the  kinds 
of  containers  and  the  organizations  to  test  the 
containers  so  that  we  will  have  wide  use 

throughout  the  province  of  the  childproof 
containers  that  are  available  on  the  market 
now  in  order  to  ensure  that  we  will  see  a 

marked  reduction  in  accidental  poisonings  and 
injurious  effects  to  many  of  the  smaller 
children  in  the  province. 

I  say  to  the  minister  that  the  intent  of  the 

bill  is  good,  but  it  just  isn't  quite  enough.  It 
doesn't  guarantee  the  things  that  the  minister 
himself  has  spoken  about  over  the  last  four 

years;  it  doesn't  guarantee  that  in  fact  there 
will  be  the  marked  reduction  in  prescription 
drug  costs  that  he  would  wish,  that  I  would 

wish,  and  that  other  members  of  the  Legis- 
lature would  wish.  And  I  think  that  with 

another  very  small  amendment  he  could  make 
sure,  positively  sure,  that  the  very  best  was 
available  at  the  very  lowest  cost. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Mr.  Speaker,  most  of  what  I 
would  have  said  in  this  bill,  had  I  spoken 
earlier,  has  already  been  said,  and  I  am  not 
going  to  repeat  it.  But  I  am  disappointed  in 
the  bill  inasmuch  as  it  is  not  going  to  do  the 
kind  of  things  that  I  would  have  hoped  it 
would  do. 
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I  understand  the  minister  is  going  to  bring 
in  another  bill,  somewhat  later  on,  that  may 
take  care  of  some  of  the  problems  we  in  the 
north  are  faced  with  in  regard  to  the  avail- 

ability of  prescription  drugs  unless  we  get 
them  by  mail  order  or  travel  long  distances 
in  order  to  get  them. 

It  is  very  difficult  for  small  communities 
in  northern  Ontario  to  attract  a  pharmacist. 

It's  the  same  kind  of  problem  we  run  into 
in  getting  anybody  with  professional  skills, 
such  as  doctors,  dentists  and  people  with 
specialized  training  in  the  medical  field. 

I  hope  the  minister  will  assure  us  that  the 
things  which  will  go  a  long  way  toward 
solving  the  problems  we  do  experience  in 
the  north  will  be  taken  care  of  by  a  bill  that 
he  hopes  to  bring  in  at  a  later  date.  And 
he  might  mention  his  intentions  as  they  affect 
not  only  the  pharmacists  in  the  north,  who 
operate  their  own  pharmacy,  but  many  of  the 
pharmacies  that  are  operated  by  doctors. 

Getting  back  to  costs,  I  think  there  is 
ample  evidence  in  at  least  one  case  that  has 
been  brought  to  my  attention  that  doctor- 
operated  pharmacies  do  charge  considerably 
more  than  those  operated  by  registered 
pharmacists  themselves.  This  is  something  I 
am  sure  the  minister  is  aware  of— I  have 
brought  it  to  his  attention— and  I  had  hoped 
that  there  would  have  been  something  in 
this  bill  that  would  have  corrected  that 

situation,  because  if  we  don't  take  steps  to 
correct  it  you  are  going  to  have  the  limited 
number  of  pharmacists  that  we  do  have  in 
the  north  moving  out  because  of  their  in- 

ability to  compete  with  doctor-operated 
pharmacies,  in  many  cases  staffed  by  their 
own  nurses  who  are,  under  the  Pharmacy 
Act,  not  qualified  to  dispense  drugs  and  yet 
they  are  doing  so. 

So  I  do  hope  that  the  minister  will  allay 
my  fears  and  give  me  some  hope  that  these 
things  will  be  taken  care  of  in  the  bill  that 
he  hopes  to  introduce  in  the  not  too  distant 
future. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  only 
two  comments.  One  is  that  I  am  not  here 
concerned  about  the  price  of  drugs,  simply 
because  I  know  very  little  about  the  econom- 

ics of  that  business,  but  the  thing  which 
comes  through  to  me  is  not  so  much  whether 
this  will  lower  drug  prices  but  whether  or 
not  anybody  will,  in  fact,  know  whether  the 
drug  prices  have  been  lowered. 

Generally  speaking,  when  a  person  goes  to 
buy  a  product  he  has  the  benefit  of  some 
form  of  competitive  advertising  with  respect 
to  the  article  which  he  is  buying.  In  this 
particular  bill,  as  I  understand  it,  there  is  no 
indication  that  all  of  the  pharmacists  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  are  going  to  belong  to 
the  Parcost  programme  in  the  first  place;  sec- 

ondly, the  pharmacists,  for  whatever  reason 
—'and  I  can't  fathom  it— are  not  permitted  to 
advertise  the  prices  for  the  drugs  which  they 
use  to  fill  prescriptions.  Therefore,  the  in- 

dividual citizen  going  to  a  pharmacist  for 
the  purpose  of  having  a  prescription  which 
he  receives  from  a  doctor  filled,  is  very 
much  the  middle  man.  He  may  be  the  one 
who  has  to  consume  it,  but  he  is  in  between 
so  far  as  what  he  is  getting  and  the  price  he 

is  paying  for  it  and  so  far  as  any  judge- 
ment which  he  can  exercise  as  between  one 

product  and  another  product. 
We  are  all  agreed  that  we  are  not  talking 

about  the  quality  of  the  product  and  we  are 
not  talking  about  its  therapeutic  effects. 

Those  are  matters  in  which  the  individual 
citizen  buying  the  drug  is  not  the  one  who 
makes  the  decision.  He  has  to  rely  on  the 
professional  competence  of  those  persons  who 
are  engaged  in  prescribing  it  for  him  and 
dispensing  it  to  him. 

But  I  would  like  to  know  from  the  minister 

why  it  is  that  he  doesn't  make  it  compul- 
sory at  least  that  all  of  the  pharmacists  with- 

in the  Province  of  Ontario  participate  in 
the  Parcost  programme,  and  to  indicate  to 
me  why  it  is  that  it  is  not  permitted  to 
pharmacists  to  advertise  their  prices  so  that 
a  person  can,  to  the  extent  that  it  is  available 
to  him,  shop  for  the  product  that  he  wants? 
More  important  even  than  those  two  aspects 

of  the  problem,  of  course,  is  that  this  min- 
ister has  dealt  with  problems  quite  effective- 

ly but  we  have  been  kicking  around  this 
drug  cost  programme  for  about  20  years 
now  in  Canada  and  in  the  Province  of  On- 

tario, and  there's  no  indication  here  that  the Minister  of  Health  has  taken  hold  of  the 
problem  and  dealt  with  it. 

It  seems  to  me  that  all  of  the  speakers, 
with  about  one  exception  I  think,  have  made 

the  point  that  this  is  permissive.  It's  per- 
missive not  only  for  the  doctor  who  partici- 

pates in  the  Parcost  programme,  it's  permis- 
sive for  the  doctor  who  doesn't  participate 

in  that  programme.  It  would  appear  to  me 
to  make  very  good  sense  if  a  pharmacist  was 
required  to  dispense  the  lowest-cost  generic 
drug  on  this  list,  and  if  he  is  permitted  to 
depart  from  that  requirement  of  the  statute 
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it  should  be  only  by  direct  request  of  the 
prescribing  physician. 

I'm  not  so  certain  about  whether  or  not 
the  patient  sihould  be  the  one  who  neces- 

sarily has  the  option  to  choose,  as  is  sug- 
gested by  the  member  for  Humber;  perhaps 

he  should.  But  it  does  seem  to  me  to  be 

very  important  that  a  bill  such  as  this  would 
be  a  mandatory  requirement  on  all  of  the 
pharmacists  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  to 
participate  in  the  Parcost  programme  and  to 

be  obligated  by  law  to  dispense  the  lowest- 
priced  generically  equivalent  drug,  unless 

he  is  overridden  by  the  decision  of  the  pre- 
scribing doctor,  who  can  prescribe  whatever 

drug  he  wishes;  and  where  the  pharmacist 

is  in  the  position  of  indicating  to  his  custom- 
er that  he  is  providing  the  lowest-cost  gener- 

ically equivalent  drug  that  is  available  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  that  the  only 

reason  he  is  dispensing  a  higher-priced  drug 
is  because  the  prescribing  physician  so  in- 

dicates that  that  should  be  done. 

That  seems  to  me  to  be  the  logic  of  the 
kind  of  bill  that  we  in  this  province  require, 
because  otherwise  we  will  be,  as  I  said  at  the 
outset,  not  only  in  the  position  where  we 

don't  know  whether  we  are  getting  lower 
prices,  but  there  will  be  no  way  of  deter- 

mining for  the  individual  citizen  in  the  prov- 
ince whether  or  not  he  is  getting  the  lowest- 

priced  drug  that  will  by  and  large  do  the 
job  the  prescribing  physician  indicated  he 
required  for  his  health  care. 

In  addition  to  that  it  would  seem  to  me, 
and  I  would  like  the  minister  to  indicate, 
what  is  the  process  by  which  the  Parcost 
list  is  constantly  and  continuously  revised 
to  include  the  widest  possible  range  within 
the  approved  standards  that  are  required  of 
generically  equivalent  drugs  on  the  list,  so 
that  it  will  be  certain  that  no  particular  phar- 

maceutical manufacturer  will  have  some  kind 

of  a  privilege  because  the  list  is  not  revised 
on  a  regular  and  continuous  basis. 

It  seems  to  me,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  that  is 
also  an  essential  ingredient  of  a  continuing 

low-cost  drug  dispensing  system  for  the 
Province  of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Mr. 

Speaker,  the  only  aspect  of  this  bill  that  con- 
cerns me  is  the  aspect  cited  by  the  last  speaker 

on  the  matter  of  price.  I  always  feel  that  when 

there  is  anything  that  forces  price  to  be  the 
only  consideration  it  is  only  a  matter  of  time 
before  the  big  producer,  the  big  manufacturer, 

will  have  put  the  little  fellow  out  of  business 
and  then  prices  will  be  at  his  discretion.  There 
will  be  no  competition. 

We  have  seen  this  in  the  school  bus  indus- 

try. We  have  seen  it  in  all  sorts  of  business  in 

this  province,  where  price  is  the  only  con- 
sideration. I  hope  that  in  whatever  we  are  do- 

ing under  this  programme,  we  will  recognize 
the  danger  of  always  directing  our  attention  to 
only  the  price,  because  we  could  be  taking  a 
very  short-term  view  of  the  situation. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Essex 
South. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to 
speak  to  this  same  point. 

I  like  the  clause  that  is  contained  in  the  bill 

concerning  the  fact  that  the  pharmacist  can 

supply  the  lowest-priced,  interchangeable 
pharmaceutical  product  that  is  contained  in  his 

inventory.  As  a  person  being  in  the  retail  busi- 
ness, a  person  who  is  tuned  in  to  the  fact,  in 

particular  in  my  business,  that  brand  names  I 
think  do  offer  something  better,  whether  it  is 

psychologically  better  or  in  fact  is  better,  with 

the  full  guarantee,  I  can't  support  the  phil- 
osophy that  it  must  be  the  lowest-priced 

product  available  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 
I  think  if  that  suggestion  is  carried  by  this 

House  it  will  mean  the  end  of  the  drug  in- 
dustry here  in  Canada,  and  that  we  will  fall 

into  the  clutches  or  the  hands  of  the  large 

pharmaceutical  industry  in  the  United  States; 
which  will  not  only  put  our  companies  out 
of  business  here,  those  that  are  attempting 

to  maintain  their  position  in  our  Canadian 
marketplace,  but  will  put  many  hundreds  of 

people  out  of  work  in  our  province.  Person- 
ally, I  think  that  this  clause  should  remain 

as  has  been  introduced  by  the  minister. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 

to  participate  in  the  debate?  If  not,  the  hon. 
minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Potter:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  all  the 
hon.  members  know,  on  several  occasions  I 
have  spoken  of  the  need  for  including  drugs, 

dressings  and  appliances  under  a  total  health 
care  programme  that  eventually  I  hope  we 
will  see  in  Ontario. 

By  the  same  token,  we  must  appreciate 
that  this  programme  must  be  developed  as 
funds  are  made  available,  and  at  the  present 
time  there  is  no  way  that  we  can  institute  a 

drug  programme  in  the  OHIP  programme  as 
we  know  it  today.  Our  budget  is  at  the 
present  time  in  excess  of  $2  billion. 

I  have  been  quoted  on  other  occasions  as 
saying  that  there  is  considerable  overuse  and 
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abuse  of  the  programme,  not  only  by  the 
professionals  but  by  the  public  alike.  If  all  of 
us  did  our  share  in  trying  to  prevent  this 
abuse  and  overuse,  there  is  no  question  in 
my  mind  we  would  have  the  funds  available, 
and  we  would  be  able  to  provide  the  drugs 
that  are  so  necessary.  Hopefully,  this  will  take 
place  within  the  next  few  years. 

In  the  meantime,  we  are  concerned  with 
the  cost  of  drugs.  The  Parcost  programme,  as 
you  know,  was  introduced  several  years  ago. 

I  haven't  been  too  happy  with  it,  any  more 
than  most  other  people.  But  at  the  present 
time  we  are  at  a  stage  where  we  have  set 
up  our  own  testing  laboratory  where  we  do 
repeated  tests  on  the  different  products  and 
we  are  able  to  guarantee  the  reliability  of 
the  products  regardless  of  cost. 

We  are  interested  in  seeing  that  the  public 
has  made  available  to  it  the  information,  the 
information  available  to  hospitals,  doctors, 
pharmacists,  and  anybody  else  who  wants  it, 
showing  what  drugs  there  are  that  can  be 
substituted,  allowing  the  pharmacist  to  make 
substitutions,  and  also  allowing  the  physician, 
if  he  feels  very  concerned  about  this  matter, 

to  state  that  he  doesn't  want  substitutions  as 
far  as  he  is  concerned. 

We  have  heard  about  the  fact  that  the 

doctors  can  gang  up  and  decide  that  they 
won't  allow  substitutions.  We  have  heard 
about  the  fact  that  perhaps  pharmacists 
would  do  the  same  thing.  We  had  the  same 
argument  with  OHSIP  and  OHSC,  and  in- 

deed there  was  a  vocal  group  of  doctors,  and 

there  still  are,  who  said,  "Don't  participate 
in  the  programme."  But  we  find  that  when 
it  comes  down  to  the  nitty-gritty,  there  are 

damned  few  who  aren't  prepared  to  partici- 
pate in  it.  We  find  there  is  only  a  very  small 

percentage  today  who  don't  deal  directly 
with  the  insuring  agency  rather  than  with 
their  patient. 

I  am  confident  that  the  majority  of  doctors 
will  participate,  particularly  now  when  we 
have  come  out  with  a  new  Parcost  index.  I 

must  confess  that  I  wasn't  too  impressed  with 
the  indexes  that  were  put  out  before,  but 
the  new  one  is  very  clear  and  very  concise. 
You  can  look  up  any  drug  in  a  matter  of  a 
second  or  two,  and  determine  what  the  sub- 

stitutions may  be  and  what  the  price  is  go- 
ing to  be  to  the  patient. 

So  I  am  hopeful  it  will  work;  I  think  it 

will.  On  the  other  hand,  if  it  doesn't,  then 
there  is  nothing  to  stop  us  coming  back  in 

six  months'  time  and  saying,  "It  isn't  working 
and  we  are  going  to  change  it."  And  believe 

me,  we  will.  But  I  still  would  like  to  give  it a  try. 

I  was  asked  what  has  gone  on  in  the  last 
nine  months.  Quite  frankly,  meetings  have 
been  held  with  representatives  of  my  minis- 

try along  with  representatives  from  the  On- 
tario Medical  Association,  Ontario  College  of 

Pharmacy,  the  Pharmaceutical  Association, 
and  the  Canadian  Medical  Protective  Associa- 

tion so  that  we  could  discuss  the  medical- 
legal  aspect  of  this. 

At  first,  I  too  thought  that  we  should  say 
the  druggist  must  substitute  the  lowest  price 
on  the  Parcost  CDI.  But  if  you  really  stop 
and  look  at  that  for  a  minute,  I  could  see  a 
patient  going  to  12  different  druggists  in  the 
same  municipality,  wanting  to  have  his  drug 
substituted,  and  not  being  able  to  get  it  filled 
because  none  of  them  had  it. 

So  unless  you  say  "in  his  inventory,"  I  can see  that  the  patient  could  come  into  your 
drugstore  with  a  prescription,  and  you  may 
not  have  the  lowest  one  on  the  Parcost  index, 
but  you  may  have  two  or  three  in  between, 

but  because  the  law  says  the  druggist  can't 
use  the  ones  in  between,  the  patient  has  to 

take  the  lowest.  So,  if  the  druggist  doesn't substitute  the  lowest,  he  has  to  give  the 
patient  the  highest.  This  was  the  reason  that 

I  was  convinced  that  we  shouldn't  go  for 
insisting  that  they  substitute  the  lowest  one 
in  the  Parcost  index. 

However,  again,  as  was  suggested,  it  de- 
pends upon  the  co-operation  of  the  doctors 

and  the  pharmacists.  Maybe  I  am  overopti- 
mistic.  I  think  we  are  going  to  get  that  co- 

operation, because  quite  frankly  all  of  us  are 
aware  that  this  programme  has  to  succeed. 

We  have  to  provide  pharmaceuticals  as  eco- 
nomically as  we  can  and  we  are  determined 

to  do  it.  I  would  like  to  see  you  give  it  a 
trial. 

One  of  the  questions  was  asked  as  to  why 
the  minister  can  have  this  information  avail- 

able to  him  from  the  drugstores.  I  should 
point  out  that  in  this  section,  52(a)  4,  it  does 
not  disturb  any  existing  laws  as  to  access  to 
the  records  by  individual  persons.  That  is, 
to  the  extent  that  they  can  be  required  to  be 
produced  in  court.  That  is  automatic.  This 
provision  is  only  put  in  here  to  ensure  that 
there  is  access  to  the  records,  by  the  minister, 
without  having  to  go  to  the  courts  to  get 
permission  to  see  them. 

As  has  been  suggested,  I  think  it  would  be 

a  good  idea  that  we  refer  this  to  the  legisla- 
tive committee  and  get  on  with  it. 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Did  the  minister  indicate 
this  was  going  to  go  to  committee? 

Mr.   R.    S.    Smith:    To   the  standing   com- 
mittee. 

Mr.   R.   F.   Nixon:    To   the  standing  com- 
mittee; right! 

Motion  agreed  to;   second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  bill  shall  go  to  standing 
committee? 

Agreed. 

PUBLIC  HOSPITALS  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Potter  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  183,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public  Hos- 

pitals Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Essex 
South. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  this  is 
probably  the  most  important  bill  of  the  series 
that  the  minister  is  introducing  to  the  Legis- 

lature today  for  second  reading. 

The  various  principles  contained  therein 
certainly  have  a  great  number  of  implications. 
I  think  it  is  quite  a  forward  step  for  the 
minister,  in  many  respects. 

I  think  it  is  good  that  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  in  Council  can  now  appoint  pro- 

vincial representatives  on  hospital  boards. 
This  has  helped  out,  from  time  to  time,  in 
various  parts  of  the  province  where  some 

boards  seem  to  get  "packed."  But  now,  with 
this  new  provision,  I  think  it  will  open  things 
up  a  little  better.  We  in  the  Legislature,  who 
are  appropriating  funds  from  the  public,  pos- 

sibly have  a  little  more  assurance  of  some 
provincial  involvement  and  control  of  expen- 

diture of  these  funds  at  the  local  level  by 
hospital  boards. 

I  am  not  certain  of  the  legal  ramifications 
of  the  principle  that  the  limitation  period  for 
actions  of  negligence  be  increased  from  six 

months  up  to  two  years.  I  don't  fully  recog- 
nize the  importance  of  this.  Possibly,  the 

minister  can  give  me  an  explanation  for  the 
reason  of  this  particular  change  in  principle 
and,  as  well,  an  explanation  of  the  consent 
clause  that  has  been  placed  in  these  concern- 

ing surgery.  These  are  matters  that  a  layman 

can't  fully  comprehend.  Possibly,  the  minister 
can  give  us  some  direction  in  this  regard. 

I  think  it's  a  good  provision  in  the  Act  that 
the    College    of   Physicians   and   Surgeons   is 

going  to  be  informed  in  due  course,  of  the 
misconduct  by  any  physician.  I  am  pleased 
to  note  further  in  the  Act  that  the  physician, 
for  the  first  time,  is  going  to  be  informed,  in 
writing,  the  reasons  why  possibly  he  has  been 
reprimanded  or  disqualified  from  practising 
in  a  hospital,  or  prevented  from  being  ad- 

mitted to  a  hospital.  Certainly  all  of  the  rami- 
fications concerning  this  have  been  among 

the  very  thorny  questions  in  our  society. 

Here  again  many  of  us  have  been  con- 
cerned about  the  appointments  to  hospitals 

of  physicians  or  surgeons.  Certainly  through 
the  media  and  our  own  involvements,  this 
matter  has  been  suspect  for  many  years  in 
the  past.  Hopefully  this  bill,  as  I  have  stated, 
Mr.  Speaker,  has  taken  a  real  stride  toward 
correcting  the  abuses  of  the  past. 

I  think  one  of  the  fundamental  principles 
that  we  in  this  Legislature  and  the  public 
at  large  must  be  concerned  with  is  that 
hospital  beds  are  for  the  patients.  They 

can't  be  the  preserves  of  selective  groups  of 
doctors;  they  are  for  the  patients.  This  must 
be  the  fundamental  undertaking  in  all  our thinking. 

Personally,  I  don't  feel  that  any  group  of 
doctors  or  any  group  of  anaesthetists  should, 
in  fact,  be  able  to  control  admissions  to 
hospitals  by  the  fact  that  they  are  practising 
outside  the  terms  of  reference  of  the  health 
care  field  in  our  province.  I  think  it  has  been 
the  case  in  the  past  that  many  people  were 

coerced  by  this  fact.  They  couldn't  enter  the 
neighbourhood  hospital  or  their  local  hospi- 

tal because  they  simply  couldn't  afford  the extra  charges  or  charges  of  these  specific 
groups.  I  think  this  has  been  a  very  serious 
abuse.  The  prime  example  is  probably  the 
situation  in  North  York  to  which  I  will  refer 

later  in  my  remarks. 

The  principle  of  a  number  of  doctors 

having  privileges  in  a  hospital  really  shouldn't affect  the  chances  of  a  doctor  applying  for 
these  particular  privileges.  Here  we  have 
a  marketplace,  and  I  think  the  marketplace 
itself  can  correct  the  numbers  of  doctors  prac- 

tising within  a  particular  hospital.  In  due 
course,  this  will  sort  itself  out  and  there 

shouldn't  be  any  artificial  barriers  preventing 
accreditation  in  a  particular  hospital. 

I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  classic  case  in 
the  province  has  been  the  North  York  hos- 

pital and  the  efforts  of  one  Dr.  Sheridan  to 
try  to  get  recognition  and  accreditation  at  that 
hospital  over  several  years.  It  has  been  a  very 
tough  fight  for  this  gentleman,  and  hopefully 
this  bill  will  bring  light  onto  this  situation  and 
get  him  accepted  in  this  particular  institution. 
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I  might  ask  the  minister  for  clarification  in 
this  regard.  Certainly,  I  could  go  into  great 
detail  in  the  case  of  Dr.  Sheridan;  I  have 
the  files  here.  As  I  state,  I  hope  the  passage 
of  this  Act  will  open  the  door  for  this  par- 

ticular man  and  many  other  highly  qualified 
physicians  and  surgeons  in  our  province  who, 
in  the  past,  have  been  denied  access  to  spe- 

cific institutions. 

I  might  ask,  as  an  aside,  if  the  minister 
would  indicate  whether  there  would  be  any 
retroactivity  in  regard  to  situations  such  as 
this,  or  whether  those  practitioners  who  have 
been  denied  in  the  past  will  simply  have  to 
reapply  once  this  Act  has  passed?  Will  there 
be  any  undertaking  in  that  regard? 

The  establishment  of  a  medical  advisory 

committee,  I  think,  is  good.  I  couldn't  see 
that  the  Act  spelled  out  the  numbers  of 
people  to  sit  on  this  particular  committee; 
it  is  to  be  determined  in  the  regulations.  I 
assume,  from  my  interpretation  of  my  reading 
of  the  Act,  that  they  are  all  going  to  be 
doctors.  I  question  whether  this  is  advisable, 
and  whether  there  should  be  a  layman  or 
two  added  to  this  committee  just  to  give 
an  outside  opinion. 

I  am  further  pleased  that  the  appointments 
are  not  for  more  than  a  one  year  period  for 
any  accreditation  in  the  hospital,  and  I  think 
that  this  would  keep  the  doctors  themselves 
on  their  toes  if  they  are  going  to  perform  in 
a  gentlemanly  manner  among  their  confreres 
in  the  hospital,  and  that  things  will  work  out 
quite  smoothly  rather  than  having  some  of 
the  cliquish  groups  controlling,  in  fact,  the 
hospital  as  such. 

In  relation  to  the  hospital  appeal  board, 
with  the  appointment  of  five  people  to  this 
board  I  think  that  gives  a  pretty  fair  cross 
section  of  the  public  on  this  particular  group. 

All  in  all  I  would  say  that  this  bill  merits 
favourable  consideration  and  I  and  my  party 
will  support  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Park- 
dale. 

Mr.  Dukszta:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  whole  bill 
is  about  who  controls  the  health  care  and  for 
whose  benefit  in  reality  the  whole  health 
care  programme  is  carried  out. 

Let  us  examine  the  bill  from  the  point  of 
view  of  its  pretensions.  Pretensions  about  the 
solutions  to  the  real  problems  of  professional 

power,  the  "closed  shop"  of  professional 
groups  and  where  the  consumer,  the  patient  if 
you  like,  fits  into  this  high-powered  scheme. 

The  health  care  system  is  dominated  and 
controlled  by  the  professionals,  the  experts, 

the  technocrats,  the  physicians;  and  it  is  from 
this  point  of  view  that  we  must  examine  how 
the  bill  goes  in  the  attempt  to  deal  with  the 
real  problem. 

In  order  to  discover  who  really  controls 
and  directs  the  health  system  we  need  only 
ask  ourselves  who  controls  licensing,  discipline 
and  standards  of  quality  of  service.  It  is  the 

physicians. 
Who  determines  admissions  policy  to  med- 

ical schools?  The  physicians. 

Who,  unilaterally,  sets  medical  fees  and 
basically  determines  health  care  costs?  The 

physicians. 
Who  controls  hospital  admission  policies, 

and  indeed  the  hospitals  themselves?  The 
physicians.  Who  determines  the  role  and 
scope  of  practice  of  nurses?  The  physicians,  it 
seems. 

Who  determines  the  role  and  scope  of 
practice  of  a  number  of  other  professions,  like 
optometrists,  clinical  psychologists,  pharma- 

cists, physiotherapists  and  so  on?  It  is  the 

physicians. 
Whatever  the  actions  of  many  doctors  in  at- 

tempting to  maximize  their  income  as  private 
entrepreneurs,  and  whatever  the  degree  of 
political  furore  concerning  the  present  bill, 
surely  it  is  apparent  that  in  essence  the  health 
care  system  is  controlled  neither  by  a  free 
market  price  mechanism— that  is  a  myth  which 
has  long  since  been  buried— nor  by  complete 
state  planning;  but  basically  by  professional 
power— the  power  of  organized  medicine! 

One  of  the  most  striking  characteristics  of 
the  health  care  system  is  that  the  technocrats, 
the  physicians,  are  responsible  to  no  one  but 
themselves.  The  consumers  lack  adequate 
institutional  protection  of  their  interests,  the 
consumers  tend  to  be  mute  and  quite  power- less. 

Now,  what  I  would  like  to  do  is  look  at  the 
bill  from  the  point  of  view  of  its  attempted 
solution. 

Now  the  obviously  "closed  shop"  practices 
the  medical  profession  indulges  in  have  been 
exemplified  recently  by  the  trials  and  tribula- 

tions of  Drs.  MacDonald  and  Sheridan,  which 
led  to  the  Grange  report  and  finally  to  this 
bill.  The  Grange  report,  in  its  six  main  recom- 

mendations, suggested  roughly  that: 
1.  The  board  of  trustees  have  overriding 

authority  on  all  hospital  functions,  including 
appointments  and  discipline. 

2.  The  procedure  for  the  appointment  of 
doctors  be  standardized. 

3.  The  establishment  of  a  hospital  appeal 
board. 
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4.  Province-wide  records  of  privileges 
granted  to  doctors. 

5.  Legislative  protection  against  defama- 
tion actions  with  respect  to  information  given 

hospitals  relating  to  appointments. 

6.  Mandatory  notification  to  the  College 
of  Physicians  and  Surgeons  of  refusal  of 
privileges,  or  their  cancellation  or  suspension 
for  incompetence,  negligence  or  misconduct. 

The  bill  includes  four  points  that  have 

been  done  already— one,  four,  five  and  six— 
in  fact  they  have  already  been  applied. 

I  would  suggest  that  the  recommendation 
dealing  with  teaching  hospitals  requires 
special  appointment  methods,  because  they 

must  be  of  exemplary  standards  where  teach- 
ing occurs.  So  you,  in  fact,  have  to  have  two 

systems  of  standardization— one  for  the  pub- 
lic hospitals,  one  for  the  teaching  hospitals. 

If  you  look  at  what  the  bill  proposes  I 
am  somewhat  ambivalent  about  some  of  the 

recommendations.  In  some  sense,  the  control 
of  the  hospital  is  being  taken  away  from  the 

community,  though  certain  aspects  of  hos- 
pital administration  are  best  in  fact  cen- 

tralized. So  it  would  seem  that  a  staff  ap- 
pointment which  is  related  to  human  rela- 

tions is  appropriately  dealt  with  by  the  cen- 
tral body,  yet  health  care  is  a  team  effort. 

An  unwanted  physician  could  hardly  func- 
tion in  an  antagonistic  setting  such  as  would 

be  created  if  his  appointment  were  made 

against  the  wishes  of  his  peer  group  of  ad- 
ministrators and  physicians.  I  am  in  a  way 

arguing  now  from  the  point  of  view  of  a 

devil's  advocate.  There  are  some  difficulties 
involved  if  you  override  a  decision  made  by 
a  group  who  work  together. 

It  does  not  mean  that  in  any  sense  I  am 
suggesting  that  I  shall  vote  against  the  bill. 

Like  my  previous  statements  on  prior  med- 
ical bills  whioh  the  minister  has  introduced, 

I  am  in  partial  agreement  because  I  believe 
that  bandaging  is  better  than  nothing  at  all. 
So,  in  fact,  I  shall  vote  for  the  bill. 

But  I  think  it  has  to  be  considered  from 

the  point  of  view  that  overriding  what  is 
the  decision  of  a  team  inside  of  a  hospital  in 
respect  to  physicians  may  lead  to  problems. 
Yet  this  particular  part  is  not  as  important 
as  making  sure  that  the  practices  in  respect 
of  the  appointment  of  physicians  to  the  staff 
of  the  hospitals  are  correct.  I  strongly  feel 
that  nobody  should  be  kept  away  from  a 
hospital  if  he  lives  and  practices  in  the  area. 

The  answer  here  is  not  in  makeshift  legis- 
lation such  as  this.  Rather  I  think  it  should 

be  that  the  physicians  should  be  on  a  salary, 

and  should  be  selected  like  any  other  hos- 
pital employee— that  is,  in  relation  to  the 

hospital's  needs  and  the  employee's  quali- 
fications and  experience.  The  physician  should 

not  be  afforded  a  special  status  inherent  in 
the  proposals  for  this  legislation.  Present 

legislation  is  more  appropriately  directed— 
that's  what  I  think  is  wrong  with  this  one— 
toward  ensuring  representativesness  of  hos- 

pital boards.  This  would  solve  the  problem 
which  the  inquiry  found  in  reference  to  bias 

in  appointment  of  medical  staff. 

The  hospital  boards  and  the  system  of 
their  government  are  basically  anachronistic 
and  non-democratic.  We  must  have  people 
represented  on  this  board  of  management  of 
hospitals  by  electoral  process. 

What  is  occurring  at  the  moment  appears 
fairly  democratic.  I  am  not  sure  how  much 
you  pay  to  become  a  member  of  a  hospital 
association— a  dollar  or  whatever  it  is— but 
this  group  elects  a  slate  of  people  who  have 
been  suggested,  usually  by  physicians.  Only 
those  people  elect,  and  this  therefore  leads 
to  the  fairly  elitistic  element  about  the 
boards  of  all  the  hospitals. 

You  don't  join  the  Elks,  for  example,  un- 
less you  really  wish  to  join,  and  in  the  same 

way  you  don't  join  a  hospital  association. 
I  think  to  ensure  representativeness  and 
fairness  that  the  bill  should  ensure  that  the 

board  is,  in  fact,  elected  by  the  community 

in  which  the  hospital  is  situated.  Each  hos- 

pital doesn't  have  to  have  a  separately  elect- 
ed board  every  two  years.  You  could  have 

for  a  whole  area  of  hospitals  a  board  for 
which  people  vote  regularly  in  the  same 
way  as  the  way  we  vote  for  the  board  of 
trustees   of  our   schools. 

If  I  may  return  now  to  the  point  of  appeal 
boards— I  like  what,  in  fact,  the  minister  has 
done  about  appeal  boards.  As  an  intermediate 

step,  it's  infinitely  better  than  what  the 
Grange  report  has  suggested  because  it  does 
allow  for  an  infusion  of  non-professional, 
non-medical  blood,  so  to  speak.  The  only 
trouble  is  that  the  quorum  is  considered  to 
be  three  and  that  can  end  up  by  having  one 
member  of  the  board  of  trustees,  plus  two 

physicians,   considered   a   quorum. 

I  suggest  to  the  minister  that  a  quorum 
should  always  include  the  legal  or  judiciary 
representative  who  you  have  incorporated  as 

part  of  your  appeal  board.  This  would  en- 
sure that  this  board  does  not  become  too 

inbred  and  too  much  of  a  closed  shop,  as 
it  is  potentially  right  now. 

At  the  moment  the  appeal  board  is  really 
in    a    relatively    unfettered    state    and    could 
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quite  easily  be  taken  over  by  the  particular 
group  of  physicians.  Unless  you  are  going 
to  put  them  in  your  regulations  there  are 
not  enough  guidelines  as  to  exactly  what 
the  board  of  appeal  should  or  should  not  do. 

There  should  be  in  the  Act  certain  de- 
finitive written-in  antidiscrimination  clauses 

—which  would  be  your  references  to  race, 
creed,  sex  and  religion— to  make  sure  that 
we  legislatively  can  ensure  the  fairness  of 
the  appointments  and  give  an  equality  of 
chance  to  all  the  physicians  who  want  to 
practice  in  a  particular  area. 

After  approving  certain  elements  of  the 
bill  let  me  return  again  to  the  point  that  the 

bill  does  not  deal  with— and  I'm  not  sure 
whether  the  minister  ever  proposes  to  deal 

with  this— consumer  representation  on  the 
hospital  board  and  consumer  representation 
in  the  general  management  of  all  of  its 
health  care.  This  must  come  one  day.  The 

bill  doesn't  deal  with  it;  it  seems  to  be 
entirely  directed  towards  dealing  with  the 
professional  power  blocs  which  now  exist  in 
the  whole  health  care  field. 

As  an  aside,  I  found  interesting  section  8, 

subsection  4,  of  the  minister's  bill,  which 
suggests: 

Notwithstanding  the  Corporations  Act, 
upon  the  recommendation  of  the  minister 

the  Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council  may 
appoint  one  or  more  provincial  hospital 
representatives  to  the  board  of  a  hospital 
for  a  term  of  office  of  not  more  than  three 

years  and  such  provincial  hospital  repre- 
sentatives shall  have  all  the  rights  and  the 

responsibilities  of  elected  directors. 

I  find  an  interesting,  centralizing  quality 
about  this,  almost  suggestive  of  democratic 
centralism. 

Though  I'm  not  sure  how  to  comment  on 
it,  I  think  it  obviously  may  provide  some 
kind  of  check  on  the  board  which  tends  to 

be  self-appointed  and  self-perpetuating.  It 
will  vest  more  power  in  the  ministry,  which 
I  am  not  sure  it  wants  to  have,  but  there 

is  definitely  a  centralizing  tendency  about  it 
and  the  minister  will  then  be  the  final  board 

of  appeal  on  this. 

But,  as  a  corollary  to  it,  it  would  be 

effective  and  more  human  and  more  recog- 
nizant  of  what  is  reality  at  the  moment,  if 
the  minister,  at  the  same  time  added  some 
kind  of  a  model  procedure  or  a  rule  in 

which  the  community  would  also  be  repre- 
sented, both  on  the  appeal  board  and  on 

the  board  of  trustees  of  all  hospitals.  Thank 

you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  other  member  wish  to 
participate  in  this  debate?  If  not,  the  hon. 
Minister  of  Health. 

Hon.  Mr.  Potter:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  asked 

by  one  of  the  speakers  to  comment  on  the 
period  of  limitation  extended  from  six  months 
to  two  years.  This  was,  as  suggested  by  the 
Law  Reform  Commission,  who  thought  six 

months  wasn't  long  enough  and  it  should  be 
extended.  This  is  the  reason  we've  extended 
it  for  two  years. 

The  other  section  21(5),  relating  to  consent 
for  certain  procedures.  This  is  a  problem  that 

we  run  into  in  the  profession  fairly  fre- 
quently, where  the  age  of  majority  has  now 

been  reduced  to  the  age  of  18.  On  many 

occasions  where  young  people  require  emer- 

gency surgery,  they're  under  18,  they're  away from  home.  There  must  be  a  consent  signed 

by  somebody  before  they  can  have  an 
anaesthesia. 

But  more  important  than  that  is  the  ordina- 
ry treatment  procedures  that  are  involved, 

particularly  with  such  things  as  VD,  where  in 

many  cases  a  child  under  age— under  18 
years  of  age— may  neglect  to  seek  treatment 
because  he's  afraid  of  having  to  get  his 

parents'  consent.  By  the  same  token  they  can 

be  treated  under  their  own  consent  if  it's necessary. 

This  gives  the  minister,  with  the  approval 
of  the  Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council,  the 
authority  to  set  the  age  limits  at  which  this 
can  be  done.  Believe  me,  it  takes  a  lot  of 

consideration.  You  may  well  say,  "Well,  how 
young  do  you  go  before  you  give  the  indi- 

vidual permission  to  agree  to  a  treatment 

for  certain  conditions?"  But  it's  put  in  there 
specifically  for  that  purpose. 

Section  23  is  a  section  that  I  feel  is  long 
overdue.  I  would  like  to  commend  the  mem- 

bers of  the  profession  who  were  so  actively 
involved,  and  insisted  on  carrying  it  through 
until  we  did  get  some  action.  I  think  that 
this  section  now  does  what  should  be  done. 

It  provides  the  authority  for  every  physician 

to  have  the  opportunity  to  apply  for  hos- 

pital privileges.  If  he  isn't  granted  the  privi- 
leges, then  he  may  appeal  the  decision  of 

the  board  of  governors  who  have  made  their 

decision,  either  themselves  or  on  the  recom- 
mendation of  the  medical  staff,  and  they 

may  appeal  to   the  appeal  board. 

As  it's  laid  down  in  section  47(2),  the 
appeal  board  consists  of  two  physicians,  one 
member  of  the  legal  profession  and  two 
members  representing  the  public  interest.  I 

think  it's  pretty  well  distributed  to  mem- bership. 
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If  only  three  members  of  the  board  turn 
up,  then  I  suggest  maybe  we  need  to  change 

the  members  of  the  board.  I'd  like  to  appoint 
people  to  these  boards  who  feel  responsible 
enough  to  assume  their  responsibility  and  not 

say,  "All  we  need  is  three  for  a  quorum;  two 
of  us  can  stay  away."  Certainly  like  every- 

thing else,  you  have  to  establish  a  quorum, 
but  I'd  like  to  see  in  cases  such  as  this,  that 
are  so  important,  that  the  members  would 
make  an  effort  to  be  out  in  full  attendance. 

Let's  not  get  carried  away  with  this  legisla- 
tion. We  must  remember  that  there  are 

limitations  on  the  number  of  doctors  that  can 
be  appointed  to  a  hospital.  We  talk  about  the 
shortage  of  doctors  in  the  province  and,  on 

an  overall  basis,  we  haven't  got  a  shortage 
of  doctors  in  the  province.  But  we  have  more 
than  we  need  in  some  areas  and  not  enough 
in  others.  So  that  I  think  we  have  to  appreci- 

ate that,  even  with  this,  there  is  a  situation 

going  to  develop  where  we're  going  to  have 
to  say  to  Dr.  Jones,  "I'm  sorry.  The  reason 
we're  turning  you  down  is  we  just  don't  need 
any  more  doctors  on  staff  here,  and  we  can't 
encourage  you  to  come  on  staff,  because  we've 
got  all  that  are  needed  to  look  after  the 
needs  of  the  people  in  this  community.  Then 
perhaps  he  might  be  interested  enough  to  go 
to  some  other  area  where  his  services  are 
needed. 

I  hope  that  we  will  never  see  the  day  when 
we  are  going  to  have  to  tell  the  doctors,  or 
any  other  group  of  society,  that  this  is  where 
you  are  going  to  work.  But  by  the  same  token, 
every  time  we  license  a  doctor  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario  today,  with  our  health  programme 
that  we  have,  it  would  cost  the  taxpayers 
another  $60,000  anyway. 

So,  I'm  interested  in  seeing  that  this  man located  in  an  area  where  his  services  are 

needed,  but  I  think  that  this  piece  of  legisla- 
tion is  going  to  go  a  long  way  to  solving  some 

of  the  problems  that  we  have  had  to  date. 

As  one  of  the  speakers  suggested  earlier,  it 
is  going  to  be  necessary  for  any  of  these 
doctors  who  have  been  refused  to  re-apply. 

I  wouldn't  think  so  as  long,  as  it  is  within 
the  last  few  months  anyway,  or  a  year.  I 
would  hate  to  see  somebody  come  along  and 

say:  "I  was  turned  down  10  years  ago;  I 
want  to  apply  to  the  appeal  board."  But 
certainly  those  now  who  have  had  their 
applications  turned  down  should  just  go  ahead 
and  apply  to  the  appeal  board  for  a  hearing. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

HEALTH  INSURANCE  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Potter  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  184,  An  Act  respecting  Health  Insurance. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Essex 
South. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Mr.  Speaker,  again  there 
are  several  good  principles  enunciated  in  this 
particular  bill.  One  is  the  fact  that  there  is 
going  to  be  a  medical  review  committee 
making  recommendations  now  to  the  general 
manager,  who  is  going  to  have  overall  re- 

sponsibility in  respect  to  health  insurance. 
The  idea  that  a  medical  eligibility  committee 
is  going  to  be  set  up  to  discuss  the  problems 
or  appeals  or  entitlements  of  various  indivi- 

duals who  may  have  got  into  difficulties,  I 
think  is  a  good  principle.  Certainly  it  will 
be  welcomed  by  the  members  of  the  Legisla- 

ture who,  from  time  to  time,  have  interceded 
on  behalf  of  constituents  through  the  group 
that  formerly  looked  after  this  particular  area. 

I  like  the  idea  of  the  health  services  appeal 
board  as  a  further  step  to  handle  any  ap- 

peals of  decisions  that  could  be  handed  down 
by  the  general  manager;  and  I  assume  that 
there  will  be  a  further  appeal  through  to  the 
minister  in  any  case. 

Unfortunately,  this  bill  doesn't  quite  go  all the  way,  to  our  line  of  thinking.  Our  party 
would  like  to  see  it  put  the  health  services 
insurance  plan  on  the  income  tax  basis.  I 
know  there  are  a  number  of  provisos  in  here, 
but  some  day  I  think  the  province  will  take 
that  final  step.  This  will  be  one  of  the  final 
improvements  that  can  be  made  in  regard  to 
health  care  in  our  province  in  relation  to  the 
coverage  and  the  collection  for  the  payment 
of  the  same. 

One  of  the  items  in  the  bill  that  caught  my 
attention,  Mr.  Speaker,  was  the  fact  there  is 

going  to  be  some  negotiation  or  some  discus- 
sion with  the  Ontario  Medical  Association, 

in  that  it  must  notify  the  general  manager  at 
least  six  months  in  advance  of  any  proposed 
revision  of  fees.  I  think  this  is  quite  an 
essential  situation  and  I  hope  that  it  is  going 
to  lead  to  a  dialogue  and  a  real  negotiation 
of  the  whole  situation,  rather  than  an  arbitrary 
statement  by  the  medical  association.  The 
province  has  been  faced  with  this  in  the  past; 
and  then  had  to  adjust  its  premium  rates  and 
so  forth  in  relation  to  this. 
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The  inspection  of  books  and  the  records  of 
doctors,  hospitals  and  other  health  care  facili- 

ties, I  think,  is  good  as  long  as  we  underline 
the  fact  that  there  must  be  secrecy  in  rela- 

tion to  the  disability  or  the  care  of  the 
patient.  There  should  be  no  specifics  allowed 
in  the  media.  I  think  these  matters  are  con- 

fidential and  I  trust  that  these  safeguards  are 
fully  encompassed  in  the  bill  and  the  regu- 

lations that  are  going  to  be  published. 

I  and  my  party,  Mr.  Speaker,  will  support 
this  particular  piqce  of  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Park- 
dale. 

Mr.  Dukszta:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  will  support 
the  bill,  with  certain  recommendations,  if  I 

may  throw  some  words  at  the  minister's  ear 
again. 
The  billing  for  doctors  in  the  present 

scheme  is  that  either  the  doctor  bills  OHIP 
directly,  when  he  gets  a  90  per  cent  or  he 
bills  the  patient  when,  presumably,  he  collects 
100  per  cent.  I  think  it  should  be  made  uni- 

form and  mandatory  that  everyone  bills 
OHIP.  We  agree  that  90  per  cent  of  the 
present  fee  seems  a  perfecdy  reasonable 
amount  of  money  to  get  for  the  services  ren- 

dered within  the  context  of  the  present  un- 
workable system  of  fee-for-service. 

My  point,  to  repeat  it  again,  is  that  the  10 
per  cent  which  the  individual  has  to  pay 
matters  tremendously  to  an  indiivdual  who  is 
poor,  while  it  is  really  not  that  much  to  some- 

one who  has  money.  It  means  that  for  the 
majority  of  people  to  pay  an  extra  dollar  on 
a  visit  to  a  physician  may  be,  in  fact,  a  con- 

siderable strain,  as  unbelievable  as  many 
people  find  it.  It  leads  directly  to  people  not 
using  the  health  services,  the  services  of  the 
family  physician  or  otherwise  when  they  need 
it  because  they  are  afraid  of  spending  this 
extra  money. 

It  should  be,  in  fact,  mandatory  that  all 
physicians  simply  send  their  bills  to  OHIP. 
I  could  never  possibly  agree  with  that  ridic- 

ulous system  of  fee-for-service. 
In  clause  31  of  the  bill,  if  I  could  just  go 

into  a  couple  of  points,  the  minister  suggests 
that  before  the  fees  are  raised  by  the  medical 
profession  there  will  be  a  discussion  between 
the  ministry  or  the  minister  and  the  profession. 
I  think  that  is  absolute  nonsense.  No  other 
group  has  such  incredible  power  that  they 
have  to  be  scraped  and  bowed  to  and  asked 
for  discussion,  you  know. 
Why  not  treat  the  medical  profession  the 

way  the  government  treats  the  unions?  Unions 

don't  unilaterally  raise  their  wages,  why 
should  physicians?  I  think  there  should  be, 
in  fact,  either  compulsory  arbitration,  nego- 

tiation or  otherwise.  There  should  be  no 
assumption  by  the  profession  of  such  an 
incredible  power,  to  simply  raise  their  fees 
when  they  feel  like  it.  The  physicians  are  not 
here  to  only  make  money,  to  make  a  living; 
but  they  also  provide  a  service  and  they 
should  be  under  regulation  of  the  govern- ment. 

I  noticed  in  clause  43  that  the  minister  will 
be  appointing  only  the  nominees  of  the  Royal 
College  of  Surgeons.  May  I  ask  why,  because 
I  think  there  should  be  other  people,  too? 

Otherwise,  that's  it. 
Hon.  Mr.  Potter:  What  was  that  last  one 

the  member  asked  me? 

Mr.  Dukszta:  Clause  43. 

Hon.  Mr.  Potter:  Clause  43. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Has  the  hon.  member  finished 

his  presentation? 

Mr.  Dukszta:  Yes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  hon.  member 
wish  to  speak  to  this? 

The  hon.  member  for  Wellington  South. 

Mr.  H.  Worton  (Wellington  South):  Mr. 

Speaker,  during  the  course  of  the  minister's estimates,  I  raised  the  isue  of  care  in  regard 
to  Ontario  Hospitals  and  special  home  care. 
The  minister  indicated  at  that  time  that  he 

was  going  to  bring  in  some  amendments.  As 
I  read  this  bill,  I  notice  there  are  still  excep- 

tions given  to  the  homes  for  special  care.  I 
am  wondering  if  he  is  considering,  at  this 
time,  making  it  possible  for  people  who  are 
in  the  Ontario  Hospitals  and  the  special  home 
care  to  be  allowed  to  collect  from  the  estates 

of  those  people  in  regard  to  their  keep? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  hon.  member 
wish  to  address  himself  to  this  bill?  If  not, 
the  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Potter:  Mr.  Speaker,  first  of  all, 
I  would  like  to  point  out  that  there  has  been 
considerable  dialogue  going  on  with  the 
OMA  for  several  months  now,  since  I  have 

been  here.  I  meet  regularly  with  the  execu- 
tive members  of  the  OMA  monthly.  I  get 

together  about  every  six  weeks  to  two  months 
with  the  representatives  from  the  College  of 
Physicians  and  Surgeons.  So,  we  have  a  very 

good  dialogue  going  on  now  and  I'm  very optimistic    about    the    future.    As    has    been 
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suggested,  there  really  isn't  any  reason  why we  should  say  to  the  medical  profession  that 
we  would  like  to  discuss  their  fee  schedule 
with  them.  Quite  frankly,  we  are  going  to 
discuss  it  with  them.  I  feel  very  strongly— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  But  not  negotiate. 

Hon.  Mr.  Potter:  Don't  use  that  word.  I 
feel  very  strongly  about  the  fee  schedule. 

We've  heard  of  the  doctors  who  don't  par- 
ticipate in  the  programme  and  the  fact  we 

should  insist  that  every  doctor  deal  directly 
with  the  programme  and  not  be  allowed  to 
extra-bill  their  patients.  Quite  honestly,  when 
we  look  at  it,  we  find  that  well  over  90  per 
cent  of  the  doctors  in  the  province  now  are 
dealing  with  the  programme.  The  public 

knows  the  10  per  cent  who  don't,  and  if  the 
public  doesn't  want  to  pay  the  extra  10  per cent,  or  even  a  fee  over  and  above  what  is 
recommended  by  the  OMA  tariff,  then  it 

doesn't  go  to  them. 
Believe  me,  it  has  been  proven  that  the 

public  does  want  to  have  the  option  of  choos- 
ing somebody  who  feels  that  he  wants  to 

charge  more  and  the  public  is  prepared  to 
pay  it.  As  long  as  it  is  not  interfering  with  the 
care  of  the  citizens  of  our  province,  I  see  no 

reason  why  we  shouldn't  continue  to  allow the  individual  himself  to  make  the  decision 

as  to  whether  or  not  he  is  going  to  go  to  a 
physician  who  does  participate  in  the  pro- 

gramme, who  is  prepared  to  accept  90  per 
cent  of  the  fee  schedule  as  full  payment,  or 
whether  he  wants  to  go  the  whole  hog  and 

go  to  somebody  who  doesn't  want  to  co- 
operate, doesn't  want  to  participate,  and  is 

going  to  overcharge  him.  They  are  prepared 
to  do  it. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  How  was 
it  proved? 

Hon.  Mr.  Potter:  At  the  present  time,  I 

still  can't  see  why  we  should  even  oonsider 
making  it  mandatory  that  they  do  participate 

if  they  don't  want  to. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  How  was  it  proved? 

Hon.  Mr.  Potter:  They  are  still  in  business. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Maybe  they  are  the  only 
game  in  town. 

Hon.  Mr.  Potter:  They  wouldn't  be  in  busi- 
ness, if  people  didn't  go  to  them.  This  has 

proved  out. 

The  other  thing,  as  far  as  the  extra-billing 
is  concerned,  as  I  say,  it  is  pretty  well  taking 
care  of  itself.  We  now  have  well  over  90  per 

cent  of  the  doctors  who  are  participating  in 

the  programme.  The  medical  review  com- 
mittee, as  you  know,  will  be  set  up  by  ap- 

pointing the  committee  as  recommended  by 
the  College  of  Physicians  and  Surgeons,  which 
will  review  the  printouts  from  our  computer 
and  advise  the  general  manager  of  any  ir- 

regularities, which  will  then  be  referred  to 
the  disciplinary  committee  for  action. 

The  medical  eligibility  committee  will 
make  recommendations  to  the  general  man- 

ager and  consider  cases  that  are  referred  to 
them,  and  questionable  cases,  as  to  whether 
or  not  individuals  are  covered  or  whether 

they  should  be  admitted  to  special  institu- 
tions for  certain  conditions  and  whether  or 

not  their  condition  warrants  these  admissions. 
If  an  individual  citizen  is  not  satisfied  with 
the  decision  of  the  general  manager  he  can 
appeal  to  the  Health  Services  Appeal  Board. 
I  think  this  gives  us  protection  pretty  well  all 
along  the  line. 

That  pretty  well  answers,  Mr.  Speaker,  all 
I  have  to  say  about  the  Act.  I  think  it  covers 
all  that  is  necessary. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

MINISTRY  OF  HEALTH  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Potter  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  185,  An  Act  respecting  the  Ministry  of 
Health. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Essex  South. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Mr.  Speaker,  basically  this 
bill,  in  my  opinion,  is  a  housekeeping  bill. 
It  gives  the  Minister  of  Health  the  direct 

power  and  responsibility  for  the  administra- 
tion of  hospitals,  removing  that  from  the  old 

hospital  commission. 

Certainly  I  think  we  can  agree  with  this 
and  as  long  as  the  minister  and  his  officials 
keep  in  mind  that  the  hospitals  are  for  the 
patients  first  and  the  doctors  and  administra- 

tors second,  I  think  we  can  go  along  with  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Parkdale. 

Mr.  Dukszta:  There  is  indeed,  Mr.  Speaker, 
a  housekeeping  element  about  the  bill,  but  I 
detect  a  couple  of  trends  in  the  metastructure 
of  the  bill  which  were  consistent  with  my 
remarks  about  the  previous  bill. 
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Curiously,  when  you  look  at  section  6, 
starting  at  subsection  1  and  going  through, 
there  is  a  tendency  of  centralizing  again  so 
many  of  the  powers  which  may  previously 
have  been  in  other  hands  are  now  in  the 

hands  of  the  minister.  Subsection  (d)  is  spe- 
cifically attractive.  It  states: 

To  enter  into  agreements  for  the  pro- 
vision of  health  service  and  equipment 

required  therefor  and  for  the  payment  of 
remuneration  for  such  health  services  on  a 
basis  other  than  fee  for  service. 

I  remember  asking,  if  not  begging,  the  min- 
ister whether  he  would  be  prepared  to  con- 
sider any  other  way  except  the  time-hallowed 

and  saintly  way  of  paying  for  medical  serv- 
ices, which  is  fee-for-service,  and  if  I  am 

correct,  on  at  least  two  occasions  he  was 
quite  adamant  in  saying  that  this  is  some- 

thing which  is  as  sacred  as  any  sacred  cow 
in  our  society. 

I  hope  that  suggests  that  sneakily,  and 
unlike  Mr.  Castonguay,  he  is  moving  us 
toward  a  cheaper,  more  effective,  better,  in- 

tellectually more  correct  and  scientifically 
more  valid  way  of  paying  for  medical  serv- 

ices than  fee-for-service.  Maybe  I  am  just 
reading  between  the  lines  to  such  an  extent. 
Maybe  the  minister  himself  did  not  realize 
or  did  not  even  read  the  bill  fully  and  com- 

pletely or  was  aware  of  what  seems  to  be 
implicit  in  this.  But  essentially,  to  return  to 
the  point,  it  has  a  centralizing  tendency 
which  I  call  democratic  centralism,  which 
belongs,  I  understand,  in  a  different  ideology 
than  the  one  espoused  by  the  Conservatives 
which  tends  to  be  privatization  of  sorts- 
making  everything  as  private  as  possible— 
so  I  can  only  congratulate  the  minister  that, 
in  fact,  he  believes  in  some  planning  and 
some   centralization. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  hon.  mem- 
ber wish  to  speak  to  this  bill?  If  not,  the 

hon.    minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Potter:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  suggest- 
ed, this  is  mostly  a  housekeeping  bill.  But 

in  reply  to  a  question  about  section  6(d),  it 
should  be  pointed  out  that  we  have  been 
researching  other  methods  of  payment  of 

physicians'  services  for  some  time,  and  you 
are  well  aware  that  we  have  in  the  province 
several  clinics  that  are  working  on  other 
than  a  fee-for-service  basis,  and  we  want  to 
continue  to  explore  every  avenue  of  provid- 

ing services  in  order  to  see  how  we  can 
provide  them  most  efficiently  and  most  eco- 
nomically. 

Motion  agreed  to;   second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third    reading? 

Agreed. 

AMBULANCE  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Potter  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  186,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ambulance 
Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Essex  South. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Mr.  Speaker,  here  again  this 
is  a  housekeeping  bill,  just  transferring  from 
the  Hospital  Services  Commission  the  juris- 

diction over  ambulances  to  the  Minister  of 
Health  and  the  health  facilities  appeal 
boards.  We  will  support  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  other  comments?  The 
hon.  member  for  Parkdale. 

Mr.  Dukszta:  May  I  echo  the  other  mem- 
bers and  say  that  it  is  indeed  a  housekeep- 

ing bill,  but  at  the  same  time  I  wonder  if 

we  shouldn't  look  for  a  single  minute  at  the situation  in  Ontario  in  terms  of  ambulance 
services. 

I  have  some  data  that  indicate  we  may  be 
at  the  point  where  there  are  inadequate 
ambulance  services.  I  must  admit  that  we 

haven't  had  any  major  disasters,  but  we  are 
being  stretched  to  the  point  where  it  may 
well  behove  us  to  examine  this  more  intensely 
and  possibly  do  a  study  where  in  fact  the 

services  aren't  adequate. 
I  would  just  like  to  quote  a  couple  of 

figures.  In  1971  there  were  350,000 
ambulance  calls  in  Ontario,  and  more  than 
one-third  of  these  were  in  Metropolitan 
Toronto.  In  comparison  with  the  country,  of 
course,  we  have  only  10  per  cent  of  the 
ambulances  in  Metropolitan  Toronto,  but  I 
think  that  is  reasonable,  since  the  distances 
the  ambulances  have  to  travel  in  the  country 
are  longer  and  they  naturally  would  need 
more  vehicles. 

In  1971  the  boroughs  of  Metropolitan  To- 
ronto financed  127  manned  fire  vehicles, 

which  are  also  used  24  hours  a  day,  while 
the  number  of  ambulances  varies  from  a 

minimum  of  28  on  midnight  shift  to  a  maxi- 
mum of  44  on  a  day  shift.  A  total  of  27,104 

alarms  were  answered  by  our  fire  department 
in  1971;  one-third  of  the  alarms  answered 
were  resuscitator  calls  where  a  patient  re- 

quired oxygen  or  assistance  in  breathing.  The 
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fire  department  will  not  move  a  patient  to 
medical  aid,  therefore  must  wait  for  an 
ambulance  to  arrive  in  order  to  have  the 

patient  removed  to  hospital. 
The  combined  ambulance  services  of 

Metropolitan  Toronto  answered  48,159  normal 
calls  in  1971- 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please.  I  think  the  re- 
marks the  hon.  member  is  making  are  not 

pertinent  to  this  bill. 

Mr.  Dukszta:  If  we  are  dealing  with  an 
amendment  to  the  Ambulance  Act,  I  think 

it  is  in  order  to  bring  out  that  there  is  a 

potentially  dangerous  situation- 

Mr.  Speaker:  We  can  only  discuss  those 
matters  that  are  in  the  bill  itself.  The  amend- 

ments in  this  bill  do  not  deal  with  the  topics 

being  discussed  by  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Dukszta:  Right,  thank  you.  I  will  then 
just  say  that  we  will  in  fact  approve  of  the 
bill,  and  I  leave  remarks  of  this  sort  for  a 
future  date. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  hon.  member 
wish  to  speak  to  the  bill?  If  not,  the  hon. 
minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Potter:  Well,  there  is  very  little 

to  say,  Mr  Speaker,  except  that  it  is  strictly 
a  housekeeping  bill  to  replace  the  Hospital 
Services  Commission  with  the  ministry  all  the 

way  through. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

SANATORIA  FOR  CONSUMPTIVES  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Potter  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  187,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Sanatoria  for 
Consumptives  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

MUNICIPAL  UNCONDITIONAL 
GRANTS  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  49,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Municipal 
Unconditional  Grants  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  I  would 
like  to  make  a  few  remarks  regarding  this 
bill.  We  have  to  support  it  because  it  puts 
more  money  in  the  hands  of  the  municipalities 
from  the  provincial  government.  However,  it 

doesn't  change  any  existing  principle  which 
in  my  view  is  very  much  in  need  of  changing. 

There  are  a  few  questions  I  woulji  like  to 
ask.  The  first  is  in  section  2,  where  they 

omit  regarding  payment  to  each  municipality 
in  Ontario.  I  presume  that  is  because  those 
areas  under  regional  government  come  under 
the  Regional  Municipal  Grants  Act,  and 
would  not  be  affected  by  this,  rather  than 
all  municipalities  as  it  previously  read. 

It  is  interesting  to  note,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
the  principle  here  of  increased  grants  varies 
considerably  with  the  size  of  the  municipality. 
And  the  schedule  works  out  from  the  largest 
unconditional  grant  of  $7.10  per  capita  for 
cities  with  a  population  of  200,000  and  over, 
down  to  $5.05  for  municipalities  of  1,000. 

Now,  it  didn't  appear  to  me  until  I  had 
studied  it  a  little  more  closely,  that  the  scale 
is  graduated  to  the  extent  that  one  gets  the 
largest  grant  only  for  that  portion  of  the 
population  that  is  over  100,000;  and  then 
you  get  the  next  largest  grant  for  that  portion 
of  your  population  that  is  over  50,000;  and 
all  the  way  down.  So  that  for  the  first  1,000 
people  in  any  municipality  you  are  only 
getting  $5.05,  and  for  the  next  1,000  you 
get  the  higher  rate,  and  on  up  until  you 
reach  the  maximum. 

So  the  increases  work  out  something  like 

this,  Mr.  Speaker:  In  the  very  small  muni- 
cipalities the  increase  per  capita  is  something 

around  50  cents  per  person,  and  this  gradually 
goes  up  until  you  get  to  a  municipality  of 
around  3,000,  when  it  is  56  cents  per  person. 
Then  it  gets  up  to  a  municipality  of  50,000, 
and  we  get  up  to  72  cents  per  person.  I 
think  that  is  about  the  maximum  right  up 
until  we  reach  the  large  municipalities  of 
over  200,000,  which  I  suppose  would  apply 
only  to  Hamilton  and  London,  being  the 

only  large  cities  not  in  a  regional  govern- 
ment; and  they  would  come  under  this  grant. 

So  we  have  an  increase  anywhere  from  50 
cents  to  72  cents  per  capita. 

To  accomplish  this,  of  course,  we  find 
that  the  grant  of  50  cents  per  capita  return 
of  fines  from  the  province  has  now  been  cut 
off.  So  really,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  ask  the 
minister  to  give  us  a  detailed  explanation 
of  where  he  figures  out  that  there  really  is 
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much  of  an  overall  increase  to  these  muni- 
cipalities. 

Now  my  greatest  concern  with  the  bill— as 
I  said,  we  will  support  it  because  it  does  give 
some  increase  to  certain  municipalities— is 
that  the  principle  of  this  bill  still  maintains 
the  idea  that  there  are  close  to  100  different 
forms  of  grants  available  to  municipalities, 
which  are  conditional  on  certain  things. 

I  believe  that,  to  some  extent,  while  some 
are  small  and  some  are  large,  we  find  that 
this  principle  of  tying  grants  to  certain  items 
creates  what  I  think  are  oftentimes  false 
priorities  within  the  municipality.  I  would 
like  to  see  the  principle  of  this  bill  of  un- 

conditional grants  extended  a  great  deal 
more;  not  only  in  the  size  of  the  grant,  but 
also  to  take  the  place  of  the  multitude  of 
conditional  grants  which  now  are  given  to 
the  municipalities. 

The  municipalities  are  forced  to  have  false 
priorities  in  various  programmes  because  of 
the  provincial  grant  structure  involved.  I 
feel  they  are  naturally  attracted  to  pro- 

grammes which  have  a  large  provincial  grant. 

And  this  we  have  seen  over  the  years,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  government  steadfastly 
refuses  to  do  away  with  the  conditional  grants 
and  make  more  money  available  in  uncondi- 

tional grants.  And  I  feel  that  a  system  of  in- 
creasing the  unconditional  grant  and  de- 

creasing the  conditional  grant  for  many  of 
these  programmes  would  have  many  ad- 

vantages. I  think  that  administrative  costs  at 
both  levels  would  be  greatly  reduced  through 
priorities  for  local  spending,  that  they  would 
lie  in  the  hands  of  the  elected  officials  and 
their  decisions  would  not  be  influenced  by  a 
provincial  grant  structure.  This  I  am  sure 
happens  in  many  municipalities. 

And  I  think  the  accounting  procedures 
could  be  simplified  a  lot.  Presently  we  cer- 

tainly find  that  auditors  from  numerous  gov- 
ernment departments  are  in  the  municipality 

going  over  the  same  work  that  the  municipal 
auditors  have  done,  trying  to  prove  and 
justify  the  fact  that  a  conditional  grant  is 
due  to  that  municipality. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  can  only  say  that 
while  we  do  appreciate  the  small  increase 

that  certain  municipalities  will  get— it's  really 
the  larger  municipalities  that  will  benefit 
from  the  unconditional  grant  as  put  forth  in 
this  bill— we  do  deplore  the  fact  that  the  un- 

conditional grant  structure  is  not  extended 
to  take  the  place  of  many  of  the  multitude 
of  conditional  grants  that  now  go  to  the 
municipality. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  other  member  wish  to 
participate?  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  really 
pains  me  to  have  to  support  the  minister  on 

this  bill  because  it's  such  a  piddling  con- 
tribution to  the  financial  problems  of  the 

municipalities  around  the  province.  We  will 
bring  ourselves  to  support  it  because  there 

isn't  much  choice— the  thing  does  provide  a 
bit  more  money.  It's  a  few  million  dollars 
and  the  effect  it  has  got  on  municipalities,  I 
would  suggest  to  the  House,  is  really  vir- 

tually negligible. 
The  amount  of  tax  which  is  being  paid 

per  capita  in  the  various  areas  of  the  prov- 
ince ranges  from  $126  in  separated  towns 

under  5,000;  $173  per  capita  in  towns  of 
over  5,000;  $189  in  cities;  and  up  to  a  high 
of  about  $258  in  Metro  Toronto.  The  latter 
is  not  covered  under  this  particular  bill. 

The  cursory  analysis  here,  and  I  admit  that 
it  is  cursory,  suggests  that  the  principle 
which  the  minister  has  gone  along  with  in 
terms  of  these  unconditional  grants,  in  re- 

lating them  to  the  populations  of  the  towns, 
has  really  got  very  little  application.  In 
effect  the  government  itself  admitted  this  in 
the  regional  grants  which  we  will  be  coming 
to  in  a  few  minutes.  There  the  adjustments 
are  not  on  the  basis  of  population,  but  are 
on  the  basis  of  a  density  factor.  This  is  pos- 

sibly a  better  means  of  relating  to  the  cost 
of  services. 

Frankly,  we  don't  think  that's  a  very  good 
means  either.  There  are  so  many  conditions 
and  so  many  problems  in  different  levels  of 
government,  or  different  areas  of  the  prov- 

ince, which  affect  the  cost  of  providing  an 
adequate  standard  level  of  services  to  the 
population  of  that  particular  municipality. 

On  this  side  of  the  House  we  have  been 
suggesting  very  strongly  for  a  number  of 
years  that  this  kind  of  approach  is  quite  in- 

adequate, both  in  terms  of  the  quantity  and 
also  in  terms  of  the  way  in  which  the  money 
is  provided.  The  $4,  $5  or  $6— the  50  or  75 
cents  per  capita  increases  that  the  minister 
is  offering  in  these  particular  amendments- 
come  down  to  a  less  than  one  per  cent  trans- 

fer of  provincial  unconditional  grants,  when 
you  measure  it  against  the  tax  per  capita  that 
is  now  being  paid— according  to  figures  pre- 

pared by  the  minister's  own  department— in 
the  various  municipalities  around  the  prov- 
ince. 

We  feel  that  not  only  should  the  uncon- 
ditional grant  system  be  increased,  but  it 

should   also  be   related   to   what  it  costs   to 
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provide  a  standard  level  of  services.  This 
actually  is  done  in  the  case  of  the  founda- 

tion plan  for  educational  expenses.  It  really 
is  beyond  us  to  understand  why  the  govern- 

ment has  not  been  moving  in  that  direction. 

The  minister  may  get  up  later  and  say 
that  the  government  is,  in  the  light  of  the 
speeches  that  the  Premier  (Mr.  Davis)  and 
the  minister  have  made  in  the  last  couple 
of  days  I  must  confess  that  it  would 
need  the  talents  of  a  Judaic  scholar  to  inter- 

pret all  of  the  meaning  of  those  rather  dark 
and  obscure  documents.  I  hope  that  the  min- 

ister in  fact  might  enlighten  us  on  this,  be- 
cause it  is  not  very  clear  right  now. 

We  feel  as  well  that  in  this  particular  pro- 
gramme—the amendments  to  the  Uncondi- 

tional Grants  Act— that  one  of  the  dis- 
criminatory features  should  not  have  been 

continued  in  these  latest  amendments  to  the 
grants.  That  is  this:  That  one  assumes  as  an 
incentive  to  municipalities  around  the  prov- 

ince to  enter  into  a  regional  form  of  govern- 
ment, and  as  part  of  its  implementation  of 

the  Smith  report,  the  government  is  dis- 
criminating very  sharply  in  terms  of  the 

unconditional  grants  it  gives,  as  between 
municipalities  within  a  regional  system  and 
municipalities  which  are  not  yet  within  a 
regional  system. 

The  discrepancy  is  of  the  order  of  $5  or 
$6,  and  in  some  cases  $8  or  $10  per  capita. 
Maybe  not  a  great  amount  in  terms  of  the 
overall  tax  burden  in  that  municipality,  but 
in  terms  of  the  amounts  that  the  government 
gives,  discrepancies  of  50  to  100  per  cent 
in  the  provincial  unconditional  grant.  Now 
the  minister  has  said  in  effect  that  the  gov- 

ernment will  no  longer  be  content  to  wait 
for  municipalities  to  decide  and  to  ask  the 
province  for  action  on  regionalization.  He 
has  also  said  that  in  a  number  of  cases  a 
regional  form  of  government  may  not  in  fact 
be  the  desirable  reform  and  an  amalgamation 
or  consolidation- 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  is  straying 
from  the  principle  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Not  at  all,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Yes,  absolutely. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  point  that 
I  am  making  is  that  in  these  grants  there  is 
now,  in  view  of  what  the  minister  has  had 
to  say  in  the  last  couple  of  days,  absolutely  no 
excuse.  Since  the  government  has  now  said 
it  will  make  these  decisions  and  take  them 

into  its  own  hands  without  waiting  for  muni- 
cipalities to— 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  particular  bill  only  in- 
creases the  scale  of  a  grant  that  is  being  paid. 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer  and 
Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  no  objection  to  dealing  with 
the  two  bills  together.  The  previous  speaker 
was  dealing  with  them  both  together. 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  may  be  quite  true,  but 
we  are  not  dealing  with  the  other  bill.  This 
bill  does  not  include  the  items  mentioned  by 
the  hon.  member  as  a  principle  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  one  of  the  prin- 
ciples of  this  bill  is  the  level  to  which  the 

government  is  proposing  to  raise  the  un- 

conditional grants  and  certainly  it's  perfectly 
in  order  to  inquire  as  to  the  principles  that 
underlie  the  determination  of  the  level  of 
grants.  I  think  you  will  agree  with  me  on 

that.  I'm  speaking  to  that  principle  right  now. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  was  stray- 
ing from  the  principle  of  the  increases  of 

grants  under  the  present  Municipal  Grants 
Act. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  and  I'm  suggesting,  Mr. 

Speaker- Mr.  Speaker:  The  only  amendment  is  the 
amount  of  those  grants. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I'm  suggesting,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  the  government  should  in  fact  have 
adopted  a  different  principle  in  coming  to 
determination- 

Mr.  Speaker:  Well,  that  would  be  out  of 
order.  The  hon.  member  will  not  speak  to 
matters  that  are  not  in  that  particular  bill. 
He  can  only  be  speaking  out  of  order  if  he 
does  so. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  with  great  respect,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  principle  under  which  these 
grants  are  formulated  is  perfectly  within  order. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  principle  is  in  the  original 

bill  and  there's  no  change  in  the  principle 
of  the  bill.  We  are  debating  only*  the  amount 
of  the  grants. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  All  right,  in  that  case,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  accept  what  you  say.  I  am  speak- 

ing to  the  amount  of  these  grants  and  I'm suggesting  a  number  of  reasons  why  the 
grants  are  inadequate  and  why  the  govern- 

ment should  in  fact  have  considered  them 
in  a  different  light  in  determining  what  those 
amounts  should  be. 

Anyway,  I  think  I  have  made  the  point 
as  far  as  the  minister  is  concerned.  Penaliza- 
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tion  is  no  longer  required  since  the  govern- 
ment has  taken  these  matters  into  its  own 

hands  and  particularly  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  it  is  going  to  consolidate  some  muni- 

cipalities rather  than  putting  them  into  a 
regional  system. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  Grey-Bruce. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Grey-Bruce,  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker,  nothing  at  this 
point  can  be  done  about  this  bill.  I  know 
that  anything  we  would  say  would  have  very 
little  impact  on  this  minister,  but  a  system 
which  provides  such  large  transfers  of  funds 
from  one  government  to  another  means  that 
the  wrong  people  are  getting  the  money  in 
the  first  place.  The  municipalities  involved 
should  be  allowed  to  levy  for  the  amounts 
of  money  they  need  to  run  their  business. 
The  amounts  of  the  unconditional  grants  have 
come  up  a  lot  over  the  years.  I  recall,  when 
I  was  president  of  the  Ontario  mayors  back 
in  1951,  we  established  then  the  first  un- 

conditional grants  programme  in  Ontario. 
The  levy  then  was  $5  per  capita,  so  we  have 
done  very  little  over  the  years  to  give  the 
municipalities  their  due. 

We  have  come  to  the  point,  Mr.  Speaker, 
where  the  municipalities  are  controlling  noth- 

ing else  than  15  per  cent  of  their  total  tax 
revenue.  You  have  the  complete  power  here, 
in  this  legislation  before  us  today,  to  throw 
them  a  bone  to  keep  them  quiet.  That  is  all 
you  are  doing  in  this  legislation. 

The  only  point  I  am  making  now  is  this: 
Any  system  which  provides  such  transfer  of 

large  sums  is  wrong.  You  shouldn't  be  having 
this  money  to  distribute,  it  should  be  the 

municipality  that  is  saying,  "We  need  so 
much  money  to  run  the  municipality,  and  we 

will  make  the  legislation  ourselves."  But 
you've  restricted  their  tax  fields,  and  there 
is  nothing  else  for  them  to  do  but  to  take 
what  you  give  them. 

I  am  just  voicing  again  my  dissent  with 
the  continuing  policy  of  centralization  of 
power  here,  where  municipalities  are  doing 
nothing  other  than  collecting  money  for  the 
government. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  other  hon.  member  wish 
to  participate? 

The  hon.  member  for  York  Centre. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  feel  that  the 
whole  approach  of  encouraging  large  muni- 

cipalities, versus  small  municipalities,  is  a 
great  mistake.  I  think  this  minister  particularly 
has  the  view  that  greater  efficiency  of  gov- 

ernment will  be  achieved  by  larger  units  of 
government,  by  larger  centres  of  population. 
He  feels  that  a  greater  quality  of  life  will 
be  achieved  that  way.  I  submit  to  him  that 
this  is  completely  contrary  to  evidence  that 
is  piling  up  all  over  the  world.  I  am  sorry 
that  the  incentives  in  this  whole  scale  of 

schedule  of  grants  is  not  one  that  encour- 
ages the  dispersion  of  growth  rather  than 

these  huge  new  cities,  this  one  that  has 
everything  now,  which  is  growing  at  such 
an  atrocious  rate.  And  proposed  concentra- 

tion of  people  in  his  city  of  North  Pickering, 
which,  to  my  mind,  will  be  one  of  the  worst 
blights  that  ever  hit  this  province.  He  should 
be  encouraging  the  dispersion  of  growth 

which  was— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  I  frankly  can't 
see  any  relationship  between  the  hon.  mem- 

ber's comments  and  the  items  set  forth  in 
this  particular  bill. 

Mr.  Deacon:  It's  giving  more  to  the  big centres. 

Mr.  Speaker:  It  is  simply  the  recognition 
of  the  grants  required  by  the  larger  centres, 
as  shown  in  the  explanatory  notes. 

Mr.  Sargent:  And  you  should  know  that. 

Mr.  Deacon:  In  doing  so,  he  is  recognizing 
that  there  are  higher  costs  in  larger  centres, 

which  we  shouldn't  be  encouraging  to  de- 
velop into  larger  centres.  Therefore  the 

larger  grants  should  be  going  to  the  smaller 
centres.  I  submit,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  this  is 
very  much  in  the  principle  of  the  bill,  and 
I  oppose  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  other  member  wish  to 
speak  on  the  bill?  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't 
think,  with  great  respect,  that  I  have  heard 
anything  surprising  in  the  remarks.  I  would 
like  to  see  it  twice  as  much  money  as  it  is 
and  I  think  municipalities  will. 

The  amount  of  money  represented  in  the 
two  bills  totals  about  $16  million,  of  which 
about  $4  million  will  be  payable  following 

last  year's  census,  with  the  changes  in  it. 
About  $2  million  removes  the  anomalies  from 

the  scales  and  doesn't  hurt  anybody.  The 
anomalies  being,  that  cities,  towns,  villages, 
townships  were  treated  differently.  It  now 
converts    it    completely    to    the    size    of   the 
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municipality,  and  removes  the  sharp  cut-off 
points  which  were  there  before. 

And,  finally,  the  payment  of  the  $1.75  per 
capita  is  a  long  overdue  recognition,  I  think, 
to  those  municipalities  which  are  providing 
police  protection.  Other  municipalities  re- 

ceive policing  for  free,  as  they  say— they 

don't,  really;  we  are  all  paying  for  it— but 
they  receive  it  from  provincial  taxes,  rather 
than  from  their  own  local  taxes. 

The  fines,  which  were  formerly  included, 
are  there.  We  are  rolling  it  into  one.  It  was 
spelled  out  separately  before,  because  that 
was  the  previous  amendment.  It  is  now  incor- 

porated in  the  total.  I  don't  think  there  is 

anything  that  I  need  add  beyond  that  I 
would  agree  that  it  would  be  great  to  see 
more  money  going  out  this  way,  but  I  think 
within  the  limits  of  a  budget  deficit  of  $600 
million,  this  was  not  a  bad  increase. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

It  being  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House  took 
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APPENDIX 

(See  page  3932) 

Answers  to  questions  were  tabled  as  follows: 

5.  Mr.  Cassidy— Inquiry  of  the  Ministry:  As  of  Mar,ch  15,  1972,  what  members  of  the 
Legislature  hold  positions  on  boards,  agencies,  commissions  or  other  bodies  outside  the  Legis- 

lature to  which  they  were  appointed  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council,  by  the  cabinet, 
or  by  a  government  ministry?  In  each  case,  what  is  the  position  held  by  the  member,  what 
salary,  expenses,  or  other  payments  and  privileges  does  he  receive  for  holding  that  position, 
and  what  are  his  duties  in  that  position? 

Answers  by  the  Ministries: 

Agriculture  and  Food. 

Crop  Insurance  Commission  of  Ontario: 

Position  held  Remuneration 

R.  K.  McNeil  Member  $69  per  day  plus  travelling  expenses. 

Duties:  Attendance  at  commission  meetings  to  formulate  new  plans,  amend  existing  plans  and 
make  policy  decisions. 

Colleges  and  Universities. 

Ontario  Educational  Communications  Authority: 

Position  held  Remuneration 

S.  B.  Handleman  Member,  board  $60  per  day  plus  travelling  expenses. 
of  directors 

Duties:  To  deal  with  matters  referred  to  the  board  of  directors. 

Consumer  and  Commercial  Relations. 

The  Pension  Commission  of  Ontario: 

Position  held  Remuneration 

A.  K.  Meen  Chairman  $100  per  day  plus  expenses. 

Duties:  To  preside  at  all  meetings  of  the  commission  to  ensure  the  requirements  of  the  Pension 
Benefits  Act  are  being  properly  carried  out. 

Ontario  Water  Resources  Commission: 

Position  held  Remuneration 

John  Root  Chairman  $15,000  per  annum  plus  expenses.* 

Duties:  Responsibility  for  the  administration  of  the  Ontario  Water  Resources  Commission  Act 
and  for  performing  the  specific  duties  of  the  chairman  as  set  forth  in  that  Act. 

•(  1.    Legislature  not  in  session 
Reimbursement  of  all  expenses. 

2.    Legislature  in  session 

Reimbursement  of  (a)  all  travelling  expenses  and  (b)  any  living  expenses  while  outside 
Metropolitan  Toronto. ) 
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Ontario  Hydro-Electric  Power  Commission:  .  . 

Position  held  Remuneration 

Arthur  Evans  First  vice-  $10,000  per  annum  plus  expenses  and 
chairman  car  and  driver  on  commission  business. 

Duties:  The  first  vice-chairman,  along  with  the  chairman,  is  charged  with  the  direction  and 
control  of  the  business  of  the  commission  as  set  forth  in  the  Power  Commission  Act. 

Health. 

Ontario  Health  Insurance  Commission: 

Position  held  Remuneration 

Donald  Morrow  Member  $500  per  month. 

Duties:  Attends  meetings  of  the  commission  and  participates  fully  in  its  decisions. 

Natural  Resources. 

Niagara  Parks  Commission: 
Position  held  Remuneration 

James  N.  Allan  Chairman  $5,000  per  annum. 
A  commission  car  is  used  when  on 
commission  business. 

Ellis  P.  Morningstar  Member  $30  per  day. 

Duties:  To  manage,  control  and  develop  the  parks  pursuant  to  the  Niagara  Parks  Act,  RSO 
1970. 

St.  Lawrence  Parks  Commission: 

Position  held  Remuneration 

Clarke  T.  Rollins  Chairman  $5,000  per  annum  plus  out-of-pocket 
expenses. 

Osie  F.  Villeneuve  Member  $60   per   day   plus   out-of-pocket   ex- 

penses. 
Duties:  To  develop,  control,  manage,  operate  and  maintain  the  parks  pursuant  to  the  St. 

Lawrence  Parks  Commission  Act,  RSO  1970. 

Algonquin  Park  Advisory  Committee: 

Position  held  Remuneration 

Maurice  Hamilton  Member  $60  per  day  plus  travel  and  out-of- 
Richard  S.  Smith  Member  pocket  expenses. 
Paul  Yakabuski  Member 

Duties:  To   advise   Minister  of  Natural  Resources   regarding  policy  of  the  management  of 
Algonquin  Provincial  Park. 

Quetico  Park  Advisory  Committee: 

Position  held  Remuneration 

J.  E.  Stokes  Member  $60  per  day  plus  travel  and  out-of- 
T.  Patrick  Reid  Member  pocket  expenses. 
James  Jessiman  Member 

Duties:  To  advise  the  Minister  of  Natural  Resources  regarding  policy  of  the  management  of 
Quetico  Provincial  Park. 
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District  Advisory  Committees: 
Position  held Districts Remuneration 

Rev.  Wrn.  Ferrier Member Chapleau, 
$60  per  day  plus  out-of- Cochrane, 
pocket  expenses. 

Swastika. 

Jim  Foulds Member Thunder  Bay " 

Melville  C.  Germa Member 
Sudbury 

n 

Bernt  Gilbertson Member Chapleau, 
Sault  Ste.  Marie, 
White  River. 

a 

Edward  Havrot Member 
North  Bay, 

Sudbury. 
n 

James  Jessiman Member Thunder  Bay ii 

Floyd  Laughren Member Chapleau, 
Sudbury 

n 

John  Lane Member Sault  Ste.  Marie, Sudbury 
n 

Lome  Maeck Member Parry  Sound 
ii 

Elie  W.  Martel Member 
Sudbury n 

Frank  Miller Member Parry  Sound 
ii 

T.  Patrick  Reid Member Fort  Frances, 

Kenora,  Sioux 
Lookout. 

n 

John  Rhodes Member Sault  Ste.  Marie, ii 

RichardS.  Smith Member North  Bay ii 

J.  E.  Stokes Member Geraldton, 

Sioux  Lookout, 
Thunder  Bay, 

White  River. 

ii 

Duties:  To  advise  local  district  foresters  on  the  development  and  modification  of  land-use 
zoning  plan. 

NOTE:  The  Hon.  Leo  Bernier  is  available  in  a  similar  (Capacity  to  the  district  foresters  in 
Kenora  and  Sioux  Lookout  and  the  Hon.  Rene  Brunelle  in  Cochrane  and  Kapuskasing, 
both  without  fee. 

Solicitor  General. 

Liquor  Control  Board  of  Ontario: 
Position  held  Remuneration 

Rev.  A.  W.  Downer  Member  $7,000  per  annum,  use  of  leased  car 
on  board  business  and  travelling  ex- 

penses. 
Duties:  Mainly  concerned  with  rehabilitative  and  educational  plans  for  alcoholics  in  liaison 

with  the  medical  profession,  Alcoholics  Anonymous  and  other  organizations  working 
in  this  field. 

Transportation  and  Communications. 

Niagara  Falls  Bridge  Commission: 

Position  held  Remuneration 

Hon.  Gordon  Carton,  Q.C.  Member  Out-of-pocket  expenses  for  meals 
James  N.  Allan  Member  and/ or  mileage. 

Duties:  To  carry  out  functions  assigned  to  the  commission. 
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10.  Mr.  Yakabuski— Inquiry  of  the  Minis- 
try: 1.  Are  sabbatical  leaves  granted  to  any 

other  level   other  than   post-secondary? 
2.  How  many  of  such  leaves  have  been 

granted  during  the  last  year  the  minister  has 
figures  for? 

3.  What  has  been  the  cost  to  the  taxpayer, 
provincial  and  federal,  during  the  period 
referred  to  in  question  No.  2? 

4.  In  view  of  our  changing  society  and 
times,  with  world  travel  as  it  is,  extended 
holidays,  etc.,  does  the  Minister  of  Colleges 
and  Universities  feel  that  sabbatical  leaves 

are  now  required  or  warranted? 

Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Education: 

1.  Sabbatical  leaves  are  granted  at  both  the 
elementary  school  and  the  secondary  school 
levels. 

2.  Information  regarding  the  number  of 
sabbatical  leaves  granted  by  school  boards 
at  the  elementary  and  secondary  levels  is 
not  available. 

3.  Information  regarding  the  cost  of  sabba- 
tical leaves  granted  by  school  boards  at  the 

elementary  and  secondary  levels  is  not  avail- 
able. 

4.  This  portion  of  the  question  was  directed 
specifically  to  the  Minister  of  Colleges  and 
Universities. 

Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Colleges  and 
Universities: 

It  is  within  the  power  of  the  individual 
boards  of  education  to  arrange  sabbatical 
leaves  within  the  elementary  and  secondary 
school  system.  I  am  informed  that  the 
Ministry  of  Education  has  not  compiled 
statistics  on  the  number  of  leaves  granted 
by  the  school  boards.  However,  under  an 
agreement  between  the  Metropolitan  Toronto 
Board  of  Education  and  the  elementary 

teachers'  federations  and  the  OSSTF,  teachers 
in  the  Metro  boroughs  are  granted  sabba- 

ticals providing  60  per  cent  salary  plus  10 
per  cent  for  each  dependent  to  a  maximum 
of  80  per  cent,  plus  a  payment  for  tuition 

fees.  In  the  1971-1972  year,  under  the 
North  York  Board  of  Education,  for  ex- 

ample, there  were  10  teachers  and  one  board 
administrator  on  sabbatical  leave,  out  of  a 
staff  of  about  5,000. 

At  the  college  of  applied  arts  and  tech- 
nology level,  there  were  two  (2)  faculty 

members  on  sabbatical  leave  in  December 

1971,  out  of  a  total  of  4,000  college  staff. 
The  individual  colleges  select  faculty  for 
leave  after  a  number  of  years  of  service.  At 

the  university  level,  in  1971-1972  there  were 
332  faculty  on  sabbatical  leave  out  of  a 

total  of  9,479  full-time  staff  at  provincially- 
assisted  universities.  Faculty  members  are 

paid  between  50  per  cent  and  100  per  cent 
for  their  sabbatical  year,  depending  upon  the 
policies  of  individual  universities.  Many 
faculty  members  finance  their  sabbatical 

year  through  grants  from  national  or  inter- 
national agencies.  In  1970-1971,  the  salaries 

for  staff  on  leave  totalled  $3,519,000  consist- 
ing of  $69,000  for  medical  and  $3,450,000 

for  non-medical  faculty. 

I  agree  that  sabbatical  leaves  continue 
to  play  a  useful  role.  A  sabbatical  enables 
a  professor  to  catch  up  on  the  new  ideas 
within  his  academic  field  to  undertake  new 
research  and  to  maintain  his  position  in  the 

rapidly  expanding  field  of  knowledge.  How- 
ever, it  is  reasonable  to  expect  such  profes- 

sors to  submit  a  report  of  their  activities 

to  their  respective  institutions  at  the  con- 
clusion of  a  sabbatical  in  order  to  assess 

benefit. 

14.  Mrs.  Scrivener— Inquiry  of  the  Ministry: 
Are  Prof.  Melville  Watkins,  who  teaches  at 
the  University  of  Toronto,  and  Prof.  James 
Laxer,  who  teaches  at  York  University,  on 

the  full-time  teaching  staff  of  Toronto  and 
York  Universities,  and  if  so,  how  much  does 
it  cost  the  taxpayers  of  Ontario  in  terms  of 
the  salaries  they  receive  to  maintain  them  in 
these  positions?  Does  the  ministry  have  a 
policy  concerning  the  exploitation  of  a  paid 
professional  association  by  an  individual  with 

a  university  as  a  means  of  subsidizing  extra- 
curricular activities,  such  as  writing  news- 

paper articles,  organizing  political  groups,  as- 
suming political  candidacy  for  a  political 

party,  and  so  on,  when  such  activities  be- 
come almost  a  full-time  occupation  and  ap- 

pear unrelated  to  the  need  for  maintenance 
of  the  professional  standards  and  knowledge 
of  the  individuals  concerned? 

Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Colleges  and 
Universities: 

Melville  Watkins  is  a  professor  of  eco- 
nomics at  the  University  of  Toronto.  James 

Laxer  is  an  assistant  professor  of  political 
science  at  York  University.  Their  salaries 
are  established  and  paid  by  the  respective 
universities  while  the  terms  and  conditions 

of  employment  are  a  matter  between  the 
respective  institutions  and  the  staff. 

The  duties  expected  of  university  profes- 
sors are  determined  by  the  university.  Out- 
side activities  should  be  in  keeping  with  the 
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individual's    obligations   to   his   primary   em- 
ployer, the  university. 

The  salary  paid  to  an  individual  faculty 
member  is  a  confidential  matter  and  is  not 

released  by  the  university. 

15.  Mr.  MacDonald— Inquiry  of  the  Min- 
istry: To  what  municipalities  and  in  what 

amounts,  was  the  $10  million  job-creation 
home  improvement  programme  apportioned 
during  the  past  winter? 

Answer  by  the  Treasurer  and  Minister  of 
Economics  and  Intergovernmental  Affairs: 

The  Hon.  Dalton  Bales,  speaking  in  sup- 
port of  the  supplementary  estimates  for  the 

Department  of  Municipal  Affairs  in  the  Legis- 
lature on  Dec.  16,  1971,  outlined  the  winter 

employment  measures  being  undertaken  by 
the  government. 

At  that  time,  Mr.  Bales  announced  the 

government's  decision  to  transfer  $10  million 
which  was  previously  allocated  for  a  home 

improvement  grant  programme  to  the  1971- 
1972  provincial-municipal  employment  in- 

centive programme.  The  provision  of  the 
additional  $10  million  brought  the  total  funds 
available  under  the  employment  incentive 
programme  to  $35  million. 

Two  reasons  for  the  increase  in  funds  were 

the  excellent  initial  response  to  the  pro- 
gramme from  municipalities  and  the  fact 

that  the  provincial  government  was  satisfied 
that  one  of  the  most  effective  means  of  using 
the  funds  to  reduce  unemployment  in  the 
province   is   at   the   local    government   level. 

The  additional  $10  million  was  allocated 
to  municipalities  in  the  amounts  shown  on 
the  attached  schedule  dated  May  18,   1972: 

Ministry  of  Treasury,  Economics  and 
Intergovernmental  Affairs 

Municipal  Subsidies  Branch 

1971-1972  Provincial-Municipal 
Employment  Incentive  Programme 

Allocation  of  $10,000,000  additional  funds 

Additional 

Municipality  Amount 

Regional    municipalities       $      392,024 
Metro    Toronto       320,183 
Metro    boroughs       611,103 
Counties       •.    444,098 
Cities        3,126,977 
Towns       2,143,158 
Townships        2,818,374 
Others     144,177 

$10,000,094 

Additional 
Municipality  Amount 

Regional  municipality  of: 
Niagara       $      301,300 
Ottawa-Carleton       90,724 

Regional  municipalities    n   
total        $      392,024 

Metro    Toronto       $      320,183 

Borough  of: 
Etobicoke       $      208,983 
Scarborough      52,089 
York        110,631 
East  York      239,400 

Borough   total       $      611,103 

County  of: 

Dufferin     $.         9,895 
Essex            86,461 
Grey       43,300 
Haldimand    32,080 
Huron    .         6,312 
Lanark       9,100 
Leeds   and   Grenville             70,112 
Lennox   and   Addington      7,938 
Norfolk       21,450 
Prince  Edward     31,000 
Waterloo        9,750 
Wentworth    116,700 

County  total     $      444,098 

City  of: 
Belleville       $        1.7,988 
Brantford           28,640 
Brockville       23,700 
Chatham       2,005 
Gait     35,250 
Guelph    53,150 
Hamilton       83,105 
Kingston       69,710 
Kitchener       75,654 
London       385,986 
Niagara  Falls     95,070 
North  Bay     132,065 
Orillia      19,338 
Oshawa      192,649 
Ottawa       375,892 
Owen   Sound      21,200 
Port  Colborne      79,245 
St.  Catharines     61,050 
St.  Thomas     18,290 
Sarnia     45,570 
Sault  Ste.  Marie     175,760 
Stratford       47,577 
Sudbury       345,367 
Thunder  Bay    66,520 
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Additional 
Municipality  Amount 

Toronto     17,250 
Waterloo     50,000 
Welland       74,820 
Windsor       537,126 

Cities  total      $  3,126,977 

Town  of: 

Acton        $  5,080 
Ajax        14,565 
Almonte       5,450 
Belle  River     16,681 
Blenheim        1,000 
Blind  River     22,756 
Bonfield        43,800 
Bothwell       1,600 
Bowmanville     12,800 
Bruce  Mines     1,500 
Burlington     112,600 
Cache  Bay    18,600 
Caledonia    5,000 
Capreol     14,752 
Carleton  Place      22,836 
Cobalt      92,600 
Cobourg       20,654 
Cochrane       36,411 
Collingwood       10,300 
Coniston       50,000 
Deep    River       24,735 
Delhi     4,900 
Dresden     1,625 
Dryden       10,140 
Dundas       12,838 
Dunnville       8,974 
Elmira     5,737 
Espanola      2,098 
Essex        71,887 
Fergus        7,318 
Georgetown     9,186 
Geraldton       3,645 
Goderich     2,900 
Gravenhurst    17,875 
Grimsby       9,418 
Hawkesbury        100,181 
Huntsville       40,900 
Iroquois    Falls       5,796 

Kapuskasing       24,796 
Keewatin     2,519 

Kemptville       8,438 
Kincardine       4,075 
Kingsville       10,176 
Leamington    21,488 
Levack       68,000 
Lincoln       16,972 
Listowel       52,500 
Little  Current     8,250 
Massey       59,072 

Additional 

Municipality  Amount 

Mattawa       24,300 

Mississauga      96,565 
Mount  Forest     6,499 

Napanee       5,000 
Newmarket      26,250 

Niagara-on-the-Lake       19,780 
Oakville       116,565 

Orangeville      10,960 
Parkhill     22,750 
Parry  Sound     43,488 
Pelham       .13,980 
Penetanguishene     20,375 
Petrolia      6,572 
Picton       3,140 
Port  Credit     10,020 

Port   Hope      57,350 
Powassan     3,164 
Preston       12,400 

Rainy  River     2,716 
Renfrew       27,300 
Richmond  Hill     11,165 
Simcoe        20,000 
Sioux  Lookout     51,822 

Southampton     58,200 
Stayner       18,810 
Stoney  Creek    10,532 
Streetsville       11,144 

Sturgeon  Falls      13,134 
Tecumseh       5,000 
Thessalon       15,950 
Thorold        21,800 
Timmins       67,000 
Trout  Creek     26,200 
Vankleek  Hill     4,061 

Vaughan      20,602 
Walkerton        16,875 

Wallaceburg        10,346 
Waterford    6,000 
Webbwood     2,440 

Whitby     73,784 
Whitchurch-Stouffville     6.000 
Wiarton     17,695 

Town  total     $  2,143,158 

Township  of: 

Admaston       $  3,500 
Alberton      6,000 
Albion      1,485 

Aldborough       5,130 
Alfred       3,000 

Algona  North     5,775 

Algona  South     1.498 
Alice  and  Fraser     19,800 
Amabel      5,000 

Ancaster    97,491 
Anderdon    6,000 
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Additional 
Municipality  Amount 

Anson,  Hinden  and  Minden  ..  43,000 
Armour       9,950 
Armstrong     8,500 
Artmesia       6,000 
Arthur        2,010 
Asphodel      5,000 
Athol     3,002 
Atikokan       28,781 
Augusta        7,875 
Bagot  and  Blythfield     98,751 
Baldwin       7,488 
Balfour       41,131 
Bangor,  Wicklow  and  McClure  23,000 
Barrie       4,644 
Bastard  and  South  Burgess  ..  13,792 
Belmont  and  Methuen     30,000 
Bentinck    7,020 
Beverly       6,000 
Bexley       2,500 
Billings        12,000 
Binbrook       1,932 
Black  River-Matheson     9,254 
Blanshard       10,000 
Blue     1,500 
Bonfield        2,500 
Brantford     2,700 
Brighton       5,966 
Brock       30,000 
Brougham        10,000 
Brudenell  and  Lyndoch     1,000 
Burford        12,443 
Burleigh  and  Anstruther     3,565 
Caldwell       5,195 
Caledonia       3,000 
Camden       1,350 
Camden  East    18,200 
Canborough       3,250 
Carden       1,500 
Carling       33,000 
Carlow       10,000 
Carrick       2,000 
Casimir,  Jennings  and  Appleby  4,300 
Cavan     2,500 
Cayuga  North      10,000 
Chamberlain      1,500 
Chandos       10,000 
Chapman        12,960 
Chappie        1,200 
Charlottenburgh        9,637 
Charlotteville       13,500 
Chatham      10,000 
Chinguacousy        130,269 
Chisholm        2,640 
Clarendon  and  Miller     3,000 
Clarke     9,130 
Cockburn  Island     5,625 
Colborne        1,000 

Additional 
Municipality  Amount 

Colchester  North     4,000 
Colchester  South     10,000 
Conmee     2,000 
Cosby,   Mason   and   Martland  55,375 
Cramahe       9,550 
Cumberland       15,000 
Dalhousie    and    North    Sher- 

brooke      10,200 
Dalton     2,500 
Darling       5,000 
Day  and  Bright  Additional  ....  7,800 
Denbigh,  Abinger  and  Ashley  6,000 
Derby       5,000 
Dereham     4,048 
Dorion        600 
Douro       25,525 
Dowling         ■  6,000 
Drury,   Denison  and  Graham  1,000 
Dumfries  North    !      3,965 
Dungannon     1,500 

Dunn     '       1,491 
Dysart  et  al     17,500 
Easthope  South      1,000 
Eastnor        1,000 
Edwardsburgh       21,235 
Egremont    2,000 
Elizabethtown       20,792 
Elmsley  North     1,500 

Emily     I  '  5,000 Enniskillen       3,000 
Ennismore     14,500 
Emestown        20,393 
Esquesing     4,224 
Essa     20,200 
Euphrasia       7,000 
Evanturel       730 
Faraday     5,000 
Ferris  East     40,239 
Field      4,000 
Finch        3,650 
Flamborough  East     3,061 
Flamborough  West     3,060 
Flos        2,610 
Fredericksburgh  North      1,991 
Galway  and   Cavendish      5,000 
Garafraxa  East     1,500 
Georgian  Bay     21,840 
Georgina        32,040 
Gillies       2,000 
Glamorgan       12,022 
Gosfield  North    *  11,559 
Gosfield  South      10,850 
Gower  North    4,072 
Grattan       3,500 
Griffith  and   Matawatchan   ....  1,500 
Hagerman        2,958 
Hallam       13,500 
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Additional 
Municipality  Amount 

Hamilton     3,225 
Harley       3,000 
Hay       1,500 
Head,  Clara  and  Mara    1,500 
Herschel       1,000 
Hilliard       500 
Hilton      1,500 
Himsworth   North      6,658 
Henchinbrooke     2,670 
Holland       12,160 
Hope      12,850 
Horton       4,996 
Houghton       6,600 
Howard        2,200 
Howick      1,200 
Hudson        5,000 
Humphrey        5,000 
Hungerford        3,000 
Huntingdon       10,000 
Huntley     1,750 
Huron       1,550 
Innisfil     6,600 
Jaffray  and  Melick     15,840 
James     2,000 
Jocelyn       1,000 
Johnson     1,600 
Kaladar  et  al     5,000 
Kenyon       3,000 
Kerns     1,000 
Laird      3,000 
Lanark        1,000 
Lancaster       3,000 
Laxton,  Digby  and  Longford  8,000 
Leeds  and  Lansdowne  Front  2,500 
Lindsay     4,950 
London      4,825 
Longlac       10,000 
Loughborough       5,613 
Luther  East    4,000 
MacDonald,  Meredith  and 

Aberdeen  Additional     2,715 
Machar       16,000 
Machin      5,500 
Maidstone      6,790 
Manvers        15,950 
Marathon       20,400 
March      11,250 
Mariposa      16,450 
Matchedash       5,763 
Matilda      6,000 
Mattawan       8,500 
Mayo     5,000 
McCrosson  and  Tovell     3,000 
McGarry      8,000 
McKellar        5,040 
McNab       7,500 
Medonte       14,292 

Additional 
Municipality  Amount 

Mersea     17,000 
Michipicoten     11,632 
Middleton     3,000 
Minto        2,461 
Monaghan  South     2,000 
Montague       5,000 
Monteagle     9,000 
Moore      97,059 
Morson       1,500 
Moulton       9,000 
Mountjoy     59,700 
Murray       5,000 
Nassagaweya       5,264 
Neebing       1,500 
Neelon  and  Garson     7,124 
Nipissing     1,600 
Normanby     3,000 

O'Connor        1,700 
Oliver      4,500 
Ops       15,000 
Orillia       17,000 
Oro       4,884 
Osgoode       7,592 
Oxford  East      3,000 
Oxford  East      2,180 
Pakenham     1,500 
Palmerston     and     North    and 

South   Canonto       3,000 
Papineau      2,730 
Pembroke       1,200 
Percy     4,400 
Pickering     86,194 
Pittsburgh      3,500 
Playfair        3,990 
Puslinch     4,800 
Radcliffe       8,250 
Raglan        1,000 
Ramsay       3,500 
Ratter  and  Dunnet     21,543 
Rayside      50,000 
Reach    12,000 
Red  Lake      12,785 
Richmond      5,000 
Rochester       2,500 
Rolph-Buchanan,  etc    14,150 
Ross        7,800 
Russell     10,000 
Ryerson     6,000 
St.    Edmonds       1,890 

St.  Joseph     29,116 
St.    Vincent       5,000 

Salter,  May  and  Harrow     42,400 
Sandfield      1,000 
Sandwich  South     7,625 
Sandwich   West      10,644 
Sarawak       2,000 
Sarnia       15,820 
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Additional 
Municipality  Amount 

Scott       500 
Seneca      4,000 
Seymour       12,855 
Sherborne,    etc    25,000 
Sherbrooke  3,350 
Sherbrooke    South    1,000 
Sherwood,  Jones,  etc.         2.357 
Smith       10,000 
Snowdon    1,330 
Somerville    7,723 
Springer       35,000 
Stafford      3,000 
Stanhope    9,600 
Stanley       6,000 
Sullivan        10,500 
Sydenham       5,500 
Tarbutt  and  Tarbutt 

Additional    1,000 
Tehkummah       1,000 
Thessalon       3,800 
Thorah    17,500 
Tilbury  East     2,500 
Tilbury  West      4,500 
Tiny        16,020 
Tisdale               4,500 
Townsend    4,650 
Tuckersmith       4,200 
Tudor  and  Cashel     1,500 
Tyendinaga        6,000 
Valley    East       23,147 
Verulam       18,750 
Vespra        1,800 
Wainfleet        21,606 
Walpole               925 

Additional 
Municipality  Amount 

Walsingham   North    2/797 
Warwick       3,325 
Wellesley        20,000 
West  Lincoln    44,000 
Westmeath       1,500 
Wicksteed       11,618 
Wilberforce        1,500 
Williamsburg       7,500 
Windham       20,000 
Wolfe   Island    2,000 
Woodhouse               9,500 
Zone              2,000 
Zorra  West    1,172 

Township  Total  $  2,818,374 

Separated  town  of: 
Gananoque      $          6,835 
Smiths  Falls     22,235 

Separated  town  total     $        29,070 

Area  development  board 
Moosonee       $        28,100 

Improvement  district  of: 
Barclay         $          1,000 
Beardmore    22.125 
Ear  Falls    14,922 
Gauthier    3,500 
Sioux  Narrows      24,000 
Timagami      10,560 
White  River     10,900 

Improvement  district  total  $        87,007 
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18.  Mr.  Edighoffer— Inquiry  of  the  ministry:— What  payments  were  made  to  Baker, 
Lovick,  BBDO  Advertising  Ltd.  (and/or  James  Lovick  Advertising  Ltd.)  by  the  Department 
of  Industry  and  Tourism  during  the  fiscal  year  1971-1972?  Provide  a  breakdown  of  monthly 
payments  during  the  year  and  indicate  the  nature  of  corresponding  goods  and  services 
provided. 

Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Industry  and  Tourism: 

1971-1972 

James  Lovick  Ltd. 

1971  Media 

April       $    152,744.00 
May           436,622.93 
June              352,096.25 

Baker,  Lovick,  BBDO 

July      17,024.50 
August       7,504.00 
September        79,211.50 
October     38,764.67 
November     4,264.00 
December  —  . . 

1972 

January      111,550.50 
February     34,277.50 
March       5,938.27 

TOTAL     $1,239,998.12 

ADVERTISING  AGENCY  CHARGES 

Exchange Production Total 

$  2,596.65 
6,528.33 
4,579.46 

$        224.71 
738.62 

21,612.08 

$    155,565.36 
443,889.88 
378,287.79 

315.12 
757.21 

313.10 70.43 

14,008.24 

9,241.42 
11,032.59 
10,766.38 

2,191.72 
10,062.23 

31,032.74 
17,060.54 
91,001.30 
49,844.15 

6,526.15 
10,062.23 

1,422.27 100.73 

322.23  CR 

6,239.50 19,217.96 
30,755.23 

$136,090.68 

119,212.27 

53,596.19 
36,371.27 

$16,361.07 $1,392,449.87 

1971-1972  MEDIA  CHARGES 

1971  Television  Magazines                      Other 

April       $    146,250.00  $  6,494.00                 $ 
May     429,045.00  7,577.93 
June        344,322.25  7,774.00 
July       4,242.50  12,782.00 
August       370.00  CR  7,874.00 
September        78,821.50  390.00                            - 
October     4,755.00  23,229.53                     10,780.14 
November     2,380.00  CR  6,644.00 
December       —  —                                 — 

1972 

January      98,562.50  12,988.00                            - 
February     34,277.50  -                                 - 
March      3,210.00  2,375.00                        353.27 

TOTAL        $1,140,736.25  $88,128.46                  $11,133.41 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 

The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.m. 

Mr.  Speaker:  We  are  always  pleased  to 
have  visitors  in  the  Legislature.  Tonight  we 

are  favoured,  in  the  Speaker's  gallery,  with 
the  executive  of  the  Scarborough  Centre 
Progressive   Conservative   Association. 

REGIONAL  MUNICIPAL  GRANTS  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  50,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Regional 
Municipal  Grants  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Mr. 

Speaker,  I  would  like  to  make  a  few  com- 
ments on  this  bill,  which  accomplishes  mainly 

the  same  purpose  as  the  Unconditional  Grants 
Act,  which  we  dealt  with  before  the  dinner 
hour. 

The  philosophy  of  course,  behind  the 
Regional  Municipal  Grants  Act,  is  that  the 
system  of  financing  is  somewhat  different  in 
those  areas  in  which  regional  governments 
have  been  established  than  in  the  regular 
municipality    across    the    province. 

When  the  Act  was  first  brought  into  being 
after  the  Niagara  regional  government  had 
been  established,  it  did  create  a  somewhat 
better  financial  set  up  for  the  regional  muni- 

cipality. It  became  quite  evident  though, 
before  very  long,  that  even  the  provisions 
of  the  Regional  Municipal  Grants  Act  did 
not  adequately  finance  the  initial,  much  less 
the  following  operating  costs  of  a  regional 
government. 

It  was  necessary,  in  1971,  to  bring  in 
amendments  to  the  Regional  Municipal  Grants 
Act,  which  did  in  fact  give  the  minister  dis- 

cretionary powers  to  pour  into  the  new  region 
whatever  sums  he  deemed  sufficient  to  ac- 

complish the  task  at  hand,  and  also  to  re- 
lieve the  inequity  of  the  tax  burden  among 

the  various  area  governments. 

We  find  that  this  bill  increases  the  per 
capita  payment  to  the  areas  from  $7  to  $8 
which  would  appear  to  be  a  $1  increase.  But 
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then  it  also  deletes  the  section  which  returned 
50  cents  per  capita  from  the  province  in  lieu 
of  the  collection  of  fines.  So  it  would  appear 
there  is  just  an  increase  of  50  cents  per 
capita  to  the  area  municipalities  within  the 
regional  governments. 

The  payment  which  is  made  to  the  region 
is  then  turned  over  to  the  area  government 

in  proportion  to  the  population  of  the  par- 
ticular area. 

I'm  somewhat  puzzled  as  to  why  the 
grants  are  made  on  a  per  capita  basis  and 
relayed  down  to  the  areas  on  a  per  capita 
basis,  when  the  levies  from  the  area  back 
to  the  region  for  financing  are  on  an  equalized 
assessment  basis.  You  could  conceivably  have 
quite  an  unequal  situation  arise  where  a 
municipality,  faced  with  a  fairly  large  assess- 

ment and  a  small  population,  could  receive 
small  grants  and  be  faced  with  a  heavy  levy 
to  the  regional  government. 

This,  in  fact,  Mr.  Speaker,  did  arise  in  the 
case  of  St.  Catharines.  Being  the  only  city 
in  the  regional  municipality  of  Niagara  that 
was  not  eligible  for  the  density  grant  in  that 
area,  they  found  themselves  receiving  only 
the  per  capita  grant  of  $7,  not  the  density 
grant.  But  because  of  their  equalized  large 
assessment,  they  were  being  forced  to  absorb 
about  47  per  cent  of  the  regional  cost  and 
yet  they  had  only  about  28  per  cent  of  the 
regional  assessment. 

Even  the  increases  which  are  shown  in  this 

bill-from  $7  to  $8,  and  diminished  by  the 
deletion  of  the  50  cents  per  capita  payment 
in  lieu  of  fines— will  not  go  very  far  to  help 
in  the  extra  costs  which  are  involved  with 
the  establishment  of  regional  administration. 
There  is  no  doubt  about  it,  the  centralization 
of  authority  within  a  regional  government, 
while  it  is  undoubtedly  more  efficient  and 
particularly  in  such  areas  as  planning  and  in 
administration,    does   cost  more  money. 

This  is  certainly  borne  out  and  admitted  by 
government  when  they  have  increased,  in  the 
next  section  of  the  bill,  the  police  grants  from 
$1.50  per  capita  to  $3.25  per  capita.  This  is 
in  the  case  where  a  regional  police  force  is 
in  existence  or  will  be  brought  into  existence 
within  the  regional  government. 
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I  would  ask  the  minister  whether  this  in- 

-crease  from  $1.50  to  $3.25  is  the  maximum 
allowed  to  set  up  a  regional  police  force,  or 
is  this  the  amount  that  will  be  given  to  the 
regional  municipality  for  the  operation  of  a 
regional  police  force? 

I  understand  that  in  the  case  of  the  Niagara 
regional  government  it  was  necessary  for  the 
province  to  put  in  another  $350,000  for  the 
setting  up  of  a  communications  network 
across  the  region.  My  own  area,  which  is  on 

the  verge  of  setting  up  a  regional  govern- 
ment, would  be  very  much  interested  in  this 

particular  aspect  of  this  bill— whether  addi- 
tional funds  could  or  will  be  made  available 

for  setting  up  a  regional  police  force. 

Where  the  area  government  continues  to 
do  its  own  policing,  $1.75  is  the  amount 
designated  here  as  the  per  capita  grant.  This 
would  be  area  governments  of  a  regional 
municipality  that  does  not  have  a  regional 
police  force.  I  think  the  operation  of  the 
police  force  on  a  regional  basis  does  have  a 
great  deal  of  merit. 

Undoubtedly  it  is  a  much  more  costly  ar- 
rangement, because  of  course  the  provincial 

police  will  not  be  doing  any  policing  at  all, 
I  presume,  in  the  region  where  a  regional 
police  force  has  been  set  up.  And  of  course 
the  pay  schedules,  the  efficiency  and  the 
level  of  service  given  would  all  be  brought 
up  to  the  standards,  I  presume,  of  the  highest 
degree  within  the  region. 

So  that  it's  quite  conceivable  that  the  in- 
crease to  $3.25  per  capita  is  not  anywhere 

out  of  line.  In  fact  it  probably  is  not  even 
going  to  be  sufficient  to  defray  the  additional 
costs  of  the  police  force  in  the  area. 

When  we  consider  that  last  year  it  re- 
quired $2  million  to  take  up  the  slack  in 

the  finances  of  three  regional  governments 

within  the  province— $1  million  to  Niagara, 
$750,000  to  York  and  $250,000  to  the 

Muskoka  region  governments— this  increase 
represented  in  this  bill  really  goes  a  very 
little  way  towards  satisfying  the  extra  needs 
and  requirements  for  financial  help  within 
the  regional  governments. 

I  regret  very  much  that  in  my  view  the 
centralization  of  authority  as  far  as  financing 
goes  is  still  held  by  the  provincial  Treasurer. 
According  to  the  Act  which  we  have  under 
discussion  tonight,  he  can  still  dole  out  the 
finances  at  his  discretion  to  put  out  the  fires 
wherever  they  might  appear  within  the 
regional  government. 

I  would  also  invite  a  reply  from  the 
Treasurer   to    explain   the   statement   in   the 

budget  that  $16  million  additional  would  be 
pumped  into  the  unconditional  grant  setup. 
This,  I  presume,  takes  care  of  the  regional 

municipal  grants,  as  well  as  the  uncondi- 
tional grant  setup.  I  fail  to  see  in  the  pro- 

visions of  this  bill  and  the  bill  before  it  that 
$16  million  would  be  provided,  especially 
when  you  have  deleted  50  cents  per  capita 
on  the  return  of  fines. 

We  will  support  the  bill  because  it  does, 
in  a  small  way,  help  financing  in  the  regional 
municipalities.  But  it  still  leaves  many  doubts 

in  my  mind  as  to  the  sincerity  of  the  gov- 
ernment in  wanting  to  return  some  degree 

of  local  autonomy  to  these  regional  govern- 
ments as  they  are  set  up,  especially  in  the 

field  of  financing. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Mr. 

Speaker,  I  did  some  sums  while  I  was  look- 
ing at  this  bill  in  order  just  to  see  how 

many  people  it  did  affect,  bearing  in  mind 
the  minister  saying,  according  to  the  esti- 

mates, that  about  $9.5  million  additional 
would  be  found  for  regional  municipalities 
between  1971-1972  and  1972-1973. 

The  figures  that  I  have  would  indicate  a 
population  of  about  3  million  now  in  the 
four  or  five  regional  municipalities.  At  $2.25, 
which  is  the  maximum  increase  per  capita 

available  here,  that's   $6.75  million. 
That,  in  fact,  takes  no  account  of  the 

handouts  that  the  minister  gave  last  year, 
and  which  are  included,  presumably,  in  the 

supplementary  estimates  for  1971-1972.  These 
amounted  to  $2.5  million  and  were  in  addi- 

tion to  that  old  $7  per  capita,  plus  the 
density  grants  that  were  being  given  to  the 
regions  and  the  area  municipalities. 

In  other  words,  somehow  a  figure  of  $4  to 
$4.5  million  in  increase  has  been  inflated  by 

the  minister's  rhetoric  or  by  the  fallibility 
of  his  computers  to  something  like  double 
that  amount. 

However  you  look  at  it,  it's  not  very  much 
money  and  I  don't  accept  what  the  min- 

ister had  to  say  previously  about  how  we 

couldn't  do  any  more. 

Perhaps  I  can  touch  briefly  on  the  ques- 
tion of  the  level  of  unconditional  grants  for 

regional  municipalities  which  is  covered  in 

this  particular  bill.  They're  very  small,  par- 
ticularly when  you  look  at  the  trends  in  the 

levels  of  spending. 

In  Ottawa-Carleton,  for  which  figures  are 
available,    the    taxation   per    capita    is    $185 
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and  the  taxation  per  household  is  $364.  In 
Metro  Toronto,  the  taxation  per  capita  is 
$258  and  the  taxation  per  household  is  $414. 

The  minister's  eight  bucks  or  a  few  extra 
dollars  per  capita,  are  a  trifling  contribution 
to  that  and  leave  very  little  freedom  and 
very  little  open  to  local  discretion  in  terms 
of  the  priorities  they  put  on  their  funds. 

The  moneys  that  they  get  from  the  prov- 
ince are  in  the  main  conditional  grants 

which  are  tied  to  spending  on  roads  or 
which  are  tied  to  spending  on  welfare  or 
tied  in  other  areas.  The  municipalities  do  not 
have  the  opportunity  to  exercise  the  auton- 

omy and  the  independence  that  the  minister 
so  frequently  tells  us  he  wants  them  to 
assume.  It  seems  to  me  that  he  could  have 
done  several  things  within  the  confines  of 
this  bill. 

In  the  first  place,  he  could  have  very 
seriously  considered  that  given  the  level  of 
competence  which  has  been  achieved  by  the 
regions  up  to  now,  he  could  transfer  some 
of  the  conditional  grants  into  an  uncondi- 

tional form  and  then  inform  the  municipal- 
ities that  it  was  up  to  them  now  to  decide 

what  to  do  with  the  money,  and  that  they 
were  not  bound  to  spend  it  in  a  particular 
way. 

The  fact  is  that  the  trend  has  been  the 

opposite.  One  of  the  minister's  colleagues,  in 
the  Department  of  Transportation  and  Com- 

munications, for  example,  in  regard  to  the 
conditional  grants  for  highways,  has  devised 

a  programme  which  lays  down  pretty  pre- 
cisely just  how  much  the  regional  govern- 
ments can  spend  on  road  construction  and 

reconstruction.  In  the  case  of  this  Act,  when 
the  minister  came  in  to  bail  but  the  regional 
municipality  of  Niagara  on  political  grounds, 
or  when  the  government  moved  in,  they  gave 
$900,000  under  these  powers  for  special 
grants,  which  continue,  but  told  Niagara  to 

cut  its  budgeted  expenditure— I  can't  see  from 
my  notes  if  it  was  by  $100,000  or  $300,000, 
I  believe  it  was  something  approaching 
$300,000-as  a  condition. 

In  other  words,  the  minister's  department 
laid  down  what  this  municipality  should  do 
rather  than  leaving  it  to  make  its  own  de- 

cisions, if  you  will,  to  fry  in  its  own  decisions 
as  an  autonomous  and  responsible  level  of 
government. 

I  find  the  same  problem  if  one  looks  at  the 
new  grants  which  are  being  proposed  for 
police  purposes— an  increase  of  $1.75  per 
capita,  depending  on  the  regional  govern- 

ment. In  the  first  place,  this  is  a  very  small 
sum  compared  to  the  overall  cost  of  policing, 

which  amounted  to  a  figure  of  $22.50  per 
capita  in  Metro  Toronto;  $16.  per  capita  in 
Ottawa  and  about  $17.00  per  capita  for  cities 

generally.  I  haven't  got  figures  for  area  mu- 
nicipalities here,  but  I  presume  they  would 

be  roughly  in  that  range. 

If  you  are  trying  to  give  them  an  incentive 
to  take  over  their  own  policing,  it  is  a  pretty 
small  incentive.  If  you  are  trying  to  provide 
equal  services  at  equal  costs,  then  also  this 
device  is  crude  and  ineffective.  To  return  to 
that  example,  the  regional  municipality  of 
Ottawa,  on  the  1969  and  1970  figures,  which 
are  the  latest  that  are  available  from  the 

minister's  department,  policing  costs  $16.  per 
capita;  and  in  Toronto,  with  the  problems  of 
a  larger  city,  $22.50  per  capita.  Yet  both  of 
them  get  an  equivalent  kind  of  grant. 

In  fact  what  should  be  measured  is  what  it 
costs,  what  the  mill  rate  is  in  Toronto  in 
order  to  provide  a  certain  level  of  policing 
and  what  the  mill  rate  is  in  Ottawa  in  order 
to  provide  a  certain  level  of  policing. 

That  degree  of  sensitivity  and  that  degree 
of  equalizing  between  different  municipalities 
around  the  province  are  something  the  gov- 

ernment has  simply  been  unable  to  come  up 
with.  Instead  they  come  along  nickeling  and 
diming  us  to  death  with  these  50  cents  off 
there  and  a  dollar  here.  It  is  almost  like 
Wool  worths  or  Dominion  Stores,  after  the 
price  war,  sort  of  getting  the  prices  up  a  bit. 

The  minister  gets  the  grants  up  a  bit  and 

comes  up  with  $3  million  or  $4  million  dol- 
lars. He  knows  perfectly  well  there  are  lots 

of  places  where  more  money  could  have  been 
found.  He  knows,  too,  that  there  are  many 
areas  where  conditional  grants  could  have 
been  transferred  over  to  unconditional  grants. 

This  having  been  said,  we  find  it  difficult 
to  oppose  it.  I  assure  the  minister  that  our 
support  will  be  rather  limp  and  weak,  even 
though  we  will  vote  for  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  hon.  member 
wish  to  speak  to  the  bill?  If  not,  the  hon. 
minister. 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer,  and 
Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs):  Mr. 

Speaker,  just  the  answers  to  a  couple  of  ques- 
tions. 

The  police  grants  per  se,  in  reply  to  the 
member  for  Waterloo  North,  would  represent 
the  maximum.  But  if  it  became  necessary  for 
an  improved  communication  system,  I  think 
on  the  recommendation  of  the  new  police 
commission  that  the  Ontario  Police  Commis- 

sion would  look  favourably  on  this,  or  might 
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look  favourably  on  it;  and  then  would  recom- 
mend the  appropriate  policy  to  the  govern- 

ment. 

It  is  not  quite  correct  to  say  the  OPP  will 
not  continue  or  disappear  completely;  pre- 

sumably they  will  go  on  policing  the  Mac- 
donald-Cartier  Freeway  and  perhaps  some 

other  King's  highway  within  the  region  of Waterloo. 

Finally,  in  reply  to  the  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre,  if  I  indicated  that  the  figures  were 

split,  $9  million;  I  don't  think  that  is  quite 
correct.  The  figures  I  gave  lumped  the  two 
bills  together  for  a  total  of  $16  million.  In 
giving  a  breakdown,  this  varies  because  of 
the  census,  but  in  the  regional  grants  the 
basic  increase  would  be  about  $1.5  million. 
The  sparsity  remains  the  same;  the  police  at 
$1.5  million  remains  roughly  the  same;  the 
additional  police  adds  about  $4.5  million  to 
$5  million;  and  the  census  increase,  which 
was  estimated  in  these  figures,  would  add 
about  $1.8  million. 

I  am  not  sure  what  those  total,  but  they 
would  total  roughly,  for  the  regions,  about 
$5  million  or  $6  million  of  the  increase. 

Then  on  the  unconditional  side,  the  basic 
goes  up  about  $1  million;  the  police  would 
add  over  $5  million;  and  the  census  increase 
about  $2  million.  You  add  those  figures  up 
it  is  an  increase  of  roughly  $16  million  split, 
I  guess,  about  $6  million  to  the  regions  and 
$10  million  to  the  other  municipalities. 

There  is  a  certain  amount  of  unknown  in 
this  because  we  were  guessing  at  the  census 
figures  when  those  figures  were  prepared. 
When  we  have  up  to  date  figures,  of  course, 
we  will  be  supplying  them. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

CONSOLIDATED  REVENUE  FUND 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough  moves  second  read- 
ing of  Bill  141,  An  Act  to  authorize  the  Rais- 
ing of  Money  on  the  Credit  of  the  Consoli- 

dated Revenue  Fund. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Riverdale. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  think  that- 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Before  the  member 
starts,  I  might  give  the  members  some  indica- 

tion of  the  figures  I  think  I  supplied  last  year, 
and  which  some  of  the  questions  will  be 
about. 

This  bill  authorizes  the  raising  of  money 
on  the  credit  of  the  province  in  the  amount 
of  $800  million,  which  is  exactly  the  same 
figure,  I  think,  as  last  year. 

Very  roughly,  we  started  off  this  fiscal 
year  with  about  $175  million.  The  Canada 
Pension  Plan  estimated  in  the  budget  re- 

ceipts were  about  $500  million,  which  has 
to  be  authorized  under  this  bill;  and  then 

we  would  have  to  authorize  public  borrow- 
ing or  need  public  borrowing  of  about  $300 

million— which  is  actually  $200  million  plus 
a  refunding  of  about  $100  million.  This  would 
leave  us  roughly,  we  think,  at  the  end  of  the 
year  with  a  carryover  into  the  following  fiscal 
year  of  about  $200  million,  which  is  where 
we  started  off. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  hon.  member  wish 
to  speak  to  this?  The  member  for  Riverdale. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  think that  it  is  necessary  this  year  to  ask  the  same 
questions  which  we  asked  before,  because 
the  minister  has  now  provided  the  informa- 

tion, plus  the  fact  that  the  bill  has  finally 
been  redrawn  into  a  form  which  is  under- 
standable. 

The  minister  will  recall,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
for  a  number  of  years  we  raised  the  question 
as  to  the  historic  anachronism  of  the  language 
of  the  bill  and  the  way  in  which  it  was 
expressed.  We  now  finally  have  received  from 
the  Treasurer  last  year,  and  again  this  year, 
an  exact  statement  of  the  way  in  which  the 
government  arrives  at  the  overall  umbrella 
authority  of  $800  million. 

Perhaps  the  minister,  in  winding  up  the 
debate,  could  indicate  to  which  markets  he 
expects  the  government  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario  will  resort  for  financing  the  borrow- 

ing requirements  of  the  government  under 
the  authority  of  this  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  other  hon.  member  wish 
to  make  a  comment?  If  not,  the  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  appreciate  the  re- 
marks of  the  hon.  member  for  Riverdale.  In 

reply  to  the  question:  That  is  still  not  finally 
determined.  A  decision  has  not  yet  been 
finally  made  to  enter  the  Japanese  market. 

We  may  well  increase  our  Treasury  bill 
offerings  to  provide  a  certain  portion  of  this 
money.  There  are  indications  that  some  other 
parts  of  the  European  market  may  open, 
which  have  not  been  open  to  us  before.  We 
synchronize,  of  course,  all  this  with  Ontario 
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Hydro  whose  requirements  are— well,  in  this 

year  twice  as  large  as  ours.  I  really  can't 
answer  the  hon.  member's  question  at  this moment. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Perhaps,  Mr.  Speaker,  you 
will  allow  me  one  more  question  because  of 
the  debate,  if  the  minister  would? 

I  noticed  in  the  paper  just  a  few  days  ago 
that  the  government  of  Canada  were  very 
much  concerned  to  concert,  by  discussions 
with  each  of  the  provincial  governments,  the 
markets  approached  and  the  timing  of  the 
borrowings  of  the  provincial  governments 
with  the  borrowings  of  the  federal  govern- 

ment. It  stated  that  the  government  of  Can- 
ada was  going  to  have  specific  discussion 

with  each  of  the  provincial  governments  about 
concerting  the  arrangements  for  borrowing- 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please!  Is  it  a  ques- 
tion of  clarification  the  member  wished? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Yes,  and  I  would  ask  the 
minister  if  he  would  comment  about  the 
statement  of  the  Minister  of  Finance  for 
Canada  when  he  announced  the  reduction  in 
the  lending  rates  of  the  chartered  banks  of 
Canada. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  the  Minister  of 
Finance  has  not  yet  been  in  touch  with  us 
formally;  I  only  know  what  I  read  in  the 
paper.  We  have  had  sort  of  discussions  from 
time  to  time  with  him,  with  his  staff,  with 
officials  of  the  Bank  of  Canada. 

I  expect  we  will  be  hearing  from  him 
perhaps  more  formally  in  the  next  two  or 
three  weeks  along  the  lines  which  he  dis- 

cussed or  which  have  been  reported  in  the 
press.  That  is  frankly  all  I  know  at  this 
moment. 

Certainly  I  would  gather  that  the  pressure 
on  the  Canadian  dollar  is  large;  I  can  only 
point  out,  of  course,  that  we  regret  very 
much,  between  ourselves  and  Hydro,  having 
to  go  to  the  market  with  the  capital  require- 

ments which  we  have,  but  we  don't  seem  to 
have  any  alternative. 
We  believe,  and  I  think  members  in  the 

member  for  Riverdale's  party  particularly, 
were  not  particularly  upset  with  the  budget 
deficit  of  $600  million  which  means  borrow- 

ing and  refunding  of  about  $300  million  this 
year.  I  think  there  was  some  encouragement 
from  the  hon.  member  for  York  South  (Mr. 
MacDonald)  that  it  could  be  much  more. 

That  may  well  be,  but  if  it  is  to  be  more, 
or  even  the  amount  that  it  is,  it  requires  a 

massive  recourse  to  the  markets;  and  Hydro's 

needs,  of  course,  are  large.  Mr.  Turner  might 
direct  some  of  his  attention  to  solving  that 
problem  rather  than  the  problem  which  he 
has  specifically  suggested  in  the  paper. 

I  would  simply  say  that  I  anticipate— the 
member  for  York  South  has  frantically  come 
to  his  place.  It  is  nice  to  have  him  back,  I 

say  to  him,  through  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  im- 
agine we  will  have  a  very  full  discussion  on 

this  during  the  course  of  my  estimates,  which 
will  follow  in  the  next  few  days.  We  have 
prepared  some  data  which  I  think  will  be  of 
interest  to  the  members.  With  respect,  I 
would  suggest  that  we  might  get  into  this 
very  thoroughly  during  the  estimates,  and  I 
look  forward  to  the  views  of  the  members 

opposite  at  that  time. 
Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 

bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed  to. 

THE  RESIDENTIAL  PROPERTY  TAX 
REDUCTION  ACT,  1972 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  51,  The  Residential  Property  Tax  Re- 

duction Act,  1972. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  regrettable  that 
this  old  bill  comes  back  now  for  deletion. 
The  Residential  Property  Tax  Act  in  my  view 
has  been  nothing  but  a  very  mixed-up 
method  by  the  government,  trying  to  do 
something  to  fulfill  an  election  promise  made 
before  the  1967  election. 

I  don't  think  any  bill  caused  as  much  con- 
troversy, as  much  consternation  among  mu- 

nicipalities, as  much  misunderstanding  be- 
tween landlords  and  tenants,  as  did  The  Resi- 

dential Property  Tax  Reduction  Act.  We  are 
now  asked  to  delete  certain  parts  of  this  Act 
and  replace  it  with  a  means  by  which  certain 
people  will  get  refunds  on  their  income  tax 
next  year. 

Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  going  to  vote 
against  this  bill  on  second  reading  for  the 
simple  reason  we  feel  that  the  government 
has  bungled  the  thing  right  from  its  original 
inception,  when  they  tried  to  work  out  some 
method  to  carry  out  an  election  promise  be- 

fore the  1967  election. 

An  hon.  member:  Right! 
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Mr.  Good:  It  is  unfortunate  that  we  have 
to  relieve  some  of  the  problems  that  resulted 
after  the  first  introduction  of  this  bill.  Land- 

lords used  the  bill  as  a  means  to  raise  rents, 
insurance  companies  used  it  as  a  means  to 
retain  property  taxes  that  were  made  in  mort- 

gage payments.  The  landlords  found  them- 
selves having  to  pay  out  moneys  at  the  end 

of  the  year  which  were  in  dispute  by  tenants; 
tenants  had  to  practically  go  through  legal 
procedures  to  get  their  rebates  which  were 
due  to  them;  and  for  the  first  year  or  two 
the  municipalities  found  nothing  but  prob- 

lems with  it.  In  many  instances,  where  the 
taxes  that  year  were  reduced  by  the  amount 
as  specified  in  the  bill,  municipal  councils 
used  that  as  a  means  of  raising  taxes  for  that 

year. 
We  now  find  that  in  one  stroke  of  legisla- 

tion, the  government  wants  to  repeal  this  bill. 
In  so  doing  they  are  taking  from  people  resi- 

dential property  tax  of  anywhere  from  $55  to 
$65  or  $70.  People  who  are  faced  with  any 
increase  of  municipal  taxes  at  all,  find  them- 

selves with  a  tremendous  increase  now  of 
regular  taxation  plus  the  deletion  of  this  bill. 
People  who  cannot  afford  it  find  that  their 
taxes  this  year  are  going  up  anywhere  from 
$100  to  $150. 

This  is  why  we  feel  we  have  to  exert  our 
objection  to   this   whole   residential  property 
tax  rebate- 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  A  Machia- 
vellian scheme! 

Mr.  Good:  —that  has  been  instituted  by 
the  government  a  few  years  ago.  Now  they 
want  to  put  it  out  of  existence.  Well,  it 
should  never  have  been  brought  in  in  the  first 

place. 

Mr.  Reid:  A  political  payoff! 

Mr.  Good:  The  administrative  costs  alone, 
of  this  plan,  were  just  fantastic. 

Mr.  Reid:  What  is  going  to  happen  to  all 
those  people? 

An  hon.  member:  It  was  $5  million. 

Mr.  Reid:  More  like  $13  million  in  ad- 
ministrative costs. 

Mr.  Good:  I  think  the  prime  purpose  of 
deleting  this  piece  of  legislation  from  the 
Act  is  to  give  the  province  about  $140  mil- 

lion extra  money  to  pay  off  election  promises 
made  before  the  1971  election,  no  other 
reason  at  all! 

An  hon.  member:  Right! 

Mr.  Good:  No  other  reason  at  all. 

Some  hon.  members:  Shame! 

Mr.  Good:  A  cynical  approach  to  govern- 
ment! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.    Good:    The    government,    by    taking 

away  from  the  people  of  the  province- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Good:  —something  which  it  had  given 
them  two  years  ago,  now  has  an  additional 
$141  million  to  play  around  with  to  look 

after  some  of  the  things  which  the  Con- 
servatives promised  before  the  election  cam- 

paign last  fall.  We  are  completely  against 
this  in  principle. 

An  hon.  member:  Right! 

Mr.  Good:  You  just  can't  run  a  province 
that  way— to  give  one  day,  then  take  away 
and  create  hardship. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  government  is  now  in 
the  position  that  it  finally  admits  it  made  a 
mistake  by  ever  bringing  in  the  residential 
property  tax  reduction.  The  repeal  of  this 
bill  is  a  public  confession  that  it  made  a 
mistake  by  ever  bringing  it  in.  There  are 
ways  available  to  the  Tories  by  which  it 
could  have  been  done  on  a  phased  in  basis, 
which  would  have  created  less  hardship  and 
less  consternation  and  a  smaller  jump  in 
municipal  taxes  than  is  happening  by  doing 
it  this  way. 

Mr.  Reid:  And  there  would  have  been  real 

rapport,  not  a  cynical  political  scheme. 

Mr.  Good:  We  have  no  way,  Mr.  Speaker, 

of  knowing  what  the  impact  of  this  legisla- 
tion will  be  on  the  people  of  the  province 

next  spring  when  they  file  their  income  tax. 

We  think  in  particular  of  the  elderly  peo- 
ple living  in  their  own  residences  who  have 

probably  never  filed  income  tax  for  dear 
knows  how  many  years,  if  ever.  In  order  to 
get  any  benefit  from  this  scheme  they  will 
have  to  file  their  income  tax  next  spring.  To 
get  a  benefit  they  will  go  by  the  formula 
as  announced  by  the  Treasurer  in  the  budget 
speech,  by  which  $90  will  be  the  basic 
refund  plus  10  per  cent  of  the  municipal 
taxes  less  one  per  cent  of  the  taxable  income. 

I  would  invite  from  the  Treasurer  an 

answer  as  to  how  many  people  in  the  prov- 
ince he  thinks  will  be  eligible  for  the  refund. 
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The  maximum  will  be  $250  and  I  doubt 
very  much  if  many  people  will  receive  the 

maximum  refund  of  $250.  I'm  of  the  opinion 
the  government  is  going  to  make  money 
on  the  deal  and  have  the  money  to  use  for 
a  whole  year. 
We  have  no  alternative  because  of  the 

poor  manner  in  which  this  bill  was  conceived 
in  the  first  place;  the  problems  it  created  in 
the  municipalities;  the  strife  and  strain  it 
created  between  landlords  and  tenants  over 
the  years;  and  the  high  administrative  cost 
that  this  plan  created  all  through  its  life.  We 
finally  have  an  admission  by  the  government 
that  it  is  a  bad  scheme.  They  want  to  with- 

draw it,  but  they  are  not  going  to  do  any- 
thing about  reimbursing  people  who  de- 

pended on  this  until  next  year.  We  want  this 
$140  million,  the  government  is  saying,  to 
work  with  this  year. 
We  have  no  alternative,  Mr.  Speaker,  but 

to  oppose  this  slipshod  manner. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Owen 
Sound. 

An  hon.  member:  You  didn't  promise  this bill  before  the  election. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  very 
simple.  The  intention  of  the  government  has 
been  to  unload  the  tax  increases  it  wishes 
to  levy  this  year  onto  the  municipalities  and 

make  them  carry  the  can  for  it.  It's  perfectly 
simple.  I've  had  complaints  from  a  large 
number  of  councillors  over  this  point  be- 

cause they  feel— and  they  feel  rightly— that 
they  have  been  made  the  whipping  boy  for 

the  Ontario  government's  desire  to  con  the 
electorate  with  fancy  promises  and  pay  the 
piper  later. 

They  feel  it  additionally,  I  suppose  one 
should  say,  because  of  the  fact  they  are 
entering  an  election  year.  They  are  entering 
an  election  year  with  tax  increases  of  $100, 
$110,  $120  all  across  the  province. 

The  major  portion  of  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  is 
due  to  the  actions  of  the  minister  and  of  the 
government.  But  it  is  very  difficult  for  them 
to  explain  that  the  little  line  on  the  tax  bill 

which  used  to  say,  "Property  tax  reduction 
from  the  provincial  government",  is  no  longer 
there,  and  therefore  that  people's  tax  bills 
have  gone  up  to  $60  or  $70.  It  is  very  dif- 

ficult for  them  to  explain  that  it  wasn't  their 
fault,  but  that  it  goes  back  to  the  Treasurer 
and  his  decision  and  the  way  in  which  he 
works  out  his  bill. 

It  is  also  very  difficult  for  them,  or  for 
us  or  for  anybody  in  the  province,  to  explain 
to  someone  on  a  modest  income  just  how  it 
is  that  moneys  that  will  be  received  in  April 
or  May,  1973,  can  be  seen  to  apply  to  the 

taxation  year  of  1972.  It's  a  year  later.  Had 
the  money  been  applied  against  the  1973  tax 
year,  then  there  would  be  no  particular 

problems. 
Our  objection  to  this  bill  is  not  in  the 

demise  of  the  Residential  Property  Tax  Re- 
duction Act.  We  have  argued  very  con- 
sistently that  it  was  a  bad  Act  and  that  the 

amendments  that  the  minister  brought  in,  in 

fact,  made  it  worse;  and  managed,  if  any- 
thing, to  make  it  more  regressive  than  it  was 

when  it  began.  But  over  the  timing  of  this 
move,  the  hidden  tax  increase  which  was 
thereby  entailed,  we  have  suggested,  and 
will  suggest  in  a  few  minutes,  an  amendment 
to  the  effect  that  one  of  the  ways  the  min- 

ister could  have  achieved  this  would  have 
been  to  have  brought  in  his  bill  and  made 
it  effective  at  the  beginning  of  1973  rather 
than  1972. 

Failing  any  other  alternative,  the  Associa- 
tion of  Municipalities  of  Ontario,  at  its  con- 

ference in  Ottawa  this  week,  suggested  much 
the  same  thing;  but  they  suggested  that  it 
be  done  in  the  form  of  a  transitional  increase 
in  unconditional  grants  to  the  municipalities. 
This  was  endorsed  by  Chatham,  Cornwall, 
Guelph,  Stratford,  Owen  Sound  and  Metro 
Toronto,  as  well  as  the  city  of  London,  and 

was  passed  at  yesterday's  session  by  the  As- sociation of  Municipalities  of  Ontario. 

The  minister,  however,  has  hardened  his 
heart.  One  can  simply  tell  that  as  people 
come  in  and  complain.  We  feel  that  this  is  a 
regressive  measure  in  the  way  in  which  it 
has  been  done  and  is  going  to  cause  a  great 
deal  of  suffering.  If  you  wished,  if  you 
needed  to  raise  money,  there  are  progressive 
tax  sources  available  in  this  province.  As  the 
member  for  York  South,  has  already  said 
during  the  budget  debate,  there  were  in  fact 
a  number  of  tax  sources  that  were  available 
to  you  that  would  not  have  had  any  effect 
on  the  ordinary  taxpayers  of  this  province 
but  which  the  minister  failed  to  take  ad- 

vantage of. 

There  are,  however,  progressive  tax 
sources.  The  quixotic  effect  of  this  particular 

measure,  which  puts  up  everybody's  taxes 
by  $60  or  $80  a  year,  is  that  it  too,  in  un- 

winding the  Residential  Property  Tax  Pro- 
duction Act,  has  regressive  features.  The  peo- 

ple who  are  in  $40,000  and  $50,000  homes 
will  get  a  bit  more  back  than  the  people  who 
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are  in  $18,000  homes.  As  a  percentage  of 
income,  the  people  who  have  got  to  pay 
most  are  precisely  the  little  people— it  looks 
as  though  rich  people  get  back  more— as  a 
percentage  of  income  it  is  the  little  people 
who  are  going  to  get  hit  harder.  They  have 
to  find  that  cash,  $5,  $6,  or  $7  a  month  in 

order  to  meet  the  minister's  demands. 

Politically,  this  isn't  an  honest  kind  of 
thing  to  do.  The  minister  comes  up  in  his 
budget  speech,  in  March,  and  offers  a 
magnificent  new  tax  credit  scheme.  We  will 
have  something  to  say  about  that  when  it 
comes  forward  under  the  Income  Tax  Act. 
While  we  may  agree  with  the  principle,  it 
still  bears  the  marks  of  a  con  job.  Mean- 

while, with  the  other  hand  he  is  taxing  as 
hard  as  he  can  and  in  as  indirect  a  fashion, 
a  fashion  which  is  as  far  away  from  the  pro- 

vincial government  as  possible  and  which 
he  hopes  will  be  seen  not  as  a  provincial 
tax  but  as  a  tax  imposed  by  those  nasty 
municipal  people. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  going  to  support 
a  reasoned  amendment  on  this,  that  the  bill 
be  withdrawn  by  the  minister  in  order  that 
the  government  consider  the  advisability  of 
postponing  the  effective  date  to  January  1, 
1973. 

We  would  have  hoped  that  in  going  ahead 
with  this  bill  the  government  would  have  also 
come  up  with  some  better  provisions  for  old 
people,  who  are  covered  here  only  if  they  are 
on  a  guaranteed  supplement  and  not  if  they 
are  just  above. 

We  find  it  surprising,  to  say  the  least,  that 

a  government  which  is  quite  willing  to  "soak" 
tenants  in  this  particular  bill  exempts,  puts  in 

a  waiving  clause  in  order  to  let  out  any  land- 
lord who  may  have  happened  to  give  a  bit 

of  money,  assuming  that  the  Residential  Tax 
Act  was  still  underway.  We  feel  very  strongly 
that  in  the  absence  of  anything  better,  this 
bill  should  become  effective  at  the  beginning 
of  next  year.  I  would  therefore  move  our 
amendment,  seconded  by  the  member  for 
York  South. 

An  hon.  member:  Read  it! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  read  the  amendment,  Mr. 
Speaker: 

That  this  bill  be  withdrawn  by  the  minister 
in  order  that  the  government  may  give  con- 

sideration to  the  advisability  of  postponing 
the  effective  date  to  January  1,  1973. 

Had  the  rules  of  the  House  not  prevented  it, 
we  would  have  made  this  motion  much  more 

specific,   but  I  understand  that  we  couldn't make  it  that  way. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Mr.  Cassidy  has  moved  that 
motion  for  second  reading  of  Bill  51,  intituled 
the  Residential  Property  Tax  Reduction  Act, 
1972,  be  amended  by  deleting  all  the  words 

after  the  word,  "that",  substituting  therefor 
the  words: 

This  bill  be  withdrawn  by  the  minister 
in  order  that  the  government  may  give 
consideration  to  the  advisability  of  post- 

poning the  effective  date  to  January  1, 
1973. 

The  member  for  Grey  Bruce. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  repeal  of  the  Residential  Property  Tax  Re- 

duction Act  would  be  believable  for  many 

reasons,  but  it  is  only  a  facade  in  the  ding- 
dong  of  the  ping-pong  politics  this  minister  is 

playing.  It's  a— An  hon.  member:  Very  well  put,  very  well 

put! 
An  hon.  member:  Ping-pong  politics,  ping- 

pong  politics! 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  thing  is,  Mr.  Speaker- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  Did 
the  minister  get  that? 

Mr.  Sargent:  This  minister  uses  the 

people's  money  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  as 
a  tool  to  bounce  back  and  forth  to  get  money 
for  elections. 

An  hon.  member:  Right! 

Mr.  Sargent:  And  this  in  itself— this  guy 
puts  Mayor  Daley  to  shame!  You  fellows  in 
the  back  row  should  be  ashamed  of  this  man. 
He  opens  the  tap  and  turns  it  off  and  on  as 
you  need  money.  To  run  an  election  you 
come  up  with  ding-dong  things  like  this. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  very  fact  is  that  his 
cohort  there,  or  his  colleague  in  crime,  or 
however  you  want  to  say  it,  Charlie  there, 
you  bounce  a  $600  million  deficit  on  to  us 

this  year— 
An  hon.  member:  Right! 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  minister  turns  the  tap  off 
and  on  before  elections,  using  this  tool  here; 
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he   mails    the   cheques   before   Christmas,   he 
mails  the  cheques  before  an  election- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  —and  it's  getting  pretty  ob- 
vious what  they  are  doing  with  the  thing. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  And  I  am  wondering  how 
long  the  people  of  Ontario  are  going  to  let 
them  get  away  with  this  stuff. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Now  we  have- 

Mr.    Speaker:    Order   please,    back   to   the 
principle  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  It  is  right  on! 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  certainly  am,  right  on  tar- 
get! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

An  hon.  member:  He's  right  on! 

Mr.  Roy:  Right  on!  They  didn't  promise this  before  the  election. 

Mr.  Sargent:  You  know,  Mr.  Minister,  you 
look  back,  and  the  farmers  of  this  province, 
they  got  fed  up  to  the  teeth,  and  they  said, 

"To  hell  with  you  guys,  we're  not  going  to 

pay  our  taxes." 

An  hon.  member:  That's  right! 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  happened?  What  hap- 
pened? The  government  knuckled,  the  whole 

bunch  of  them.  And  they  say  "Okay,  we'll 
send  you,  we'll  spend  about—"  how  many 
would  you  spend,  $10  or  $11  million? 

An  hon.  member:  Yes! 

Mr.  Sargent:  To  keep  the  farmers  happy. 
Playing  politics.  If  they  had  any  guts,  if  they 

thought  they'd  win  the  election,  they'd  have said  no  to  them. 

But  they  didn't.  They  didn't  believe  in 
what  they  were  doing.  So  they  said,  "We'll 
knuckle  to  the  farmers."  Now,  I'll  tell  you 
what's  going  to  happen. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

An  hon.  member:  Send  them  a  cheque! 

Mr.  Sargent:  Pardon  me? 

Hon.  C.  S.  McNaughton  (Chairman,  Man- 
agement Board):  Enough  to  fuss  a  fellow, 

isn't  it? 

Mr.  Roy:  No,  no!  Don't  say  it.  The  minis- 
ter is  too  old;  he's  out  of  this. 

Mr.  J.  P.  Spence  (Kent):  Don't  interrupt 
him. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Minister,  a  lot  of  people 
are  mad  at  you  guys. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  We've  had  a  belly  full  of 
you.  We  really  have! 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  They 
are  the  majority  but  unfortunately  not  the 
biggest  in  any  party. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Well,  back  to  Bill  51. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Back  to  this  bill. 

Mr.  Roy:  Right  on;  the  hon.  member  is 

right  on. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  hon.  minister  wouldn't bring  this  thing  in  in  an  election  year,  but 
he  repeals  it  now  because  he  is  about  three 
years  away  from  pay  day.  But  then  he  turns 
the  tap  on  again  and  does  something  else, 

and  he'll  use  the  funds  of  the  people  of  this 
province  to  bribe  them  to  get  votes;  and  it's corrupt. 

Mr.  Roy:  Right! 

An  hon.  member:  That's  right! 
Mr.  Sargent:  And  anyone  in  this  House 

that  says  it  isn't  hasn't  been  in  this  business very  long. 

Interjections   by   hon.    members. 

Mr.  F.  Drea  (Scarborough  Centre):  Doesn't 
the  member  for  Grey-Bruce  wish  he  could 
turn  on  the  tap? 

Mr.    Sargent:   Pardon? 

Mr.  Drea:  Doesn't  he  wish  he  could  turn on  the  tap? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Yes,  for  the  right  people. 

We'd  give  the  ordinary  Joe  in  this  province 
a  break,  but  not  the  friends  of  the  govern- 
ment. 

Mr.  Roy:  Does  the  member  for  Scarborough 
Centre  subscribe  to  that? 

Mr.   Drea:    Terrible! 

Mr.  Roy:  He  has  more  principles  than 
that? 
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Mr.  Sargent:  The  very  people  you  think 
you  are  going  to  help,  if  you  are  sincere,  the 
very  people  who  need  help,  will  not  be  able 
to  conform  to  this  when  they  should  be 
getting  their  money.  I  think  the  whole  thing 
is  a  facade  and  it  will  be  no  good  for  the 
people  of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Wentworth. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Thank  you,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  want  to  speak  in  favour  of  the 
amendment  moved  by  my  colleague  from 
Ottawa    Centre. 

The  purpose  of  the  amendment  is  the 
purpose  that  we  raised  with  the  minister  a 
number  of  times  during  previous  occasions  in 

the  House.  We  don't  happen  to  think  that 
it  makes  very  good  sense  to  deny  people  in 
the  province  the  benefit  they  have  been  re- 

ceiving, and  have  in  fact  been  counting  on 

as  a  result  of  the  government's  previous  pro- 
gramme. The  programme  is  still  in  effect 

today  but  will  go  out  of  the  window  as  a 
result  of  the  change  which  is  presently  being 
proposed  by  the  minister. 

What  we  are  saying  to  the  minister  is  this; 

there  isn't  any  reason  why  the  government 
couldn't  continue  to  pay  the  residential 
property  tax  this  fall.  In  next  year's  income 
tax  they  could  continue  to  compute  what 
the  people  of  the  province  would  be  eligible 
to  receive  next  year.  What  we  are  saying  is, 
in  fact,  that  though  the  bill  may  well  pass, 
the  effective  date  of  the  bill  be  not  this  year 
but  rather  the  beginning  of  next  year.  For  the 
remainder  of  this  year  every  person  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  will  be  able  to  benefit  to 
the  extent  to  which  they  previously  benefited. 

We  believe  it  makes  good  sense.  There  is 
a  great  number  of  people  in  the  category  of 
the  deprived,  whether  through  inadequate 
old  age  pensions,  or  perhaps  simply  in- 

adequate incomes,  who  will  find  it  extremely 
difficult  to  raise  the  additional  cash  required 
this  year  to  pay  their  taxes.  The  tax  bills  for 
many  people  have  risen  substantially  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  this  year.  We  believe 
that  it  makes  good  sense  that  we  should  not 
add  to  the  already  overburdening  effect  of  the 
increases  in  taxes  that  have  been  brought 
about. 

What  we  are  suggesting  to  the  minister 

is  a  very  simple  change.  It's  not  in  any  way 
detracting  from  the  legislation  that  he  has 
brought  forward.  It  is  not  in  any  way  remov- 

ing the  thrust  or  intent  of  the  legislation  in 
regard  to  a  more  reasonable  and  a  more 
sensible  approach- 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Being  a 
reasonable  man  he  will  likely  accept  it. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Yes,  but  sometimes  he 
isn't  a  reasonable  man. 

Mr.  Deans:  —to  the  burden  of  taxation  in 
the  year  1973.  We  do  feel  very  strongly. 
One  could  talk  at  length  about  the  effect  of 
this  particular  legislation  on  the  lower  in- 

come people,  particularly  the  pensioners,  of 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  the  effect  of 
being  burdened  by  an  additional  $65  or  $70 
this  year,  out  of  an  already  inadequate  pen- 
sion. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Sarnia):  And  he  owes 
me  an  apology. 

Mr.  Deans:  The  problem  will  be  confront- 
ing many  people  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 

who  earn  $3,000  or  $4,000-the  single  parent 
families  who  are  perhaps  trying  to  make  it 

on  mothers'  allowance;  the  widows  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  who  are  receiving  rather 

inadequate  pensions  from  the  Workmen's Compensation  Board.  They  will  have  to  find 
these  additional  dollars  this  year  to  pay  taxes, 
which  for  the  last  number  of  years  have  been 
an  extremely  onerous  burden. 

The  proposition  that  we  put  to  the  minis- 
ter, I  think,  is  a  proposition  which  the  min- 
ister ought  to  be  able  to  embrace.  I  think  it 

should  be  entirely  possible  for  the  minister 
to  say  at  this  point  that  he  is  prepared  to 
make  sure  that  no  one  in  this  province  will 
be  unduly  burdened  this  year  by  any  action 
of  this  government  and  that  we  will  continue 
to  make  payments  to  those  in  the  province 
who  so  obviously  need  them;  perhaps  to  a 

few  who  don't  need  them.  Nevertheless,  in 
order  to  guarantee  the  ones  who  do  need  it, 
we  will  make  them  to  the  others  as  well. 

In  1973  we  will  move  to  a  new  programme. 
It  may  mean,  and  I  concede  to  the  minister 
it  may  mean,  that  within  one  three  or  four- 
month  period  the  Province  of  Ontario  will 
be  committed  to  pay  out  a  much  larger  sum 
of  money  than  it  had  previously  anticipated 
paying  out.  In  the  overall  picture,  the  total 
sum  of  money  taken  into  two  calendar  years 
cannot  possibly  exceed  the  amount  which  is 

budgeted  for  the  two  years'  payment.  In  fact 
we  are  not  paying  out  any  more  over  the 
long  haul  than  we  would  have  been  paying 
out,  except  that  we  are  paying  it  at  a  time 
when  the  people  need  it,  rather  than  waiting 
until  next  year  to  do  it. 

We  are  going  to  be  faced  with  a  lot  of 
problems  next  year.  The  problems  are  begin- 

ning to  become  apparent  even  at  this  point. 



JUNE  20,  1972 3987 

A  great  many  people  fall  into  the  category 
of  the  elderly  who  are  going  to  have  difficulty 

deciding  how  they  are  going  to  go  about  fill- 

ing in  income  tax  forms  when  they  haven't filled  an  income  tax  form  in  for  10  or  15 

years.  By  the  time  they  get  that  done  it  will 
be  April  or  May,  or  perhaps  even  later  in  the 
year  before  they  get  full  benefit  of  this 
change. 

I  say  to  the  minister,  surely  at  this  time, 
with  no  election  in  the  offing,  the  government 
can  find  it  in  its  heart  to  make  sure  that  no 
one  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  suffers.  For 
that  reason  we  have  moved  this  amendment. 

It's  called  a  reasoned  amendment.  But,  in 
fact,  it's  a  reasonable  amendment,  an  ex- 

tremely reasonable  amendment;  an  amend- 
ment which  I  suspect  every  member  of  this 

House  could  support,  an  amendment  which 
even  the  Conservative  backbenchers  could 

find  quite  easy  to  vote  in  favour  of. 

It  simply  says  that  the  people  who  have 
been  counting  this  year  on  receiving  a  rebate 
to  offset  the  extremely  high  tax  burden  will 
get  it;  and  next  year  they  will  then  qualify 

for  the  new  programme  that's  put  forward  by 
the  government.  We  think  that  makes  a  lot 
of  sense.  I  think  that  every  Conservative 
member  would  agree  with  me.  I  ask  you  to 
consider  supporting  this  reasoned  amendment. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Mr. 

Speaker,  the  legislation  before  us  tonight,  as 
suggested  by  my  colleague  from  Ottawa 
Centre,  is  a  grave  and  blatant  misnomer. 
Instead  of  being  called  the  Residential 
Property  Tax  Reduction  Act,  the  word 

"reduction"  should  be  deleted— and  we  may 
even  move  to  that  end— and  substituted  by 

the  word  "increase".  This  is  exceedingly 
cynical  legislation,  cynical  on  two  counts: 
First  of  all  because  the  government  has 
chosen  the  first  year  after  its  quixotic  and 
magnificent  victory  to  stab  the  taxpayers  of 
the  province  in  the  proverbial  place. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  What's  the  pro- 
verbial place? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  varies  with  different 

people. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Let  him  explain. 
I  want  to  know  what  it  means. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  It  wouldn't  attempt  to  do 
this  two  years  from  now,  of  course.  It  must 
find  its  transitional  or  bridging  period  now 
or  never.    That  piece   of   cynicism   must  be 

taken  together  with  the  fact  that,  without 
the  saving  of  the  $140  million  or  so  involved 
here,  the  Treasurer  of  this  province  would 
be  in  very  grave  financial  straits  indeed, 
Mr.  Speaker.  His  running  deficit  would  get 
on  towards  a  billion  dollars. 

In  that  particular  context  he  shied  away 

from  the  situation.  He  would  be  quite  will- 
ing to  mulct  the  municipal  taxpayers  in  the 

province  on  this  account.  In  other  words, 
he  buttressed  his  budget  by  $150  million  by 
this  particular  manoeuvre. 

The  member  for  Chatham  (Mr.  McKeough) 
smiles  in  the  face  of  his  finesse  and  his 

financing.  But  there  will  remain  the  weight 
that  falls  on  the  heads  of  individual  tax- 

payers, and  the  cry  of  protest  which  he  will 
have  visited  upon  his  head,  hoping  again 
with  a  saturnine  and  somewhat  quizzical 
smile  to  see  it  all  pass  away  as  the  dews  of 
summer  in  the  next  two  or  three  years. 

I  personally,  am  in  favour,  and  I  am  sure 
this  party  is,  of  the  swinging  over  from  that 
almost  unenforceable,  creaking  machinery 
which  we  protested  about  for  the  past  four 

years  from  the  rooftops— or  from  the  floor 
of  this  House,  which  is  not  quite  the  same 
thing.  I  am  delighted  to  see  it  pass  away 
into  the  inferno  to  which  it  belonged  at  the 
very  beginning. 

This  is  further  complicated  by  the  very 
fact  that  the  minister,  by  announcing  the 
matter  only  in  latter  February,  has  left 

himself  hung  up  with  respect  to  any  pay- 
ments that  might  have  been  made  by  land- 

lords to  vacating  tenants  in  the  first  two 
months  of  the  year.  So  he  has  to  cover  his 
tracks  and  bolster  the  landlords  of  the 

province  and  make  gratuitous  handouts  to 
them  for  the  two  months  of  the  year. 

If  he  had  announced  the  policy  in  the  early 

part  of  January  he  would  have  foregone  the 

necessity  of  making  this  particular  contribu- 
tion to  the  landlords  of  the  Province  of 

Ontario.  But  foreshortedly,  and  with  short- 
sightedness, he  saw  fit  to  bring  it  in  at  the 

time  he  did  and  thereby  placed  a  completely 
unnecessary  burden  upon  the  taxpayers  of 

this  province. 

He  has  delimited  and  continues  to  delimit, 

which  is  quite  an  onerous  thing,  the  benefits 
to  the  old  age  pensioners  of  this  province,  the 

$50  handout  that  is  provided  for  in  the  legis- 
lation and  which  is  being  re-enacted  tonight. 

Under  part  II  of  the  Old  Age  Security  Act, 
the  guaranteed  income  supplemental  people 
are  the  only  ones  benefiting.  Surely  there  are 

a  great  many  people  immediately  above  that 
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line  who  are  equally  in  need  of  and  who 

would  benefit  from  the  terms  of  the  legisla- 
tion, even  on  the  minatory  scale  which  is 

being  proposed  to  us  tonight. 

There  is  a  last  point  that  I  would  like  to 
make,  Mr.  Speaker.  The  legislation  smells  a 
litde  like  dead  fish,  decaying  from  the  head, 
on  the  basis  of  being  retroactive  legislation. 
Tax  legislation  which  is  retroactive  runs 
against  every  concept  of  the  British  order  of 
law  or  code  of  rights. 

It  is  retroactive  by  the  very  terms  of  sec- 
tion 8:  it  will  be  deemed  to  be  in  force  from 

January  1,  1972.  Here  it  is  half  way  through 
the  year  without  it  being  brought  into  law, 

and  it  was  only  latterly  proposed.  The  intro- 
duction of  this  kind  of  legislation  and  the 

pushing  of  it  through  is  the  kind  of  thing  that 
really  rankles;  it  is  completely  unnecessary 
and  prejudices  the  basic  freedoms  of  English 

people. 
We  must  raise  our  voice  against  this  sort 

of  thing  in  order  that  it  does  not  recur.  The 
minister  must  plan  his  legislation  at  an  earlier 

date.  Don't  wait  so  loftily  into  the  new  year 
and  then  impose  stuff  that  has  to  be  dated 
back  in  order  to  be  efficacious.  That  is  the 

basic  grounds  upon  which  I  think  we  would 
have  set  forth  our  reasons  for  the  reasoned 
amendment. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  other  hon.  member  wish 
to  address  himself  to  this  bill?  The  hon.  mem- 

ber for  Sarnia. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  will  just  take  a  few 
moments  because  I  recognize,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  a  great  deal  of  what  I  might  say  is 
undue  reiteration.  But  I  feel,  frankly,  quite 
close  to  this  piece  of  legislation.  It  was  in  the 
second  speech  that  I  made  after  election  in 
1967  that  I  tried  to  draw  attention  to  the 

inequitable  application  of  public  funds  that 
resulted  from  the  passing  of  this  particular 
piece  of  legislation  in  its  first  instance. 

I  have  attempted— probably  to  the  nausea 
of  the  Treasurer  of  Ontario  in  his  then  capa- 

city as  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs,  and  to 

the  then  Treasurer  of  Ontario  also— to  point 
out  the  stupidity  of  the  legislation  to  begin 
with;  the  abject  invitation  to  the  public  of 

Ontario  to  bring  back  the  Progressive  Con- 
servative Party  in  1967  and  do  it  on  the 

self  reward  that  will  give  you  back  your  own 
money. 

That  is  why  we  took  issue  with  the  bill  to 
begin  with,  and  that  is  why  we  continue  to 
take  issue  with  the  statute,  and  that  is  why  we 
will  vote  against  the  bill,  and  that  is  why  we 

will  support  the  reasoned  amendment— because 
it  is  reasoned  and  reasonable  as  the  hon.  mem- 

ber for  Wentworth  has  said.  But  it  is  unfair, 

unconscionable,  and  I  think  beyond  our  re- 
solve and  purpose,  to  let  this  type  of  legisla- 

tion go  through  without  recording  in  Hansard 
what  we  feel  on  behalf  of  the  public. 

This  is  the  very  bill  that  gave  George  Rom- 
ney  his  $39— the  very  bill  that  had  no  regard 
for  whether  a  person  was  a  citizen  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  and  had  no  regard  at  all 
for  whether  he  was  a  millionaire  or  a  man 

earning  $6,000  a  year  with  six  children  at 
home. 

The  bill  a  fortiori  said  to  the  people  of 
Ontario,  in  September,  1967,  we  are  going  to 
give  you  your  own  money  back.  It  not  only 
did  that;  when  they  brought  it  in,  in  1968, 

it  stupidly  said,  "Well  give  it  to  everybody 
who  has  any  residential  property  in  the 

Province  of  Ontario." 
We  talked  about  this  application;  and  I 

talked  about  going  to  my  people  who  had  to 
count  their  pipefuls  of  tobacco.  I  talked  about 
it  in  this  House  and  I  continue  to  talk  about 

it,  Mr.  Speaker.  There  are  people  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  today,  who  have  to 
count  the  pipefuls  of  tobacco  that  they  can 
have,  because  that  is  the  restriction  that  their 
income  places  upon  them. 

Mr.  Sargent:  And  the  minister  laughs! 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Taxation  doesn't  exist  in  a 
vacuum.  When  you  give  George  Romney, 

when  you  give  the  president  of  Imperial  Oil, 
when  you  give  the  president  of  Dow 
Chemical,  when  you  give  the  president  of 
Polymer  Corp.  public  funds,  to  assist  them 
in  paying  their  residential  property  tax  that 
they  can  well  afford  to  pay  themselves,  you 
take  the  money  away  from  the  man  who 
counts  the  pipefuls  of  tobacco. 

But  the  Progressive  Conservative  Party  in 
Ontario  never  thought  of  that.  They  never 
will  think  of  that  in  the  future,  and  they 

don't  think  about  it  now.  They  try  to  salve 
their  conscience  by  saying,  we  recognize  we 

made  a  mistake.  Well  that  doesn't  wash 
with  me,  and  it  doesn't  wash  with  the 
opposition  party.  They've  made  a  mistake, 
but  the  problem  is  they're  not  abject  enough 
to  recognize  that  there's  an  apology  due  to 
the  people  of  Ontario. 

That  Treasurer  won't  get  up  in  his  place, 
in  his  arrogance,  to  make  an  apology  to  the 
people  of  Ontario  for  spending  their  money 

in  that  fashion.  He  won't  do  it.  Neither  will 
any  of  them. 
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They  say,  in  effect,  that  a  new  day  is 

coming.  Well  it's  a  new  day  that  was 
directed  from  the  opposition  benches.  It  was 
a  new  day  that  was  directed  and  tried  to 
show  some  equity  in  the  distribution  of 
wealth  as  taxed  by  the  provincial  authority. 
But  what  did  we  pass?  We  passed,  just 

before  6  o'clock  p.m.,  a  bill  that  gave  un- 
conditional grant  elevation  of  between  52 

and  72  cents.  That's  what  we  did  in  fact. 
We  give  them  unconditional  grants  of  be- 

tween $5  and  $7— the  municipalities— and 
what  do  we  take  away?  We  take  away  an 
availability  of  distribution  to  their  con- 

stituents, to  relieve  so  many  of  them  of  that 

burden,  we're  happy  about  the  section— 
we're  very  happy  about  the  section— that 
continues  to  recognize  the  responsibility  to 
those  people  who  are  on  fixed  income.  That 
is  the  prime  responsibility.  Even  the  govern- 

ment of  this  province,  notwithstanding  its 
stupidity  and  lack  of  reason,  recognized  they 

couldn't  go  that  far;  that  they  couldn't  pass 
legislation  that  detracted  from  that  avail- 

ability to  people  on  restricted  incomes. 

My  colleague  from  Owen  Sound  called  it 

'ding  dong'.  And  I  think,  really,  it's  a  great 
explanation;  because  it  went  from  ding  to 

dong,  and  it's  back  to  ding  again. 
We  know  who,  in  effect,  are  the  dings 

and  the  dongs  on  the  other  side.  The  dings 
and  the  dongs  on  the  other  side,  Mr. 
Speaker,  are  those  people  who  went  forward, 
at  public  expense— the  then  Treasurer  of 
Ontario,  the  then  Minister  of  Municipal  Af- 

fairs—and tried  to  create  an  apology  for  this 
type  of  legislation. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  think  Charlie  is  a  dong. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  You  think  that  Charlie 

might  be  the  dong.  I'm  not  sure  about  that. 

Mr.  Martel:  Or  a  ding  a  ling! 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  But  the  two  of  them— I've 
heard  them,  myself,  in  Wallaceburg  seeking 
out  the  obeisances  of  all  the  local  Tories  and 

saying  in  effect,  "Look  what  we've  done  for 
you,  and  look  what  we've  done  for  your 
friends".  Now  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  those 
local  Tories,  and  unfortunately  the  majority 

of  people  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  didn't 
recognize  that  all  they  were  doing  was 
circulating  their  own  money  back  to  them 
again. 

As  I  say,  we'll  vote  in  favour  of  the reasoned  amendment  because  the  reasoned 
amendment,  in  point  of  fact,  does  bring  some 
degree  of  equity  and  justice  to  this  particular 

situation.  It  says  in  effect,  that  we  are  going 
to  take  care  of  the  people.  It  says,  in  effect, 

that  we're  going  to  take  care  of  the  burden 
that's  thrust  upon  the  people  for  their  taxa- 

tion year,  1972. 
That  reasoned  amendment  says,  in  effect, 

that  we  agree  in  principle  with  the  transfer 
of  this  type  of  obligation  to  a  different 
method  and  a  more  equitable  method,  a 
method  of  diffusion  of  responsibility.  But  it 

doesn't,  Mr.  Speaker,  take  away  from  the  fact 
that  this  type  of  legislation  from  the  very 
beginning  was  ill  fated.  If  you  go  back  to 
1968  and  you  read  the  response  of  the  then 
hon.  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs  to  the 
justifiable  issue  that  was  taken  by  the  oppo- 

sition members  with  this  type  of  legislation, 
you  will  find  that  what  he  said,  in  effect,  is: 

"We  know  best.  We're  the  ones,  we're  the 
givers  of  all.  We  dispense,  we're  the  foun- tainhead  of  every  benefit  that  accrues  to  the 

people." 

Well,  we  see  by  the  very  repeal  of  their 
own  fountainhead  of  glory,  of  their  own 
promise  to  the  electorate,  how  ineffective 
they  think  their  promises  are  and  how  ill- 
conceived  their  policies  really  and  truly  be. 

Mr.  Roy:  He  used  to  brag  a  lot  just  before 
the  election. 

Mr.  Sargent:  This'll  buy  them  70  new  jets 
at  $2  million  each. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Coch- 
rane South. 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  the  reasoned 
amendment  because  this  legislation  means 

that  there'll  be  $140,000  available  to  the 
government  this  year  that  will  keep  the 
deficit  from  getting— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No!  It's  $140  million. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Sorry,  $140  million.  I'm  just 

a— 

Mr.  Martel:  Just  a  couple  of  zeros  out! 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Just  a  couple  of  zeros  out! 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Three  of  them,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  fact. 

An  hon.  member:  Don't  worry  about  a 
little  thing  like  that. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Be  that  as  it  may,  it  provides 
that  much  extra  money  for  the  government 
to  use  this  year,  and  it  means  that  so  many 
of  the  people  who  have  got  the  rebate  in 



3990 ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 

years  past  will  have  to  go  without  it  and  that 

taxes  in  many  municipalities  will  rise.  For- 
tunately, the  one  I  live  in  is  not  going  to  face 

this  because  of  increased  mining  revenue  pay- 
ments. 

But  when  this  particular  bill,  the  Residen- 
tial Property  Tax  Reduction  Act,  was  first 

introduced,  many  of  us  thought  that  it  was 
just  a  means  of  bribing  the  taxpayer  with  his 

own  money  and  that  he  was  being  over- 
taxed on  one  hand  and  given  it  back  in  the 

other,  which  in  fact  was  the  case.  I  don't 

think  there's  been  any  legislation  put  forward 
in  this  House  that  has  put  tenant  and  landlord 

against  one  another  any  more  than  this  par- 
ticular hill  has,  because  there  have  been  more 

misunderstandings  arise  between  tenant  and 
landlord  as  to  whether  they  are  to  get  their 
rebate  or  not. 

So  many  landlords  have  used  this  as  an  ex- 
cuse to  jack  up  the  rent.  You  either  give  up 

the  rebate  or  else  your  rent  goes  up.  I  think 
this  whole  programme  has  jacked  up  rents  in 
this  province  more  than  any  other  piece  of 
government  action.  I  think  that  it  has  hurt 

more  people  and  ja,cked  the  rents  up  in  an 
unconscionable  way. 

Mr.  Mart  el:  Does  the  Treasurer  now  think 

they'll  reduce  the  rents? 

Mr.  Ferrier:  So,  of  course,  to  get  this  piece 
of  legislation  off  the  books  is  a  good  thing. 
But  I  would  have  hoped  that  it  would  have 

continued  at  least  until  the  end  of  this  year, 
and  then  people  could  have  picked  it  up  in 
their  income  tax  next  year  when  they  file 
their  return  and  will  be  able  to  get  their 
revenue  back  that  way. 

Mr.  Deans:  Assuming  they  live  that  long. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Well,  assuming  they  live  that 

long.  That's  why  the  reasoned  amendment 
makes  a  lot  of  sense  to  me;  that  people 

are  not  going  to  be  done  out  of  a  year's 
rebate,  and  most  people  are  not  going  to 
suffer  a  tax  increase  out  of  their  own  pockets 
this  year  that  otherwise  would  have  been 
offset. 

So  I'm  glad  to  get  rid  of  this  kind  of  bribery 
legislation  that  the  government  has  had  on 
the  books  and  that  has  hurt  so  many  people. 
As  I  say,  it  has  jacked  rents  up,  it  has  caused 
undue  bad  feelings  between  so  many  tenants 
and  landlords,  and  I  think  it  has  added  a 
burden  in  its  administration  to  the  munici- 

palities, in  getting  the  cheques  out.  It  has 
cost  quite  a  bit  of  money  that  way;  and  I 

think  it's  been  a  kind  of  a  petty  thing  where 

people  have  had  to  go  to  justices  of  the 
peace  and  go  to  lawyers  to  try  to  get  this 
little  bit  of  money  that  really  is  rightfully 
theirs  and  to  which  they  are  entitled,  and 

whi,ch  landlords  have  held  back.  I  think  that 
it  has  been  a  nuisance  type  of  thing  for  many 
in  our  judicial  system.  So  sure,  they  would 
be  glad  to  get  rid  of  it;  but  not  until  the 
rebate  would  have  been  paid  this  year. 

I  think  you  have  gypped  people  all  along; 
you  have  bribed  them  and  now  you  are 

gypping  them  again.  I  think  that  it  has  been 
a  very  bad  piece  of  legislation. 

It  has  been  an  effort  to  circumvent  the 

fact  that  you  have  had  overtaxation  when 
what  you  need  is  tax  reform.  It  has  been  late 
in  coming  and  you  have  tried  to  pull  it  over 

the  people's  eyes  by  this  kind  of  government 
handout— so  that  people  think  what  a  won- 

derful government  they  have  because  you 
are  handing  them  a  cheque.  They  are  given 
back  their  own  money  that  the  government 
took  too  much  of  in  the  first  place. 

Mr.  Mart  el:  The  minister  will  screw  it 

right  to  the  end. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Some  day  or  other  this  govern- 

ment has  got  to  go,  and  this  kind  of  legisla- 

tion will— 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  It  will  come,  it  will  come! 

Mr.  Deans:  There  is  a  prediction  for  you. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  We  are  not  living  in  Russia, 

though  you  are  trying  to  let  us  believe  that 
we  are.  You  fellows;  your  day  is  coming! 

Mr.  Martel:  At  the  price  we  paid  for  the 
cost  of  peace  in  this  last  war! 

Mr.  Ferrier:  You  bring  in  this  kind  of  silly 
legislation  and  it  will  bring  you  down  faster 
than  anything! 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
The  bill  for  the  repeal  of  the  shelter  grant 
takes  the  events  of  what  might  be  called 
history  full  circle. 

I  suppose  everybody  here  recalls  the  report 
of  the  Royal  Commission  on  Taxation  in 

August  of  1967— fortuitously  a  few  weeks 
before  the  provincial  election.  The  then 
Premier,  Mr.  Robarts,  announced  that  while 
the  recommendations  would  be  studied  for 

many  months  and  the  implementation  of  the 
recommendations  might  take  many  years, 
there  was  one  thing  that  he,  as  Premier  and 

leader  of  the  Conservative  Party,  could  as- 
sure   the    expectant    taxpayers:    that    money 
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would  be  handed  out  from  the  provincial 
coffers  to  the  good  citizens  of  the  Province 
of  Ontario.  In  an  atmosphere  of  electoral 
pressure,  in  the  grand  traditions  of  the  Con- 

servative Party  as  they  approach  an  election 
situation,  thus  was  borne  the  shelter  grant. 

The  Tories,  including  the  then  private 
member  for  Chatham,  went  up  and  down 

among  the  constituencies  saying:  "Elect  us. 
Good  government  deserves  your  support;  and 
we  can  assure  you  of  a  special  cheque  to 

help  you  pay  your  taxes."  As  a  matter  of  fact, there  were  substantial  criticisms  from  all 
sides,  certainly  from  this  side,  at  that  time. 
It  was  compared  with  the  sort  of  politics 

that  "Wacky"  Bennett  had  found  so  success- 
ful. Once  the  shelter  grant  was  established 

he  found  it  possible  to  improve  it  by  prob- 
ably $40  or  $50  before  each  election.  To  be 

fair,  a  fellow  named  Thatcher  used  to  use  a 
similar  programme  in  order  to  bribe  the  elec- 

torate—and wasn't  always  successful,  as  we all  know. 

The  criticisms  from  the  opposition  were 
legitimate.  Criticisms  of  the  shelter  grant 
indicated  clearly  that  it  was  a  waste  of  money; 
and  that  it  was  money  being  put  in  the  hands 
of  those  citizens  who  had  no  commitment  to 
Ontario  whatsoever.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  some 
simply  came  across  the  border  to  occupy  their 
cottage  lots  for  a  few  weeks  during  the  sum- 

mer season. 

But  the  real  cynicism  of  the  Conservative 
approach  is  well  exemplified  by  our  relaxed 

Treasurer  over  there.  He,  of  course,  can't  be 
touched  by  any  kind  of  criticism  in  his  par- 

ticular—it is  not  an  ivory  tower,  it  is  a  forti- 
fied tower,  air  conditioned,  everything  the 

way  he  would  like  it— it  is  not  possible  to 
criticize  him  in  any  way  that  he  would  con- 

sider significant.  It  wasn't  until  after  the  elec- 
tion that  it  would  be  announced  that  maybe 

there  was  something  in  the  shelter  grant  legis- 
lation which  was  not  in  the  best  interest  of 

the  taxpayers. 

That,  and  the  fact  that  as  Treasurer  he 
found  that  in  order  to  pay  for  the  new  prom- 

ises that  had  succeeded  in  gaining  a  further 
enlargement  of  the  already  top  heavy  major- 

ity, he  was  going  to  run  a  little  short  of  cash. 
So  in  one  breath  criticizing  the  government 
of  Canada  for  not  making  a  big  enough  hand- 

out to  him,  he  announced  to  the  people  of 
Ontario  that  unfortunately  we  would  not  be 
continuing  with  the  shelter  grant,  but  that 
they  would  have  an  opportunity  to  write  off 
part  of  their  tax  expenses,  not  this  year  but 
next  year. 

Meanwhile,  he  would  get   an  extra   $140 

million  to  help  him  at  least  come  somewhere 
close  to  balancing  the  books.  Even  at  that  he 
is  going  to  have  a  deficit  of  close  to  $600 
million,  which  indicates  the  sort  of  manage- 

ment the  province  is  receiving  under  his 
stewardship. 

Of  course,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  been 
critical  of  the  shelter  grant  scheme.  We  saw 
it  from  the  beginning  as  a  political  fraud,  and 
a  very  expensive  one.  We  felt  that  if  there 
were  going  to  be  a  programme  to  reduce  tax- 

ation, it  should  have  been  in  the  form  of  un- 
conditional grants  to  the  municipalities;  that 

the  Treasurer,  for  all  of  his  talk  about  a 
decentralization  of  power  and  local  autonomy, 
more  than  any  other  minister  of  the  Crown 
in  the  last  25  years  has  been  a  centralizer. 

The  concept  that  he  foisted  on  his  cabinet 
colleagues  with  this  particular  approach  has 
been  nothing  more  than  the  most  blatant 
political  bribe.  And  with  the  kind  of  arrogance 
that  has  become  so  typical  of  this  particular 
minister  in  carrying  out  his  responsibilities,  it 

wasn't  many  days  after  the  election  that  it 
became  apparent  that  the  bill  was  going  to 
be  repealed  and  he  was  going  to  have  an  extra 
$140  million  to  assist  him  during  the  embar- 

rassing few  months  until  he  could  impose 
some  new  taxes. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  recognize  that  the 
shelter  grant  in  the  first  place  was  ill-con- 

ceived. But  we  are  not  voting  against  the 
bill  because  we  think  that  the  concept  of  the 
basic  shelter  exemption  should  be  continued. 
It  is  the  only  way  we  have  of  protesting  the 
cynical  example  of  archaic  politics,  Conserva- 

tive politics,  that  has  become  the  earmark  of 
this  government  and  this  minister. 

We  realize  the  rules  do  not  permit  you,  sir, 
to  put  an  amendment  before  the  House,  that 
we  simply  have  to  decide  whether  we  will 
now  approve  it  for  the  second  time.  And  as 
far  as  our  party  is  concerned,  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
are  not  prepared  to  have  the  bill  now  read  a 
second  time. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  other  member  wish  to 
participate?  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  per- 
haps it  would  be  wise  if  we  briefly  reviewed 

the  history  of  this  legislation,  and  with  it 
perhaps  the  legislation  which  the  House 
Leader  will  be  calling  next,  An  Act  to 
amend  The  Income  Tax  Act,  Bill  149.  The 
two  are  inter-related,  as  has  been  suggested 
here  tonight,  and  perhaps  it  might  have 
been  possible  to  deal  with  both  of  them  at 
once;  we  seem  to  have  done  so. 

Members   will   recall,    of   course,   that   the 
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royal  commission  on  taxation,  the  Smith 

committee,  reported  in  1967  and  recom- 
mended what  was  then  called  the  basic 

shelter  tax  reduction.  That  became  a  com- 
mitment of  the  government,  as  we  have 

been  reminded  tonight,  in  that  legislation 
was  introduced  in  1968.  I  think,  quite  fairly, 
that  from  the  very  beginning  we  recognized 
that  although  it  did  something  to  relieve 

the  burden  of  property  taxes,  it  didn't  do what  we  on  this  side  of  the  House  felt  was 

most  important,  and  that  was  to  get  at  the 
regressivity  of  the  property  tax. 
We  have  not  come  before  this  House  at 

any  time,  sir,  and  suggested  that  property 
taxes  are  not  very  much  a  part  of  our  tax 
system.  We  on  this  side  of  the  House  have 
never  suggested  that  we  would  do  away 

with  education  taxes,  we  have  never  sug- 
gested that  we  would  pay  100  per  cent  of 

education  taxes  or  even  80  per  cent.  I  think 
we  talk  and  act  responsibly  on  this  side  of 

the  House- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  But  the  minister  said  60 

per  cent  isn't  enough.  He  said  it  in  Brant- 
ford.  He  said  60  per  cent  isn't  enough. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Does  the  Leader  of 
the  Opposition  wish  to  say  something? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  Order! 

Hon.    Mr.    McKeough:    I    listened    to    the 

late- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  is  the  matter  with 

the  minister?  Why  is  he  being  so  sensitive? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Friends  in  the  gallery? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Con- 
sumer and  Commercial  Relations):  We 

listened  to  you  fellows.  Now  how  about  you 
listening  for  a  while,  just  for  a  change?  Just 
for  a  change! 

Mr.  Reid:  The  minister  was  talking  to  the 
Treasurer  when  the  leader  of  the  party  was 
speaking. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  You  never  listened  to  what 

the   Leader   of  the   Opposition  said. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Yes,  we  did,  we  sat 
here  and  listened. 

Mr.  Reid:  If  you  had  been  listening  you 

wouldn't  have  been  laughing. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Watch  your  blood  pressure 
there,  Eric. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  You  too!  You  too! 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  Order,  please! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKough:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  on 
this  side  of  the  House  have  taken  the  view 

that  the  real  estate  tax  is  a  large  tax;  it  will 
continue  to  be  a  large  tax  in  this  province. 
What  is  wrong  with  the  tax  on  real  estate 
is  that  it  is  a  regressive  as  opposed  to  a 

progressive  tax,  and  very  much  with  that  in 
mind  my  colleague,  the  now  Chairman  of 
the  Management  Board,  in  his  1969  budget, 
detailed  at  great  length  how  we  felt  we 
should  move  to  make  the  real  property  tax, 
indeed  to  make  the  whole  tax  system  in  this 

province,  more  progressive  rather  than  re- 

gressive. 
At  that  time  we  indicated  how  we  thought 

that  could  be  done  through  a  system  of  tax 

credits,  and  began  the  very  long  negotia- 
tions with  the  government  of  Canada  to  see 

if  that  was  possible.  We  suggested  at  that 
time  that  if  it  were  not  possible  to  reach 
an  accommodation  through  the  mechanism 
of  the  collection  of  personal  income  tax  by 

the  government  of  Canada  on  our  behalf  it 
would  be  necessary  to  introduce  our  own 

personal  income  tax  to  achieve  those  ends 
and  to  design  an  integrated  tax  system 
over  a  course  of  years  which  would  get  at 

the  regressivity,  not  only  of  the  real  estate 
tax  but  of  other  taxes  if  they  are  considered 
to  be  regressive. 

I  think  in  fairness  to  the  government  of 
Canada  it  was  not  prepared  to  give  us  that 
land  of  an  answer  until  it  had  the  results  of 
its  own  tax  reform  studies.  Those  tax  reform 

studies  were  finally  brought  in  in  1970.  We 

had  the  report  of  the  Carter  royal  commis- 
sion in  1970,  and  then  the  white  paper  on 

tax  reform.  During  this  time  we  suggested 
on  several  occasions  that  unless  we  had 
answers  and  unless  we  were  able  to  reach 

that  kind  of  accommodation,  then  it  would 
be  necessary  to  move  to  our  own  personal 
income  tax  to  achieve  the  goals  which  we 

thought  were  important  in  designing  an  equit- 
able tax  system  in  this  province. 

Finally,  in  February  of  this  year  or  in  late 

January— I  think  January  25,  but  I've  forgot- 
ten the  date— the  then  minister  of  Finance, 

Mr.  Benson,  indicated  that  the  government 
of  Canada  was  prepared  to  entertain  our 

idea  of  a  tax  credit.  Since  that  time  negotia- 
tions have  gone  on,  and  agreement  has  been 

reached  as  to  the  form,  as  to  the  colour  of 
the  form  and  as  to  the  wording,  resulting  in 
the   bill,   Bill    149,   to   be  presented   by  my 
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colleague  the  Minister  of  Revenue  (Mr. 
Grossman). 

I  would  say  that  as  soon  as  that  agreement 
was  reached— and  this  is  in  partial  reply  to 
the  comments  of  my  friend  from  Lakeshore— 
and  we  had  it  confirmed,  at  the  first  possible 
moment  we  announced  it  to  as  wide  an  audi- 

ence as  we  could,  at  the  annual  Good  Roads 
Convention,  a  largely  municipal  group,  and 
admittedly  made  it  effective  January  1,  1972 
so  that  we  could  begin  to  get  this  system  into 
effect. 

The  reason  for  the  delay  in  proceeding  with 
this  particular  piece  of  legislation  is  that  we 
wanted  to  proceed  through  the  House,  and  I 
think  properly  so,  with  Bill  149,  which  could 
not  be  presented  to  the  House  until  final 
agreements  were  reached  with  the  govrnment 
of  Canada. 

I  would  say  this  to  the  reasoned  amend- 
ment of  my  friends  from  the  New  Democratic 

Party;  I  have  some  sympathy  with  that 
amendment.  I  say  to  my  friend  from  Went- 
worth,  who  with  his  great  hearts-and-flowers 

speech  talks  about  the  people  on  mothers' 
allowance  and  workmen's  compensation,  I 
have  sympathy  for  those  people.  We  all  have 
sympathy  for  those  people. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  The  Treasurer  has  not. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  all  have  sym- 
pathy for  those  people.  Just  to  suggest  that 

we  are  doing  some  sort  of  callous  thing  in 
cancelling  this  bill- 

Mr.  Deans:  That  is  precisely  what  the 
minister  is  doing. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No  matter  how  you 
slice  it,  whether  you  accept  the  reasoned 
amendment  or  not— 

Mr.  Sargent:  About  time  the  Treasurer 
started  to  mellow: 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —in  some  years  you 
would  have  to  make  a  payment  wice. 

Mr.  Deans:  Not  so! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Or  make  a  payment 
on  behalf  of  one  year  twice. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  absolute  balderdash. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Then  you  explain  it! 
If  you  can  make  this  payment- 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  Deans:  I  have  been  asked  to  explain. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  I  haven't  asked 
a  question.  Sit  down! 

Mr.  Deans:  You  did  ask.  You  asked  me  to 

explain  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  am  not  interested 
in  questions  at  this  moment. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  You  asked  for  an  explanation. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No  matter  how  you 
slice  it,  the  payment  which  will  be  made  in 
the  early  months  of  1973  will  apply  to  1972. 

Mr.  Deans:  No;  1972  will  provide  the  basis 
for  the  calculation. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  You  want  to  make  a 
1972  payment  in  1972  as  well  as  1973.  Just 
throw  away  the  $150  million;  throw  it  away. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  Deans:  No;  1972  will  only  form  the 
basis  for  the  calculation. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  is  a  phoney  as  your 
own  original  bill. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  is  a  clear  indication  of  your 

incompetence  and  your  inability  to  under- 
stand. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  would  ask  those 
bureaucrats  over  there  whether  they  would 

pay  it  out  in  1972  and  then  attempt  to  re- 
cover it  on  the  basis  of  the  returns  in  1973. 

Have  you  any  idea  what  you  are  suggesting? 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  That  is  the  sort  of 
socialist  mish-mash  which  the  people  of  On- 

tario turned  down  on  October  21,  that  is  why 
you  are  not  credible  as  a  party.  You  are  just 
not  credible. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  are  incredible. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Tell  them  what  happened 
in  Chatham. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Then  the  Leader  of 
the  Opposition  rose  here  at  9.15,  having  had 
a  good  dinner,  I  assume,  made  a  highly  per- 

sonal attack  on  me. 

I  can  take  it.  But  I  say  to  the  Leader  of 
the   Opposition,   I  lost  an  election  about  a 
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year  ago  and  I  like  to  think  I'm  a  little  better 

loser  than  he  displayed  tonight.  He  doesn't like  to  lose  elections.  He  lost  two  of  them, 

and  it  is  just  a  little  too  much. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  minister  has  raised  his 
voice  because  he  has  an  indefensible  argu- 
ment. 

Mr.  Reid:  You  are  extremely  wounded, 

aren't  you?  He  got  you,  didn't  he? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  But  you  are  not  going 
to  win  the  next  election,  I  say  this  to  my 
friend  from  Brant. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  never  had  in  this 

province  such  blatant  electoral  bribery. 

Hon.    Mr.    McKeough:    I   say   this   to   my 

friend   from   Brant.   He  won't   win   the   next 

election,  and  his  party  won't  with  the  kind  of 
personal  attacks  which  he  made  tonight  be- 

cause he  lost  a  couple  of  elections  along  the 
way.  Grow  up  over  there! 

Then  I  turn  to  the  remarks- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.    Mr.    McKeough:    I    turn  to   the   re- 

marks- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  turn  to  the  remarks 

which  unfortunately  the  Leader  of  the  Oppo- 
sition missed— they  were  before  he  got  here; 

the  remarks  of  the  member  for  Waterloo 

North;  the  distinguished  contribution  of  the 
member  for  Grey-Bruce  and  the  histrionics  of 
the  member  for  Sarnia— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  ask  you  how  can 
anyone  stand  up  as  the  Grits  did  tonight  and 

say:  "We  don't  like  the  legislation;  we  go 
back  to  Romney  and  his  $39"— then  he  says 

they  are  going  to  vote  against  repeal.  That's 
a  convoluted  argument  if  ever  there  was  one. 

We  have  heard  from  the  member  for 

Sarnia— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  This  is  the  best  time  we 
have  ever  had. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  fully  realize  that.  However, 

perhaps  it  is  time  we  returned  to  a  little 
common  sense. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  May  I  suggest,  on  a  point 

of  order,  that  you  restrain  the  Treasurer, 
from  being  so  unduly  provocative  with  us. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  The  hon.  Treasurer 
has  the  floor. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 

just  say  this,  that  if  we  can  provoke  that  lazy 
bunch  over  there,  that  will  be  the  greatest 
thing  we  can  do  for  the  people  of  Ontario. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just 

say  this:  How  can  they  argue,  as  we  have 
heard  for  four  years,  against  the  residential 

property  tax  reduction— we  hear  that  tale  of 
woe  about  Mr.  Romney  and  the  president  of 
Dow  and  the  pipefuls  of  tobacco;  we  have 
heard  that  four  times— then  they  stand  up  and 

say,  "We  are  going  to  vote  for  the  old  bill". 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  They  say,  "We  are 
going  to  vote  for  the  old  bill— We  are  going  to 

vote  against  this  bill." 

Interjections  by  hon.  members: 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Do  the  members 
know  what  they  are  voting  against?  They 

are  voting  against  re-enacting  those  sections 
of  the  repealed  Act  that  provide  for  supple- 

mentary tax  assistance  for  certain  old  age  pen- 
sioners. They  would  vote  against  the  old  age 

pensioners! 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Don't  bring  out  those  sec- 

tions- Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sarnia 
does  not  have  the  floor. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  He  unduly  provoked  me! 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sarnia 
will  take  his  seat. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members: 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker- 

Mr.  MacDonald:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 

Speaker.  Is  it  in  order  for  the  hon.  member 
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for  Chatham  to  launch  his  campaign  for  the 
leadership  of  the  party  tonight? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Whatever  the  member 

says. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  will  be  pleased  to  rule  on 
that;  no. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can 
only  say  that  by  absenting  himself  from  any 
participation  in  the  debate  tonight,  perhaps 
the  member  for  York  South  is  trying  to  come 
back  as  the  leader  of  the  New  Democratic 

Party,  because  that's  the  way  to  do  it.  Just  be 
quiet,  and  he  will  be  the  new  leader  over 

there.  Now,  Mr.  Speaker- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Shulman:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker,  if  I  may.  If  the  member  for  Chatham 
is  launching  his  leadership  campaign  he  can 
be  assured  of  our  support  at  least. 

Mr.  Speaker:  That  is  absolutely  no  point  of 
order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  It  was  pretty  weak,  too! 

Hon.   Mr.    McKeough:    I   remember— no,   I 

won't  say  that. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  just  conclude  these 

brief  remarks  quietly  by  saying- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please! 

Hon.   Mr.    McKeough:    —this   bill    coupled 
with   the   bill   which   will   follow,   represents 
another  move   forward  in   the   cause   of  tax 

reform- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —of  equating  ability 
to  pay  with  taxation,  which  is  something  we 
believe  in  on  this  side  of  the  House.  This  is 

another  step  in  tax  reform  undertaken  by  the 
government  of  this  province,  the  Progressive 
Conservative  Party,  which  will  be  around  to 
take  a  lot  more  steps  and  the  opposition  will 
never  get  the  chance. 

Mr.  Martel:  Throw  him  another  fish! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please! 

The  motion  is  for  second  reading  of  Bill  51, 

and  Mr.  Cassidy  had  then  introduced  a  rea- 
soned amendment,  as  it  appears  on  the  notice 

paper,  that  the  motion  for  second  reading  of 
Bill  51  intituled  the  Residential  Property  Tax 
Reduction  Act,  1972,  be  amended  by  deleting 

all  the  words  after  "that,"  substituting  there- for the  words: 

This  bill  be  withdrawn  by  the  minister  in 

order  that  the  government  may  give  con- 
sideration to  the  advisability  of  postponing 

the  effective  date  to  Jan.  1,  1973. 

The  question,  of  course,  is  shall  the  word 

"now,"  and  the  other  words  sought  to  be 
struck  out,  stand  as  part  of  the  motion? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Tell  them  how  to  vote  over 
there! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

An  hon.  member:  Resign,  Ed! 

An  hon.  member:  Quiet,  Eddie! 

The  House  divided  on  the  question  shall 
Bill  51  be  now  read  a  second  time,  which 
question  was  decided  in  the  affirmative  on 
the  following  vote. 

Ayes Nays 
Allan Bullbrook 

Auld 

Cassidy 

Bales Deans 

Beckett Edighoffer Belanger Ferrier 
Bennett Germa 
Bernier Gisborn 
Birch  (Mrs.) Givens 

Brunelle Good 

Carrutihers Laughren 
Clement Lawlor 
Downer Lewis 
Drea MacDonald 
Evans Martel 

Ewen Nixon 

Gilbertson (Brant) 
Grossiman Paterson 

Guindon Reid 
Handleman Renwick 
Havrot 

Roy 

Henderson Ruston 

Hodgson Sargent 

(Victoria-Haliburton) 
Shulman 

Hodgson 
Singer 

(York  North) Smith 
Irvine (Nipissing) 

Jessiman Spence 
Kennedy Stokes 
Lane Worton-27. 
Lawrence 

(Carleton  East) 
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Ayes  Nays 
Lehik 
MacBeth 
MacNaughton 
Maeck 
Mcllveen 
McKeough 
McNie 
Meen 
Miller 
Morningstar 
Morrow 
Nixon 
(Dovercourt) 

Nuttall 
Parrott 
Rhodes 
Rowe 

Snow- Stewart 
Timbrell 
Turner 
Villeneuve 
Walker 
Wardle 
Wells 
Winkler 
Yakabuski 
Yaremko— 55. 

Clerk    of    the    House:    Mr.    Speaker,    the 

"ayes"  are  55,  the  "nays"  27. 

Motion  agreed  to;   second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third   reading? 

Agreed. 

INCOME  TAX  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman  moves  second  read- 
ing of  Bill  149,  An  Act  to  amend  the  In- 

come Tax  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 

An  hon.  member:  Give  'em  hell. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  must  say  a 
few  words  to  this  minister,  who  is  responsible 
for  the  passage  of  this  legislation,  since  it 
amends  the  income  tax  practices  of  the 
people  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

An  hon.  member:  You  can  all  go  home 
now. 

Mr.  Good:  With  the  repeal  of  the  Resi- 
dential Property  Tax  Reduction  Act,  we  now 

have  the  government  proposing  legislation 
which  next  year  will  give  certain  people  an 
indefinite  opportunity— and  I  say  indefinite 
because  my  greatest  fear  with  this  legisla- 

tion is  that  the  people  who  most  need  it  will 
not,  in  many  cases,  apply  for  it. 

This  legislation  will  give  people  an  oppor- 
tunity to  make  application  for  a  reduction  in 

their  income  tax  as  it  relates  to  a  certain 
formula  which  will  be  applied.  The  formula, 
of  course,  as  was  suggested  previously,  is 
that  there  will  be  a  $90  reduction,  which 

is  a  basic  amount,  plus  10  per  cent  of  muni- 
cipal taxes,  less  one  per  cent  of  taxable 

income.  For  some  people  this  could  be  a 
considerable  amount,  but  there  is  a  maximum 
of  $250  put  on  the  amount  that  one  could 
deduct  from  his  income  tax  payable  to  the 
Province  of  Ontario.  In  the  case  of  persons 
renting,  my  understanding  is  that  the  basic 
amount  will  be  $90  plus  two  per  cent  of  the 
annual  rent  paid,  less  one  per  cent  of  the 
taxable  income;  here  again  there  is  a  maxi- 
mum. 

My  greatest  fear  with  this  legislation  is 
that  people  who  have  not  been  in  the  habit 
of  filing  income  tax  returns  are  going  to  find 
it  very  inopportune  and  most  difficult  to  get 
into  the  practice  of  filing  an  income  tax 
return.  And  we  must  realize  that  in  this 
group,  of  course,  will  be  many  elderly  people 
who  still  live  in  their  own  homes.  They 
receive  their  old  age  pension  cheque  and 
their  guaranteed  income  supplement  auto- 

matically. They  will  get  their  $50  rebate 
from  the  government  of  Ontario  automatic- 

ally with  an  application  for  an  additional 
$50  if  they  qualify,  but  there  will  be  nothing 
automatic  about  getting  this  refund  which  is 
to  replace  the  residential  property  tax.  This, 
I  think,  is  the  weakness  in  the  whole  system 
which  is  being  employed  by  the  government 
in  replacing  the  other  tax  reduction  with  this 
legislation,  in  order  to  have  the  use  of  $140 
million  for  one  year;  and  this  is  basically 

what  this  is  all  about.  It's  just  a  juggling  of 
the  books  for  a  year  to  give  the  government- 

Mr.  Sargent:  They're  cooking  the  books! 

Mr.  Good:  —access  to  more  money,  and 
goodness  knows  how  much  access  the  govern- 

ment has  now  to  other  people's  money.  They 
are  financing  a  great  portion  of  the  provincial 
budget  on  borrowing  from  money  of  other 
people;  and  this  of  course,  includes  many 
pension  funds  and  moneys  received  from  the 
federal  government. 

I  am  very  much  concerned,  and  I  would 
like  the  minister  to  reply  as  to  what  means 
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he  expects  to  use  to  assure  us  that  elderly 
people  who  have  not  been  in  the  habit  of 
filing  income  tax  returns  are  going  to  be 
persuaded  that  it  is  in  their  best  interest  to 
file.  I  am  sure  there  will  be  a  great  boom 
in  people  who  do  this  work  professionally, 
and  I  can  think  of  these  people  whose  adver- 

tising is  around  at  the  end  of  every  year 
until  into  the  spring,  who  file  income  tax  for 
a  fee.  I  am  sure  they  will  be  seeking  out  lists 
of  elderly  people  who  would  qualify  for  this 
and  probably  making  a  very  lucrative  busi- 

ness of  filing  tax  for  these  people  just  so  that 
they  can  receive  their  refund  in  lieu  of 
shelter  tax. 

I  don't  like  the  idea  at  all.  I  think  those 
of  us  who  are  used  to  filing  income  tax  can 
do  it,  and  a  great  many  people  are  not  going 
to  benefit  from  this  at  all.  I  am  sure  there  is 
nobody  in  this  chamber  who  is  going  to 
benefit  from  this  particular  piece  of  legisla- 

tion, and  perhaps  that  is  as  it  should  be.  It's 
a  final  realization  by  the  government  that 
the  other  system  never  was  a  practical  system, 

it  was  ill-conceived,  and  poorly  thought  out 
at  the  beginning! 

I  invite  the  minister  to  explain  to  us  how, 
without  spending  a  terrific  sum  on  public 
relations  and  advertising  programmes,  he 
intends  to  ensure  that  all  the  people  are 
going  to  get  the  benefits  which  they  so 
rightly  deserve,  even  though  they  will  be  a 
year  late  when  they  get  them. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  Treasurer 
has  just  told  us,  this  Act  meshes  in  with  the 
previous  legislation  that  was  passed.  It  offers 
a  considerable  gain  once  that  legislation  is 
taken  out  of  the  way,  as  it  was  a  few  mo- 

ments ago. 

The  hon.  Treasurer  at  that  time,  Mr. 

Speaker,  standing  on  his  hind  legs  and  crow- 
ing like  some  eviscerated  Chanticleer,  said 

that- 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Can't  hear  it. 

Mr.  Lawlor:   I'll  say  that  one  over  again. 
The  Treasurer  of  this  province,  standing 

on  his  hind  legs  and  crowing  like  some  evis- 
cerated Chanticleer,  crowed,  saying  how 

equitable  the  tax  system  of  this  province  was 
going  to  be,  and  was  becoming,  under  the 
benign  dispensation  of  you  people  over  there. 
You  well  know  that  you  were  the  ones  who 
were  chiefly  responsible  for  undermining  and 
exploding  whatever  happened  to  be  of  social 

benefit  and  to  be  equitable  in  Benson's  legis- lation. You  raised  such  a  stink  that  it  soared 

to  high  heaven  and  Benson  bent.  It  wasn't 

the  Bullochs  who  did  it,  you  know;  it  was 
the  McKeoughs  of  this  world  who  brought 
about  the  change  in  that  Act  and  have  left  us 
in  a  worse  condition,  by  and  large,  than  we 
were  previously  with  respect  to  tax  reform, 

although  very  many  people  don't  seem  to realize  it.  All  it  did  was  so  complicate  the 
thing  that  the  tax  lawyers  are  going  to  make 
a  bonanza  for  the  next  50  years;  no  one 
knows  how  to  interpret  it  until  they  spend 

literally  weeks  at  tax  conferences  etc.,  argu- 
ing over  the  minutiae.  And  everybody  calls 

it  tax  reform! 

Well,  it's  the  same  thing  with  the  Income 
Tax  Act.  This  is  no  really  thorough  going 
measure  moving  into  the  Income  Tax  reform, 
with  reformulated  rates,  with  a  redistributed 

structure;  it  doesn't  really  probe  the  thing 
and  get  into  it. 

This  is  some  kind  of  peripheral  gadfly  mov- 
ing around  the  outside  edges  of  tax  reform. 

Within  the  income  tax  system  itself  it  does 
take  variables  into  consideration;  it  does  take 
the  size  of  an  income  into  consideration  and 
indirectly,  because  of  the  nature  of  the 
federal  income  tax  form,  it  takes  family  unit 
and  size  into  account  and  therefore  brings 
the  third  variable  into  play,  namely  the  size 
of  the  property  tax  being  levied. 

The  Treasurer  well  said,  and  the  Minister 
of  Revenue  may  place  his  imprimatur  upon 
it,  that  property  tax  is  without  question  the 
most  regressive  and  most  coercive  and  the 
most  onerous  of  all  our  tax  measures.  But  it 

isn't  far  behind  that  we  reach  the  sales  tax 

picture.  No  one  pretends  that  it's  a  progres- sive tax.  They  take  a  neutral  or  middle  view 

on  that  one  and  simply  claim  that  it's  kind of  neutral  with  respect  to  either  one  of  the 
factors  involved.  It  certainly  would  be  pro- 

foundly regressive  if  food  were  brought  into 
the  base. 

Therefore,  this  kind  of  move  is  well  and 
good  if  it  is  the  beginning  of  better  things, 
if  it  will  mean  that  we  are  going  to  pull  into 

the  total  income  tax  picture  numerous  indi- 
viduals presently  not  paying  income  tax  at 

all,  because  they  never  earn  anywhere  near 
enough  money  but  at  the  same  time  bearing 
the  full  burden  of  the  sales  tax— not  just  the 
property  tax  but  the  sales  tax  and  a  number 
of  other  impositions,  levies  and  measures 
placed  by  this  government  on  those  least  able 
to  pay  over  the  years. 

If  this  is  the  envisaged  plan,  well  and  good; 
but  in  that  particular  context  it  should  be 
expounded  that  the  benefits  going  to  be 
derived  from  individuals  under  this  plan  are 
certainly  very  minimal.  When  we  take  a  basic 
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$90  plus  10  per  cent  of  the  tax  minus  one 
per  cent  of  taxable  income— and  we  can  play 
those  factors  all  together— I  would  say  the 
very  most  that  the  average  person  is  going 
to  achieve  out  of  that  thing  is  not  in  excess 
of  $100.  It  would  have  to  be  worked  out, 
but  by  and  large,  having  given  it  some 
thought,  it  seems  that  the  largess  that  the 
government  is  expending  is  not  that  great. 

I  am  in  favour  of  having  as  many  people 
as  possible  filing  income  tax  returns  whether 
they  are  going  to  get  a  negative  tax  return 
on  the  negative  income  tax  principle,  as  is 
partially  envisaged  in  this  legislation,  or  sim- 

ply on  the  pragmatic  ground  that  it  will  force 
numberless  individuals  who  are  not  presently 
filing  tax  to  do  so.  And  they  will  bring  to  the 
surface,  to  some  extent  at  least,  quite  a 
number  of  individuals  who  ought  to  be 
paying  taxes  and  are  not  doing  so  and  who 
are  presently  escaping.  They  will  make  a 
shrewd  guess— this  is  not  mandatory— as  to 
whether  the  benefits  of  the  fact  that  they 

haven't  been  paying  it  because  they  haven't 
been  roped  in  or  caught  within  the  screens; 
the  benefits  to  them  in  terms  of  hard  cash  out- 

distance the  benefits  they  may  subsequently 
derive  from  legislation  by  way  of  tax  credits. 
They  will  have  to  make  that  choice  at  the 
present  time. 

It's  a  shame  that  those  individuals  are 
still  able  to  escape  the  net  of  income  tax. 
But  it  will  widen  it.  It  will  bring  more 
people  under  it;  it  will  begin  to  form  the 
computed  base  upon  which  the  future  ex- 

pansion of  negative  income  tax  schemes  may 
come  into  being.  And  that  cannot  help  but 
be  considered  a  total  goode 

The  business  of  equity  in  tax  structure,  of 
which  this  is  the  smallest  nibble  and  almost 
disappearing  bite,  must  be  seen  in  its  total 
context  of  the  whole  tax  mix.  When  you 
gentlemen  go  off  reducing  corporation  taxes 
on  the  scale  that  has  been  done,  inevitably 
the  weight  is  going  to  fall  upon  the  personal 
income  tax  or  the  sales  tax. 

There  is  a  tendency,  a  proclivity  among 
Conservative  governments  the  world  over,  to 
swing  their  weights  in  that  particular  direction 
and  away  from  the  corporations,  thereby  bene- 

fiting them  to  an  extent,  which  is  a  privilege 
which  is  beyond  all  dreams  as  compared  to 
the  average  taxpayer.  That  is  the  tendency  no 
matter  what.  It  is  the  tendency  with  Nixon. 

To  make  the  iniquity  doubly  profound,  they 
talk  about,  and  are  going  very  strongly  in 
the  direction  of,  the  graduated  tax— the  value- 
added  tax  concept  where  the  taxes  become 

hidden  as  in  the  indirect  tax  concepts,  through 
excise  tax  and  what  not  presently  imposed 

by  the  federal  government.  This  is  a  Euro- 
pean model.  This  is  what  they  do  very  largely 

in  France  and  West  Germany. 
I  think  it  is  a  tax  that  is  the  most  regressive 

concept  that  one  can  possibly  imagine.  It  has 
to  have  all  kinds  of  offsetting  features  if  the 
rich  are  not  to  benefit  the  greatest  from  the 
schemes  that  are  envisaged.  There  is  only 
the  wrinkle  of  that  as  it  presently  stands 
within  the  concept  of  our  sales  tax  at  the 
present  time  in  this  province.  Before  we  ever 
got  into  that,  I  would  hope  that  we  would 
be  able  to  stand  up  here  a  year  from  now, 
with  respect  to  further  matters,  expanding 
and  making  more  equitable  the  tax  base  for 
those  in  the  lower  income  tax  brackets,  and 
touching  legislation  of  this  kind  as  it  falls 
onto  the  property  tax. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  disturbing 
thing  to  me  is  that  in  this  chamber  tonight 
there  are  possibly,  I  would  say,  75  per  cent 
of  us  who  are  ordinary  people  who,  reading 
this,  would  have  trouble  understanding 
what  we  are  talking  about.  I  think,  on  this 

bill  as  Al  Capp  would  say:  "As  any  fool 
can  see,  I  can  see  it."  I  read  the  bill  to  the members  and  I  toss  it  back  to  the  minister. 

I  don't  think  he  concocted  this  mess,  be- 
cause if  he  did  he  should  be  ashamed  of 

himself. 

Mr.  H.  Worton  (Wellington  South):  Just 
like  that! 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  has  happened,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  we  have  turned  our  courts,  laws, 
everything  over  to  the  lawyers  to  muck  them 

up  so  the  average  guy  can't  understand them.  Someone  has  said  that  the  law  should 
be  so  that  any  man  can  go  into  a  court  and 
defend  himself  without  the  help  of  a  lawyer. 

Mr.  A.  K.  Meen  (York  East):  Whom  does 
the  member  suggest  we  turn  it  over  to? 

Mr.  Sargent:  That  is  the  way  the  law 

should  be,  but  it  doesn't  work  that  way. 

Mr.  Meen:  The  member  has  found  that 
out! 

Mr.  Sargent:  In  our  deliberations  here, 
most  of  us  have  been  in  the  service  of  deal- 

ing with  people  for  many  years,  trying  to 
serve  them  and  trying  to  interpret  what 
government  is  trying  to  do  for  them.  If  one 
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of  my  constituents  were  to  ask  me  what  this 
was  all  about  I  would  have  trouble  telling 
him.  If  I  would  read  the  Act  as  it  is— section 
4  says: 

This  section  provides  for  the  property 
tax  credit  available  to  Ontario  taxpayers. 
Under  this  section  a  principal  taxpayer 
who  is  a  homeowner  may  deduct  from  his 
taxable  income  for  the  year  $90,  plus  10 
per  cent  of  municipal  tax  paid,  minus  1 
per  cent  of  taxable  income  up  to  a  maxi- 

mum credit  of  $250. 

That  is  as  clear  as  mud. 

If  a  principal  taxpayer  is  not  a  home 
owner  but  rents  premises,  he  may  deduct 
from  his  taxable  income  for  the  year  $90 
plus  two  per  cent  of  the  annual  rent  paid, 
minus  one  per  cent  of  the  taxable  income 
up  to  a  maximum  of  $250. 

It  goes  to  show  that  the  ineligible  people 
are  children  here.  Now  we  are  doing  the 
people  a  disservice;  the  government  works, 

on  the  basis  of  if  you  can't  beat  them,  con- fuse them. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  The  min- 
ister should  be  ashamed  of  himself. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Or  if  you  can't  convince 
them,  you  confuse  them;  that  is  true.  We 
are  completely  befoggled.  The  provincial 
Treasurer  has  said  he  would  have  some  in- 

formation this  year  on  value-added  tax,  and 
that  that  would  be  one  of  his  progressive 
programmes  this  year  to  gain  revenue.  We 
hear  nothing  about  it  now. 

We  know  that  nothing  is  more  uncertain 
than  the  duration  of  human  life;  nothing  is 
more  certain  than  the  sovereignty  of  the  life 
insurance  company.  These  insurance  compa- 

nies have  a  licence  to  steal.  Why  doesn't  the 
government  go  after  them  for  money?  Why 

do  we  not  go  after  the  banks?  We're  always 
going  back  and  whacking  the  homeowner. 

My  final  submission  to  the  minister  is  that 

I  don't  think  that  he  understands  this.  I  don't 
think  any  member  of  the  House,  or  the  ma- 

jority of  the  House  does  not  know  what  we're 
talking  about.  If  you'd  poll  them,  you'd  find 
I'm  right. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members: 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  point  I'm  trying  to  make 
is  that  I  think  I'm  trying  to  get  it  through  my 
stupid  head.  If  I  can't,  what  happens  to 
about  seven  million  other  people  who  are 
almost  as  stupid  as  I  am? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  know  it.  The  most  they  can 
get  under  this  is  $110,  as  I  can  see.  What 

we're  talking  about  is  $110.  They're  going  to 
spend  about  that  much  to  accountants  or 

lawyers  to  try  to  find  if  they're  getting  it  or not. 

It's  a  completely  unacceptable  piece  of 
nonsense.  I  think  that  the  minister  will  say: 

"Let's  turn  the  boat  over  quickly  before  it 
sinks."  I  don't  understand,  Mr.  Speaker,  why 
we  can't  have  something  come  into  this  House 
once  that  we  can  understand. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  any  other  member 
who  wishes  to  speak?  The  hon.  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I've  been  doing some  sums.  I  did  these  sums  before  and  I 

guess  I  said  I  was  doing  them  on  the  pre- 
vious bill.  I  found  it  hard,  when  the  minister 

announced  his  plan,  to  understand  why  he  had 
allowed  such  a  high  limit  on  the  payments 
that  could  be  made.  When  I  do  the  sums 
again,  I  come  to  exactly  the  same  conclusion. 

In  addition,  I  find  that  when  you  work  it 
out,  that  all  the  plan  does  is  take  the  worst 
regressivity  out  of  this  property  tax,  as  the 
hon.  member  for  Lakeshore  has  already  said. 

It  doesn't  touch  the  other  regressive  taxes 
around  the  province;  and  for  that  matter  the 
most  that  one  can  expect  it  to  do  is  to  bring 
the  incidence  of  the  property  tax  somewhat 
close  to  being  a  proportional  tax,  that  is  the 
same  incidence  on  people  who  are  poor  as  on 
people  who  are  wealthy.  That  certainly  is  not 
consistent  with  the  kind  of  tax  system  that  we 
would  like  to  see,  or  for  that  matter,  that  I 
think  the  minister  would  like  to  see,  if  one 
takes  at  their  word  his  statements  and  budgets 
and  speeches,  and  so  on  and  so  forth. 

Doing  the  sums  I  checked  out,  and  taking 
some  typical  figures  on  what  people  pay  on 
property  tax  and  so  on,  somebody  with  a 
gross  income  of  about  $16,000  can  expect 
to  receive  about  $50  in  tax  credit  out  of  this 
plan,  assuming  they  pay  around  $800  a  year 
in  property  taxes.  They  would  get  a  bit  more, 
if  they  paid  a  higher  property  tax  on  a  more 
substantial  residence.  Somebody  with  a  gross 
income  of  about  $12,000  could  expect  to  get 
$70.  Somebody  with  a  gross  income  of  around 
$8,000  could  expect  to  get  approximately 
$90,  and  somebody  with  a  gross  income  of 
$4,000  could  expect  to  get  approximately 

$120. This  means  that  the  incidence  of  property 
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tax  is  approximately  4.5  per  cent,  right 
through  the  income  range  from  $4,000,  a  very 
modest  income,  right  up  to  the  comfortable 
middle  class  income  of  $16,000  a  year.  There 
is  very  little  change  from  the  bottom  to  the 
top.  Because  people  on  low  incomes  have  to 
pay  a  higher  proportion  of  their  income  for 
rent  or  for  home  ownership,  this  is  one  of 
the  reasons  that  the  property  tax  remains 
such  a  very  heavy  burden  on  them  and  it  is 

not  alleviated  by  the  minister's  plan.  If  one 
looked  at  rental  properties,  the  situation  would 
be  very  much  the  same. 
Then  if  you  look  at  another  situation, 

somebody  who  is  clipping  coupons  and  get- 
ting an  income  of  maybe  $8,000  or  $10,000 

a  year  from  $100,000  of  investments,  but 
who  has  a  very  elaborate  property  on  which 
he  pays  $2,000  a  year  in  property  tax,  a 
country  estate  somewhere  out  near  Chatham, 
for  example,  or  up  somewhere  in  North  York, 

paying  $2,000  a  year;  the  minister's  magic 
formula  grants  to  these  poor,  needy,  necessi- 

tous Tories— as  I'm  sure  they  would  be— a 
sum  which  is  twice  as  large  as  would  be 
received  by  somebody  who  has  $4,000  a 
year,  and  this  an  uncertain  income  which  is 
subject  to  be  cancelled  or  lost  at  any  time. 

The  $100,000  coupon  clipper  gets  $230 

out  of  this  plan  if  they're  living  in  a  country 
estate  up  near  Brampton  or  down  near  Chat- 
ham. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  no! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  correct,  Mr.  Minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I'll  work  out  the  figures  for 
you.  He's  got  a  country  estate  and  he's  pay- 

ing $2,000  a  year  in  tax  because  it  was  left 
to  him  by  his  parents,  or  because  he  bought 
it  before  he  put  the  rest  of  his  estate  into 
stocks  and  bonds.  He  gets  a  $90  credit  to 
begin  with,  he  gets  10  per  cent  of  that  $2,000 
to  bring  it  up  to  $290,  and  then  to  take  away 
from  his  gross  income  of  $10,000  he  has 
$3,000  or  $4,000- 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Gross  income? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  gross  income  of  $10,000, 

that's  right.  On  a  $100,000  estate.  Okay?  He's 
got  this  magnificent  estate  and  he's  got  some 
deductions  for  his  family.  So  he  gets  $60 
taken  away  as  one  per  cent  of  his  taxable 
income.  The  net  result  is  that  he  gets  $230 

under  the  minister's  magnificent  plan  which 
can  yield  no  more  than  $120  to  somebody 

who's  renting  or  owning  property  and  earn- 

ing $4,000  gross  per  year  and  has  no  taxable 

income  at  all.  Now,  we  just  can't  see  the 
equity  in  that. 
No  matter  how  you  cut  it,  Mr.  Minister, 

that  $250  figure  is  quite  unrealistic.  It  will 
apply  only  in  the  most  extreme  and  ludicrous 
situations,  and  when  it  does  apply  there  will 
be  no  equity  in  it  at  all.  It  will  be  a  quixotic 
application  which  tends  to  favour  people  with 
an  inordinate  investment  in  property  and  an 
inordinately  high  rent  or  municipal  tax 
burden;  and  these  will  not  be  people  who 
are  poor. 

Poor  people  don't  pay  $400  and  $500  a 
month  in  rent^they  can't  afford  it.  And 
poor  people  don't  pay  $1,000  or  $2,000  a 
year  in  property  tax.  This  $250  maximum 
will  go  to  a  select  few  who  do  not  need  it 
on  grounds  of  equity  or  on  grounds  of  any 
kind  of  principle  that  the  minister  can  offer. 
When  it  comes  to  clause  by  clause,  I 

would  suggest  very  strongly  that  that  $250 
maximum  be  brought  down  to  a  reasonable 

figure— one,  in  particular,  that  doesn't,  by 
this  paradoxical  and  quixotic  manner,  bene- 

fit people  on  very  high  incomes  who  sup- 
posedly are  not  meant  to  benefit  from  the 

scheme.  Possibly  the  limit  could  be  reduced 
to  $150  for  people  with  a  gross  income  of 
under  $10,000,  because  it  is  impossible  to 
come  up  with  a  combination  which  will  get 
them  more  than  that;  and  to  $100  maximum 
for  people  with  a  gross  income  of  over 

$10,000. 
The  only  other  point  I  wanted  to  make, 

Mr.  Speaker,  was  how  does  one  apply  this 

against  1973?  I  suppose  the  principle's  been lost,  but  the  minister  had  such  trouble  in 
understanding  a  very  well  accepted  principle 
in  taxation  and  demi-grant  policy  here  in 
this  country,  that  I  thought  I  just  might 
explain  it.  The  guaranteed  income  supple- 

ment, Mr.  Speaker,  is  paid  to  people  on  the 

basis  of  their  previous  year's  income.  They 
make  a  return  and  then  the  GIS  paid  by 
the  federal  government  is  paid  for  the  cur- 

rent year  on  the  basis  of  the  previous  year's return.  There  is  no  reason  why  this  payment, 
as  computed  according  to  the  principles  in 
here,  could  not  have  been  made  payable 
for  the  year  1973,  rather  than  have  it  ap- 

plied for  the  year  1972  in  a  manner  which 
only  the  minister  and  his  advisors  will  be 
able  to  understand. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  other  hon.  member  wish 
to  participate?  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 

Mr.  Speaker,  obviously  we  don't  have  suffi- 
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cient  time  to  answer  all  of  the  questions 
that  have  been  asked  in  the  detail  I'd  like to. 

First  I'd  like  to  explain  there  will  be  a 
correction  in  the  explanatory  notes.  It's  not 
an  important  one,  except  where  it  states  that 
he  may  deduct  from  his  taxable  income— 

wherever  that's  mentioned  it  should  read 
from  his  tax  payable,  not  from,  his  taxable 

income.  It's  merely  in  the  explanatory  notes, and  in  the  reprinted  bill  it  will  appear  cor- 
rectly. 

The  member  for  Waterloo  North  is  con- 

cerned about  people  who  haven't  been  in  a 
habit  of  filing  income  tax,  and  wonders  how 
they  will  be  advised  if  they  have  to  do  it. 
There  will  be  pamphlets  distributed  to  all 
tenants,  and  all  property  owners. 

He  did  say  in  addition  he  doesn't  know 
how  we  are  going  to  advise  people  and  give 

enough  publicity  to  it,  "without  spending  a 
lot  of  money,"  as  he  puts  it.  Of  course  we 
are  going  to  have  to  spend  some  money  to 
do  this.  We  are  satisfied  that  everyone,  by 
the  time  they  have  to  file  papers,  will  know 
what  to  do  and  will  get  every  assistance 
from  the  government.  This  pamphlet  explains 
in  full  and  in  detail  who  is  entitled  to  it  and 
how  to  go  about  it. 

The  hon.  member  for  Lakeshore,  I  am  glad 
to  hear,  agrees  with  what  we  are  doing.  He 
says  it  is  a  move  in  the  right  direction,  and 
it  is  in  the  direction  of  more  progressive 
taxes.  We  agree  with  that,  and  for  that  we 
thank  him  very  much. 

I  can't  help  the  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce.  He  says  he  doesn't  understand  this. 
The  formula  is  really  a  relatively  simple 

formula.  For  a  businessman  to  say  he  can't 
understand  this,  I  don't  know  how  he  files 
any  income  tax  papers  at  all,  because  this 

one  is  a  very  simple  one  to  follow.  So  I  can't 
help  him  in  that  respect,  I  am  sorry. 

The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  says 
also,  he  apparently  agrees  that  it  is  a  move 
in  the  right  direction  to  that  extent.  He 
agrees  also  that  it  is  a  progressive  bill,  it 
is  a  progressive  action,  and  I  thank  him  for 
that.  He  does  go  on  to  point  out  some  fan- 

tastic instances  where  it  may  be  that  a  very 
few,  in  his  own  words,  may  be  getting  more 
than  we  would  want  them  to  get.  I  am  sure 

he  wouldn't  expect  us  to  put  in  such  an 
elaborate,  complicated  system  just  to  catch 
perhaps  half  a  dozen  people  who  may  get 
an  extra  $50  or  $100.  I  doubt  if  there  are 
any  people  who  will.  That  is  why  we  put  a 
limit  on  it,  just  in  case  there  are  a  few  people 
who  may  come  under  that— 

Mr.  Sargent:  Why  don't  you  resign? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  limit  is  too  high. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It  is  obvious,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  House  is  unanimous  in 
the  idea  that  this  is  a  good  bill  and  should 
be  approved;  therefore  there  is  not  much 
point  in  my  trying  to  convince  the  converted. 
I  am  sure  they  agree  it  is  necessary. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Now  that  the  minister  has 
spoken  we  may  have  to  reconsider. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Committee! 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  is  not  the  unanimous 
consent. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  don't  understand  section  5. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Grey-Bruce  will  explain  it. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  We  prefer  the  minister to  try. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  do  not  have  unanimous  con- 
sent. The  minister  has  the  discretion  of  refer- 
ring it  to  the  standing  committee,  or  the 

committee  of  the  whole  House.  Committee  of 
the  whole  House. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  before 
the  House  adjourns  I  would  like  to  move 
that  the  estimates  of  the  Ministry  of  the 
Attorney  General  stand  referred  to  the 
estimates  committee,  and  the  estimates  of 
the  Ministry  of  Commercial  and  Consumer 
Relations  stand  referred  to  the  social  de- 

velopment committee  in  lieu  of  the  admin- 
istration of  justice  committee,  as  previously 

ordered. 

About  tomorrow,  I  think  there  is  some 

urgency   regarding— 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  is  a  motion  before 
the  House;  perhaps  we  should  have  the 
motion? 

I  might  also  say  before  I  place  the  motion 
I  must  have  the  unanimous  consent  of  the 
House  to  revert  to  the  order  of  motions. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  No! 
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Mr.  Speaker:  I  do  not  have  the  unanimous  I    said    tomorrow    there    may    be    some 
consent  of  the  House?  necessity    for   calling    some    municipal    bills, 

tt        \/i     tit-  it                   mx.       j-        _     j.  namely,  orders  number   17,  26,  27,  28,   29. 
Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment  ~.,      ".                    .„      ,       '       '       '      £ '    , r    i      tt  Otherwise,    we    will    do    estimates    or    the 

Solicitor    General    and    I    shall— I     am    not 
Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  House  Leader  certain  about  the  urgency  of  these  matters. 

didn't  finish  his  statement  regarding  tomor-  If   not,    we    will    devote   the    entire    day   to 
row's  business.   Could  he  do  that,  sir?  estimates. 

Hon.   Mr.  Winkler:    I  didn't  think  it  was  Motion  agreed  to. all  that  necessary  considering  the   co-opera- 

tion I  get  on  occasion.  The  House  adjourned  at  10:30  o'clock,  p.m. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 

The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 

Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  We  are  pleased  to  have 
visitors  with  us  today  in  the  east  gallery 
from  St.  Joseph  School  of  Geraldton;  in  the 
west  gallery  from  Hanover  Road  Public 
School  of  Bramalea  and  the  Monrovian  Gar- 

den Club  of  Groveport,  Ohio;  in  both  gal- 
leries, students  from  Gore  Bay  Elementary 

School  of  Gore  Bay. 

Statements  by  the  ministry. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  There  are 

none  here.  We  can't  have  them. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions. 

SPADINA  EXPRESSWAY 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 

tion): Mr.  Speaker,  I'd  like  to  ask  the  Min- 
ister of  Transportation  and  Communications 

the  significance  of  his  signature  on  the  let- 
ter of  transmittal  on  the  report  on  the  fea- 

sibility uses  of  the  William  R.  Allen  Express- 
way. Does  this  necessarily  mean  acceptance 

by  the  administration  of  the  recommended 
scheme  No.  5,  which  would  pave,  at  least 
for  certain  purposes,  the  part  of  the  so- 
called  Spadina  Expressway  that  has  been 
completed  as  far  as  excavation  and  roadbed 
preparation   are   concerned? 

Hon.  G.  R.  Carton  (Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications):  Mr.  Speaker,  this 

is  exactly  as  stated  by  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  in  the  first  part  of  his  remarks; 

it's  a  letter  of  transmittal.  The  Joint  Tech- 
nical Transportation  Planning  Committee  is 

a  technical  body;  this  is  a  technical  solution 
in  a  very  narrow,  restricted  study  which  had 
terms  of  reference  that  stated,  in  fact,  that 
it  was  predicated  on  the  non- completion  of 
the  Spadina  Expressway.  In  addition,  it  was 
dedicated  to  finding  an  interim  solution— and 
they  were  very  specific  in  this  remark— to 
relieve  the  congested  traffic  on  Marlee  Ave. 
It  was  that  specific  in  the  terms  of  reference. 
It  is  a  technical  report  and  it  will  form  part 

Wednesday,  June  21,  1972 

of  the   overall  considerations  which  will  be 

given  by  the  government. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Grant- 
ed that  it  would  be  readily  accepted  that 

the  acceptance  of  scheme  No.  5  would  by 
no  means  be  conceived  as  a  continuation  of 
the  Spadina,  would  the  minister  be  able  to 
maintain  his  position  in  the  overall  ministry 
if  his  recommendations,  which  really  he  has 
put  forward  in  this  report,  are  not  accepted? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  I  see  no  conflict  at  all, 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  sit  on  the  joint  policy  com- 

mittee as  one  of  the  three.  If  we  did  not 
have  a  technical  committee  advising  the 
Metro  chairman,  the  chairman  of  the .  TTC 
and  myself,  there  would  be  no  purpose  in 
having  the  JTTPC.  It  is  as  simple  as  that. 

This  is  a  recommendation,  I  stress  again.  It's 
a  technical  recommendation,  made  by  tech- 

nical people  and  that  recommendation  will 
form  part  of  the  overall  considerations  that 
will  deal  with  the  situation. 

Mr.   F.   Young  (Yorkview):   A   supplemen- 

tary, Mr.   Speaker- 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York- 
view. 

Mr.  Young:  I'd  like  to  ask  the  hon.  Minis- 
ter of  Transportation  and  Communications 

if  he  feels  that  a  four-lane  expressway  hav- 
ing been  established  from  Lawrence  to  Eglin- 

ton  in  the  Spadina  ditch,  if  that  process  can 
ever  be  reversed  and  that  road  torn  up  at 
some  future  date? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  May  I  ask  for  purpose  of 
clarification,  if  the  hon.  member  is  talking 
now  of  the  part  from  Lawrence  south  to 
Eglinton  Ave.? 

Mr.  Young:  That's  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  First  of  all,  this  is  not 
an   expressway. 

Mr.  Young:  Let  me  say  "four-lane  high- 
way" then. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  A  four-lane  arterial  road! 
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Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Let's 
call  it  a  four-lane  path,  perhaps,  from  Law- 

rence  to   Eglinton. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  A  a  matter  of  fact,  yes, 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  fully  intended  and  im- 
plicit in  the  report  of  the  technical  people 

that— again  I  stress  this— it  is  an  attempt  to 
find  an  interim  solution  for  the  relief  of  con- 

gestion on  Marlee  Ave.  I  suggest  that  when 
a  group  of  technicians  is  confined  in  that 
narrow  a  fashion  and  comes  up  with  a  report 

like  that,  it  is  again— and  I  reiterate  this— 
a  technical  report,  and  it  will  form  part  of 
the    overall    consideration. 

For  example,  the  speed  limit  on  that  "four- 
lane  path,"  as  the  leader  of  the  New  Demo- 

cratic Party  calls  it,  would  be  such  that  it 
would  not  in  any  way  be  an  expressway, 
and  the  road  standards  themselves  would  be 

sucth  that  they  would  make  certain  that  it 
was  only  an  interim  solution.  In  other  words, 
it  would  not  be  a  concrete  road. 

Mr.  Young:  It  still  would  not  be  reversed. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  Know 
what  happens  once  the  cattle  get  fed? 

An  hon.  member:  A  cow  path!  A  cow  path! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  a  supplementary  if  I 
may,  Mr.  Speaker:  Has  this  astute  technical 

committee  considered  what  it'll  do  with  this 
four-lane  path  from  Lawrence  to  Eglinton 
after  the  interim  has  been  exhausted?  What 
plans  does  the  minister  have  for  it? 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Make 
it  six  lanes. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Still  look- 
ing for  a  compromise. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  know.  What  is  this? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
hon.  members  of  the  opposition  had  been 
listening  for  the  past  two  or  three  months, 
they  would  realize  that  we  have  told  them 

the  programming  of  the  JTTPC.  They  have 

—and  this  was  gone  into  during  my  estimates 
in  quite  some  detail— certain  studies  going 
on  which  will  come  out  with  the  longer- 
term  solutions.  In  the  meantime,  at  the  re- 

quest of  the  Metro  executive  which  makes 
certain  requests  to  the  JTTPC,  these  interim 
studies  are  done  as  part  of  their  overall  con- 

siderations. So,  certainly,  there  are  the  longer- 
range  studies  taking  place  and  there  will  be 
viable    alternatives    for   that   particular   area. 

Mr.  P.  G.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):  Sup- 

plementary:    Won't    the    interim    condition 

caused  at  Eglinton— the  new  interim  condi- 

tion caused  by  the  government's  interim solution— become  the  same  as  the  interim 
condition  at  Lawrence?  How  will  the  minister 
handle  that  interim  condition? 

Mr.   Young:   Only  worse.   Only  far  worse. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  is  the  government  bring- 
ing it  into  York-Forest  Hill  after  all  this  time? 

What  kind  of  a  scheme  is  this? 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  That  will 
teach  them  not  to  vote  Liberal. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon. 
members  have  a  copy  of  the  report.  I  do 
not  profess  to  be  a  technician  myself,  but  the 

overall  report  is  there  and  the  various  alter- 
natives are  given  and  the  figures  and  the 

various  solutions  are  studied.  This  is  the 

recommendation,  again,  bearing  in  mind 
their  limited  terms  of  reference. 

Mr.  Young:  Further  supplementary,  Mr. 

Speaker:  I'd  like  to  ask  the  minister  if  his committee  heard  of  the  announcement  made 

by  the  Premier  of  this  province  last  June, 
cancelling  certain  works  that  were  proposed 
for  the  west  end  of  Toronto? 

Mr.  Roy:  They've  got  short  memories, 
though;  they've  forgotten  that.  They  have 
both  feet  up  in  the  air. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  The  elec- 
tion's over  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Mr.  Speaker,  quite  can- 

didly, I'm  glad  the  hon.  member  brought 
tliis  up,  because  never  have  I  been  more 
convinced  since  my  takeover  of  this  ministry 
that  the  Spadina  Expressway  should  have 

been  stopped.  I  agree  more  wholeheartedly. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 

position. 
Mr.  Lewis:  Especially  when  it  can  con- 

tinue under  another  name. 
• 

Mr.  Reid:  Let  the  record  show  that  the 

hon.  member  for  High  Park  agreed  with  the 
decision. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please  Perhaps  the 
hon.  members  would  permit  the  Leader  of 

the  Opposition  to  proceed. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

I'd  like  to  put  a  question  to  the  Premier and  ask  him  how  he  intends  to  deal  with 
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the  recommendation  of  the  joint  technical 
committee  that  is  signed  by  his  minister?  Is 
he  planning  a  study  of  the  study  of  the 
study,  or  is  he  prepared  to  make  another, 

let's  say,  quick  decision  and  accept  the 
recommendation,  so  that,  according  to  the 
authors  of  the  joint  technical  study,  the  four- 
lane  arterial  road  would  be  available  by 
winter  of  1972  and  for  a  cost  of  about  $2 
million? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  were  you  in  touch  with 
Dalton  Camp  this  morning? 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  expect  the  government  will  have  some  com- 

ment on  it  in  the  relatively  near  future.  It 
is  being  assessed  by  Metro  council  and,  I 
assume,  the  transportation  committee  of 

Metro.  There  will  be  comment  from  the  gov- 
ernment in  due  course. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  Does  the 
Premier  realize  that  the  recommendations, 
with  the  exception  of  the  express  bus  route 
for  a  mile  and  a  quarter,  are  identical  with 
the  policy  which  he  described  just  a  week 
ago  as  having  both  feet  in  the  air? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  with  great 
respect,  they  are  not.  I  can  distinguish  be- 

tween the  recommendations  contained— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  sources  are  different. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  can,  I  think,  distinguish 
very  clearly  between  the  interim  solution,  as 

suggested  in  the  technical  committee's  re- 
port, and  the  position  taken  by  the  Leader 

of  the  Opposition  sometime  a  year  ago  in 
an  effort  to  reconcile  the  points  of  view  of 

the   member   for   Downsview   (Mr.    Singer)— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —and  the  former  member 

for   Scarborough- 

Mr.  Lewis:  East. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —East.  And,  of  course, 
he  now  not  being  here  to  support  his  posi- 

tion, which  would  be  in  conflict,  obviously 
once  again,  with  that  of  the  member  for 
York-Forest  Hill  and  the  member  for  Downs- 
view— 

An  hon.  member:  You  could  recognize  your 
position. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —we  don't  have  the  bene- 
fit of  his  contributions;  but  I  think— 

Mr.  Roy:  Answer  the  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —a  distinction  can  be made. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  In  view 

of  the  Premier's  comment  to  my  first  ques- 
tion, has  he  established  some  sort  of  a  dead- 

line for  a  new  decision  to  be  made,  so  that, 
in  fact,  the  recommendation,  if  it  is  going 

to  be  accepted,  is  going  to  provide  the  in- 
terim partial  short-term  solution  for  a  prob- 

lem that  is  mounting  day  by  day  and  really 
is  crying  out  for  some  solution,  interim  or 
otherwise? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  there's  been 
no  deadline  set  by  the  government  in  its  re- 

action to  the  report  from  the  joint  planning 
and  technical  committee.  As  I  said  to  the 

Leader  of  the  Opposition,  this  is  a  joint 
committee  making  recommendations  both  to 

the  Ministry  of  Highways  and  to  the  Metro- 
politan Toronto  council.  That  report  is  before 

them  and  I  am  sure  will  be  considered  by 

them.  In  due  course,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  govern- 
ment, of  course,  will  comment  as  well. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  a  supplementary, 

does  the  Premier  mean  that  the  signature 
of  his  cabinet  colleague  does  not  bind  the 
cabinet? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it 
must  be  very  obvious  to  the  member  for 

Scarborough  West  that  the  Minister  of  Trans- 
portation and  Communications,  who  is  part 

of  the  joint  planning  committee,  has  been 
involved  with  respect  to  the  document.  Of 
course,  any  recommendation  coming  from 
any  minister  does  not  bind  the  cabinet.  That 
has  never  been  the  practice  or  tradition. 
There  are  recommendations  flowing  to  cabinet 
all  the  time  from  respective  ministries.  Some 
are  accepted  and  some  are  rejected. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  On  a  re- 
lated matter  to  the  report  under  discussion, 

is  the  Premier  aware  that  on  page  38  the 
joint  technical  committee,  in  evaluating  the 

proposal  of  Buckminster  Fuller,  says:  "The 
subcommittee  felt  that  the  Fuller  plan  would 

not  withstand  close  scrutiny"?  Would  that 
lead  the  Premier  to  ask  for  a  part  of  his 
$15,000  back,  or  does  he  feel  that  one  way 
or  another  he  got  full  value? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  like  to  think 
that  this  government  gets  full  value  for  all 

the  expenditures  it  makes- 

Mr.  Reid:  Except  for  salaries  paid  to  the 
cabinet! 
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Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —and  I  would  think  there 
is  very  little  doubt  that  we  do.  As  it  relates 
to  their  observations  I  would  not  want  to 
comment  as  to  just  how  carefully  they 
analysed  what  was  a  conceptual  approach- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Oh,  the  Premier  thinks 

they  didn't  examine  it  carefully— it  is  a  tech- 
nical committee  and  they  didn't  examine  it 

carefully? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  say 
this,  the  Buckminister  Fuller  proposal  was  a 
conceptual  approach  to  the  land- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  was  a  political  gimmick. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —utilization  in  that  part 
of  the  unused  Spadina  Expressway  corridor. 
And  as  it  related  to  interim  solutions  for  the 
traffic  situations  on  Marlee,  of  course,  with 

respect  to  the  joint  committee,  I  don't  think 
that  that  really  is  part  of  the  problem  they 
were  attempting  to  solve. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  the  first  time  Buckminster 
Fuller  has  ever  been  pulled  into  a  political 
party. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well  I  don't— I  would  say 
this,  that— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Fuller  just  sent  one  of 
his  minions  up  here  to  pick  up  the  $15,000. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would  just  say  this,  I 
would  doubt  Buckminster  Fuller  feels  that 
he  has  been  pulled  into  any  political  party 
anywhere.  I  have  never  asked  him  about  it, 
but  I  would  doubt  it  very  much. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  Is  the 
Premier  calling  into  question  the  care  with 
which  the  joint  technical  committee  examined 
that  alternative  proposal? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
not,  because  I  was  not  a  part  of  the  com- 

mittee. I  am  just  observing  to  the  Leader  of 
the  Opposition,  I  am  not  calling  into  question 
anything  at  this  particular  point.  All  I  am 
saying  is  that  to  understand  properly— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Premier  is  standing 
on  both  sides  of  the  fence  at  once. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No,  and  I  am  not  standing 
with  both  feet  in  the  air  at  once,  as  is  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition. 

My  position  on  this  has  been  quite  clear 
and  will  continue  to  be  quite  clear. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Pretty  weak 
answer. 

Mr.  Givens:  The  question  is  far  from  dead, 
it  is  still  alive. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  Shulman:  Supplementary:  Would  the 
Prime  Minister  agree  with  the  proposal  which 
says  the  Buckminster  Fuller  proposal  on  a 
short-term  basis  is  not  acceptable;  however 
on  a  long-term  basis,  which  is  what  the 
committee  was  not  looking  into,  it  requires 
further  consideration? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  didn't 
want  to  prolong  the  discussion  and  I  knew 
the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  had  read  all 
aspects  of  the  report  very  carefully.  I  had 

assumed  that— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Your  minister  sent  me  a copy. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  had  assumed  that  he 
had  read  that  observation  that  is  contained 

in  the  report.  If  he  hadn't,  perhaps  he  could 
refresh  his  mind  and  read  it  all  in  its  entirety 
and  come  prepared  tomorrow  to  ask  questions 
in  some  greater  detail  and  perhaps  we  will 
be  ready. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  You  win  again.  It  is  true 
that  you  can  fool  some  of  the  people  almost 
all  the  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  didn't  finish. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  member  for  High  Park 
bailed  you  out  again. 

BOMBINGS  IN  ITALIAN  COMMUNITIES 
OF  METROPOLTAN  TORONTO 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Provincial  Secretary  for 
Justice.  In  the  meetings  of  the  Justice  policy 

group  committee,  has  there  been  any  inten- 
sive examinations  of  the  series  of  unexplained 

explosions,  followed  by  another  one  reported 
today  at  the  Appia  Beverage  Co.  on  Queen 
St.,  the  second  unexplained  explosion  at  that 
location,  which  to  my  untrained,  suspicious 
mind  looks  like  the  worst  kind  of  Mafia 
extortion  racket  that  we  have  got  going  in 
this  city? 

Second  question:  Is  the  policy  minister— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Secretary 
for  Justice):  May  I  answer  the  first  one  first? 
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The  answer  is  yes,  and  I  believe  the  Solicitor 
General  was  actually  attempting  to  be  in 
touch  this  morning  with  the  chairman  of  the 
Metropolitan  Toronto  Police  Commission 
about  this  matter. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  The  Solicitor 

General  doesn't  tell  us  what  he  does. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  I 
appreciate  the  answer.  The  answer  from  his 
colleague,  the  Attorney  General  (Mr.  Bales), 
to  a  similar  question  just  a  couple  of  days 
ago  said  that  the  government  is  accepting  the 
investigations  of  the  Metro  police  and  not 
doing  anything  else. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Oh  no,  he  didn't  say that. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Well  that  was  the  gist 
of  it,  but— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Oh  no. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  But  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  policy  minister,  what  are  the  alternatives 
the  government  is  using  in  order  to  bring  to 
bear  all  of  the  power  of  law  enforcement  to 
get  this  atrocious  matter  under  control? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  think  the  whole 
matter  of  police  intelligence  in  this  province 
was  dealt  with— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Not  by  the  minister. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —during  the  incom- 
pleted estimates- 

Mr.  Shulman:  It  wasn't  dealt  with  at  all. 
He  refused  to  deal  with  it. 

Hon.   A.   F.   Lawrence:    —of  the    Solicitor 
General  in  respect  of  the  powers,  the  num- 

bers and  the  grouping- 

Mr.    Roy:    We    are    interested    in    results. 

We've  had  no  results. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —of  the  intelligence 
forces  within  the  law  enforcement  agencies 
of  this  province. 

DISMISSAL  OF  DIRECTOR  OF  ROM 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  have  a  further  question 
of  the  Premier,  Mr.  Speaker.  Was  he  or  is  he 
aware  of  any  plan,  tentative  or  otherwise, 
undertaken  by  the  board  of  the  Royal  Ontario 
Museum  to  sell  the  property  and  relocate  it, 
which  may  or  may  not  have  led  to  the  in- 

ternal warfare  among  the  board  and  the 
director  leading  to  his  dismissal? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  my  recollec- 
tion of  this— or  at  least  of  the  proposed  addi- 
tion to  the  ROM— goes  back  to  the  time  the 

government  approved  $12Y2  million  for  an 

addition.  I  can't  recall  any  discussions  any 
board  members  had  with  me  during  my 

tenure  as  minister  and  I  don't  believe  there 
has  been  any  communication  to  me  in  recent 
months  with  respect  to  the  possibility  of  the 
ROM  selling  the  present  site  and  locating 
elsewhere.  This  has  not  been  brought  to  my 
attention,  to  my  knowledge. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Has 
the  Price  Waterhouse  study  of  the  Royal 
Ontario  Museum  and  its  administration  been 
made  public?  If  not,  will  the  Premier  table 
it  in  its  entirety? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe 
that  the  Minister  of  Colleges  and  Universities 
(Mr.  Kerr)  was  asked  this  in  the  House  a 
few  days  ago.  I  do  know  the  minister  met 
with  certain  people  who  have  concern  about 
the  museum.  There  was  an  indication  given 
then,  I  believe,  that  he  would  be  tabling  the 
report  in  the  Legislature.  I  do  not  want  to 
commit  him  until  such  time  as  I  am  sure  that 
this  was  the  understanding  but  I  believe  this 
is  his  intention.  He  will  be  here  either  Friday 
or  Monday  of  next  week  and  I  will  take  it  up 
with  him. 

WAGE  AND  PRICE  CONTROLS 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  final  question  of  the 
Premier,  Mr.  Speaker,  with  your  permission: 
Has  the  Premier  enunciated  the  policy  of  the 
ministry  with  regard  to  proposals  for  wage 
and  price  controls  which  have  been  re-enum 
dated  at  the  federal  level  in  the  last  few 
hours? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
not. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary  to 
that,  does  the  Premier  intend  to  make  a 
public  response  to  the  commission  and  to  the 
federal  government? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  just 
learned  of  this  very  recently.  We  will  be  con- 

sidering it.  I  cannot  comment  at  this  moment 
whether  or  not  we  intend  to  make  a  public 
response. 
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DWELLING  INSURANCE  INCREASE 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Consumer  and  Commercial  Rela- 

tions following  up  something  I  asked  him 
some  days  ago:  What  report  has  he  received 
from  his  Superintendent  of  Insurance  about 

the  extraordinary  premium  increases  in  habi- 
tation or  home  insurance  wh^ch  will  take 

effect  next  month?  How  were  they  justified 
in  his  department? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  ( Minister  of  Consumer 

and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
understand  that  there  are  only  certain  com- 

panies within  an  association,  the  name  of 
which  I  do  not  have  at  the  present  time, 
which  is  considering  this  particular  move.  We 
have  reacted  to  it.  The  other  companies  in 
the  field  are  not  taking  this  action. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  since 
the  companies  involved  are,  in  fact,  the  larg- 

est group  of  insurance  companies  in  the  field, 
and  since  it  is  now  apparent  that  45  cents 
on  the  dollar  is  used  for  administrative  costs 

and  profits,  how  can  the  minister  justify  the 
approval  which  must  have  been  sought  from 
his  department  for  premium  increases  on  that 
basis? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Approval  from  my  de- 
partment is  not  required.  We  do  not  have 

any  jurisdiction  over  the  rates  that  are 
charged.  When  a  situation  such  as  this  arises 
we  certainly  do  communicate  and  we  have 
communicated  in  this  instance. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  what 
has  he  communicated?  Why  does  he  not  have 
approval  rights? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Because  that  is  pre- 
cisely the  way  the  Insurance  Act  is  consti- 
tuted; we  do  not  have  the  review  of  rates. 

When  I  say  we  reacted,  we  reacted  in  regard 
to  the  announcement  which  we  also  read  in 
the  media  and  we  expressed  our  views  which 
did  not  favour  the  move- 

Mr.  Stokes:  Did  the  minister  express  con- 
cern? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Yes,  our  concern:  we 
did. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  want  to  take  this  further  by 
way  of  supplementary.  What  views  did  he 
express  to  the  insurance  industry,  to  which 
group  of  companies  and  what,  precisely,  did 
the  views  say?  Is  he  saying  that  the  com- 

panies have  insisted  on  the  premium  increase 
despite  a  request  from  government  that  they 
hold  the  line? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  It  was  not,  as  I  ex- 
plained earlier,  from  the  government  because 

the  government  does  not  have  authority  over 
the  rate  structure  of  the  companies.  When 
the  announcement  was  made  we  did  react 

to  it  in  regard  to  the  views  of  the  depart- 
ment, and  the  superintendent  communicated 

that  particular  view.  If  they  proceed  in  the 
light  of  that,  I  have  no  jurisdiction  over  them. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Would  the  minister  be  good 

enough,  by  way  of  supplementary,  to  table 
the  view?  Does  the  minister  himself  know 

what  exactly  that  view  said? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  If  it  is  official  and  in 

print  I  wouldn't  mind  doing  that. 
Mr.  Lewis:  If  it  is  what? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  If  it  is  official  and  in 

print  from  the  superintendent  I  wouldn't mind  doing  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  If  it  is  official  and  in  print? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  And  in  print. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Does  the  minister  mean  he 

phoned  a  couple  of  people  in  the  insurance 
industry  and  expressed  concern? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I'm  not  prepared  to 

answer  that  question  that  way,  but  I'll  in- 

quire. 
Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  Supple- 

mentary: Would  the  minister  advise  if  he  is 
concerned  enough  about  this  matter  to  change 
the  Act? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I'm  always  concerned. 

Mr.  Sargent:  But  will  he  change  the  Act? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I'll  review  the  situation 
as  it  is. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  want  to  ask  a  different  ques- 
tion on  this  subject  because  I  would  like  it 

pursued.  Will  the  minister  inform  the  House 

at  the  earliest  opportunity— which  I  presume 
to  be  tomorrow— of  all  the  transactions  which 

occurred  between  the  Superintendent  of  In- 
surance and  that  group  of  oompanies  which 

has  now  raised  the  rate  structure  in  habita- 
tion insurance? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  think  the  detail  that 

the  hon.  member  is  looking  for  requires  that 
the  question  be  placed  on  the  order  paper, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh  come  on. 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Getting  a  little  deep  there?  An  hon.  member:  He  is  always  concerned. 

Mr  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  do  you  accept 

that— since  it  was  clearly  something  exchanged 
between  the  Superintendent  of  Insurance  and 
the  companies,  and  whether  written  or  by 
word  it  can  be  communicated  to  the  House 

quickly? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  don't  believe  it  is  my  re- 
sponsibility to  determine  whether  or  not  the 

minister  should  answer.  Of  course,  the  min- 
ister can  take  it  as  notice  if  he  wishes. 

Mr.  Deans:   Smile,   Mr.   Speaker. 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  the  Minister  of  Con- 
sumer and  Commercial  Relations,  has  he  seen 

that  the  government  of  Alberta  —  modified 
Social  Credit  government  though  it  is  —  has 
now  brought  before  a  House  committee  all 

of  the  automobile  insurance  companies,  ask- 
ing them  to  justify  their  rate  increases,  and 

would  the  minister  consider  providing  similar 
routes  here? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  There  is  very  close 
communication  between  the  superintendents 
of  insurance,  and  I  shall  inquire  if  that  was 

communicated  at  their  last  meeting  and  what 
our  intention  is  in  this  regard. 

Mr.  Deans:  What  is  that  supposed  to  mean? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Is  the  minister  prepared  to 
bring  the  automobile  insurance  companies, 

arbitrarily  raising  their  rates,  before  a  com- 
mittee of  this  Legislature  for  review? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Not  at  this  particular 

point  in  time,  because  I  think  that  the  com- 
panies have  acted  in  accordance  with  the  de- 

sires of  the  Act  that  has  been  before  the 

House.  I  don't  think  there  is  any  undue  in- 
crease presently  before  the  people  of  this 

province  to  do  that  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Young:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker, 
to  the  minister:  Is  the  minister  not  concerned 

about  an  industry  which  takes  up  to  45  per 
cent  of  the  premium  dollar  for  administra- 

tion costs— a  percentage  far  in  excess  of 
almost  any  other  industry— an  industry  serv- 

ing the  homeowners  and  the  automobile 
owners  of  this  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  am  sorry,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  would  ask  the  hon.  member  to  repeat  that. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  answer  is,  "I  am 
always  concerned." 

Mr.  Young:  My  question  was,  Mr.  Speaker, 
is  the  minister  not  concerned  about  an  indus- 

try which  is  so  inefficient  that— 

Mr.  Young:  —it  demands  45  per  cent  of  the 
premium  dollar  for  administration  costs  —  a 
cost  far  in  excess  of  that  allowed  by  almost 
any  other  business  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 

—particularly  where  this  one  is  concerned 
with  the  protection  of  the  people  in  their 
homes  and  motor  cars? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  without 
accepting  the  terms  of  the  statement  made  by 
the  hon.  member,  yes,  I  am  concerned. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 

East  has  a  supplementary.  This  will  be  the 
last  supplementary. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  to  the  minister:  The 
question  of  price  increases  and  price  control 
might  well  be  in  the  federal  field;  therefore, 
has  the  minister  at  any  time  discussed  this 
matter  with  the  federal  government  about 

price  increases? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  always 
have  a  continuing  dialogue  with  the  federal 

government  in  regard  to  the  legislation  cur- 
rently before  the  House  of  Commons.  Through 

my  counterpart  in  Ottawa,  we  have  discussed 
matters  as  late  as  yesterday. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  may  think  it  is 
cute  but  it  is  an  insult  to  the  House  the  way 

he  is  replying.  He  thinks  it  is  a  game  when- 
ever a  question  is  asked. 

LAYOFFS   AT   NORTHERN   ELECTRIC 
AND  BELL  CANADA 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  a  question  of  the 
Premier?  Does  the  Premier  intend  to  reply 
to  the  letter  written  to  him  on  May  31  last 
under  the  heading  of  the  United  Electrical 
Radio  Machine  Workers  of  America,  on 
behalf  of  the  United  Auto  Workers  and  the 

communication  workers  as  well,  asking  for  a 
meeting  concerning  the  extended  layoffs  in 
Northern  Electric  and  Bell  Canada  through 
the  last  many  months. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  com- 
municated with  several  of  them;  there  is  a 

number  in  my  riding.  I  was  touring  the 
plant  a  few  weeks  ago  and  I  indicated  then 
I  would  be  quite  prepared  to  meet  with 
them.  I  am  hopeful  that  when  the  session 
is  over  I  will  be  meeting  with  them.  Whether 
they  are  from  the  Bramalea  plant  or  others, 
I  am  not  sure,  but  I  certainly  shall  meet 
with  them. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary: 
Would  the  Premier  be  prepared  to  intervene 
with  Bell  Canada  on  their  behalf  since  Bell 
Canada  appears  to  be  retaliating  against  the 
work  force  for  the  refusal  of  the  CTC  to 

grant  the  full  rate  increase  that  was  re- 
quested, and  affecting  now  literally  hundreds, 

approaching  thousands,  of  workers,  many  of 

them  as  it  happens  in  the  Premier's  own riding? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
prepared  to  intervene  with  Bell  Telephone 
certainly  at  this  moment  until  I  have  an 
opportunity  to  discuss  it  with  the  people 
who  want  to  make  these  representations  to 
me,  related  to  that  situation. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Would  the  Premier  perhaps 
reply  to  their  correspondence  so  that  they 
can  have  the  meeting? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Yes. 

DEATH  OF  STOUFFVILLE  WORKER 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  one  last  question, 
Mr.  Speaker,  of  the  Minister  of  Transporta- 

tion—he has  gone— then,  of  the  Minister  of 
Labour.  Might  I  ask  if  the  Minister  of 
Labour  is  considering  the  recommendation 
that  flowed  from  the  inquest  into  the  death 
of  the  Stouffville  worker  earlier  this  month 
at  the  quarry  site  near  Stouffville  involving 
apparently  faulty  automobile  equipment  and 
the  necessity  of  safety  checks?  Has  he  pur- 

sued that  at  all? 

Hon.  F.  Cuindon  (Minister  of  Labour): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  had  no  report  as  yet 
but  I  wish  to  assure  the  hon.  member  that 
we  do  investigate  every  such  accident. 

ONTARIO   HYDRO  LABOUR  DISPUTE 

Mr.  Lewis:  One  further  question  to  the 
minister:  Can  he  give  us,  as  a  matter  of 
course,  perhaps  each  day,  but  certainly  today, 
the  conciliation  meetings  that  are  planned 
for  the  Hydro  dispute  that  is  presently  de- 
veloping? 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 

wasn't  able  to  contact  my  senior  officials  in 
recent  hours  because  I  imagine  they  are  out 
at  work,  but  we  do  have  very  intensive 
mediation  meetings  going  on  now  between 
our  officials  and  Hydro.  I  would  be  quite 
prepared  to  keep  the  House  informed  on 

what's  going  on. 

Mr.   Speaker:   Does  the  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  West  have  further  questions? 

The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  East. 

GOVERNMENT  CONTRIBUTION 
TO  HORSE-RACE  PURSES 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and  Commer- 

cial Relations.  What  possible  justification  does 
he  have  for  giving  direct  subsidies  to  race 
tracks— $1.7  million  last  year  and  a  con- 

templated $2  million  this  year— in  light  of 
the  fact  that  this  is  a  luxury  sport  and  in 

light  of  a  comment  by  the  Provincial  Secre- 
tary for  Justice  that  he  was  concerned  about 

criminal  activities  around  these  racetracks? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  What  is  the  member 
referring  to  as  a  subsidy? 

Mr.  Roy:  His  department,  which  has  the 
administration  of  this,  is  giving  direct  sub- 

sidies to  these  racetracks;  for  example,  over 
$280,000  to  the  Windsor  racetrack  last  year 
for  purses.  Is  he  not  aware  of  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
that  the  hon.  member  should  have  a  look  at 
the  administration.  That  is  a  part  of  the 
handle;  a  part  that  is  returned  as  a  result 
of  the  betting.  It  is  in  no  way  a  subsidy 
from  the  government.  Have  a  look  at  it  and 
find  out. 

Mr.  Roy:  It  is  a  direct  subsidy. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  In- 
stead of  taking  it  into  the  Treasury,  you  give 

it  back. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor-Walkerville  has  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor- Walkerville): 
Does  the  minister  not  realize  that  the  bettors 
would  bet  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the 
government  makes  a  contribution  of  some  $2 
million  toward  increasing  purses? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  don't  agree  at  all 
with  the  argument  that  is  being  put  forth. 
It  is  part  of  the  formula  by  which  the  purses 
are  paid  and  the  handle  of  the  tracks  is 
distributed.  A  look  at  the  annual  report  will 
tell  members  that  very  clearly. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Thun- der Bay. 

Mr.  Roy:  A  supplementary— 

Mr.  Speaker:  All  right,  the  hon.  member 
for  Ottawa  East  with  a  supplementary. 
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Mr.  Roy:  Is  this  not  considered  what  one 
calls  a  racetrack  sharing  agreement?  Is  that 
not  what  we  call  it?  If  the  minister  did  not 
give  this  money  under  this  provision  would 
it  not  be  in  the  provincial  coffer? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Is  the  hon.  member 
referring  directly  to  the  purse? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Purse  enrichment  programme? 

Does  the  minister  mean  PEP— E.  P.  Taylor's 
PEP  programme? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Purse  enrichment  pro- 
gramme? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  For  the  whole  donors. 
Now  just  a  minute! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Now  just  a  minute! 
I  think  that  the  hon.  member  should  have  a 
look  at  the  formula  of  how  the  money  is 
distributed,  where  it  comes  from  and  where 

it  goes  to.  I  think  he'll  understand  better 
what  he  is  talking  about. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Roy:  Further  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

An  hon.  member:  It  is  not  of  urgent  public 
importance. 

Mr.  Roy:  Regardless  of  the  formula,  doesn't 
it  work  out,  in  fact,  to  be  a  subsidy?  Does 
the  minister  deny  that? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  It  is  certainly  no  sub- 
sidy. With  my  estimates  coming  before  the 

committee  in  the  course  of  the  next  few 
days,  we  will  be  glad  to  go  into  that  matter. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Thun- 
der Bay. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It's  just  part  of  the  formula; 
but  it's  a  subsidy. 

Mr.   Stokes:   Thank   you,   Mr.    Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for 
Thunder  Bay. 

DESIGN  FOR  DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.   Stokes:   Mr.   Speaker,  I  have  a  two- 
part  question   for   the  provincial   Treasurer. 

Will  the  provincial  Treasurer  elaborate  on 
the  statements  he  made  before  the  municipal 

association's  founding  convention  in  Ottawa 
recently?  He  suggested  that  the  northwest- 

ern Ontario  Design  for  Development  is  under 
way  by  virtue  of  the  development  of  a 
regional  communications  network  centred  on 
Thunder  Bay;  and  the  other  comment  he 
made  was  that  by  1975  all  of  the  five 
economic  regions  in  the  province  will  know 

what  the  government's  intentions  are  with 
regard  to  reorganization  of  municipal  govern- 
ment. 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer  and 
Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs):  Well, 

I  agree;  but  I  don't  know  just  how  the hon.  member  wants  me  to  elaborate. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  has  made  it  as  clear 
as  he  can. 

Mr.  Stokes:  What  is  the  nature  of  the 
communications  system  that  is  being  set  up 

by  this  government?  " 
Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  involves  what  the 

Premier  announced.  Some  members  asked  the 
question  the  other  day,  and  we  indicated 
three  steps  that  had  been  taken  already. 
Since  the  adoption  by  the  government  Of  the 
phase  2  report  and  the  recommendations 
therein,  it  involves  the  beginnings  of  the 
telecommunications  network,  the  transpor- 

tation study— which  is  under  way  to  design  a 
transportation  system  for  northwestern  On- 

tario—and the  third  thing  was  the  an- 
nouncement by  the  then  Minister  of  Mines 

and  Northern  Affairs- 

Mr.  Stokes:  Mineral  exploration. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —of  the  exploration 

grants. 
Mr.  Stokes:  Yes.  Well,  all  right;  what  is 

the  government's  intention  with  regard  to 
regional  government  in  the  north?  The  min- 

ister has  indicated  that  by  1975  all  regions 
covered  by  the  five  plans  will  be  into— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  said  that  in  southern 
Ontario  we  would  have  developed  the  map. 
I  also  said,  of  course,  that  in  some  cases 
regional  government,  I  think,  specifically  in 
the  north,  was  not  one  of  the  alternatives, 
or  was  not  in  my  view  an  alternative;  that 
consolidations  would  be  very  much  an 
alternative. 

I  don't  think  I  said,  or  I  certainly  didn't 
intend  to  say,  that  the  map  showing  regional 
governments    would    include    the    whole    of 
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Ontario,  specifically  northern  Ontario;  al- 
though we  would  hope  by  1975  perhaps  to 

have  indicated  our  views  on  what  other  con- 
solidations might  take  place. 

More  specifically,  I  think  I  have  said  by 
the  fall  we  would  hope  to  have  some  sort 
of  a  general  statement  ready  as  to  the  form 

of  organization  in  some  of  the  forms  of  gov- 
ernment in  some  of  the  unorganized  areas. 

I  think,  in  effect,  in  some  ways  this  is  a 
merging. 

I  indicated  in  the  speech  with  respect  to 
the  Timmins  new  city  that  there  we  were 
deliberately  bringing  in  a  large  unorganized 
area  and  putting  it  under  the  wing  of  the 
new  city  of  Timmins;  and  that  they  would 
be  acting  on  our  behalf;  in  many  respects 
looking  after  that  unorganized  area. 

I  think  I  said  on  the  introduction  of  the 

Sudbury  bill  that  we  would  hope  at  some 

point  to  expand  that  area  so  that  the  Sud- 
bury regional  government  would  take  on 

some  of  the  responsibilities  that  the  prov- 
ince now  has. 

The  financial  arrangements  for  this,  of 
course,  are  going  to  have  to  be  worked  out. 

They  are  going  to  have  to  be  worked  out  in- 
dividually, rather  than  as  a  blanket  policy. 

But  we  would  hope  by  the  fall  to  have 
something  more  of  a  general  statement. 

Mr.  Stokes:  As  a  final  supplementary  then, 

would  the  minister  agree  that  we  wouldn't 
have  to  wait  for  a  reorganization  of  munici- 

pal government  before  we  move  forward 
with  the  Design  for  Development? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Definitely  not,  be- 
cause as  I  indicated  in  the  statement  there 

have  been  three  steps  taken  already  in  the 

60-something  recommendations  in  Design 
foT  Development:  Phase  2,  Northwestern 
Ontario,  and  we  will  keep  pecking  away  at 
those   recommendations. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 

ONTARIO   HYDRO-ELECTRIC 
ADVISORY  COUNCIL 

Mr.  Good:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  A 
question  of  the  Premier:  Since  Mr.  Gordon, 
the  general  manager  of  Ontario  Hydro,  has 
pointed  out  in  the  most  recent  issue  of  On- 

tario Hydro  News  that  because  of  Hydro's 
deepening  involvement  in  provincial  affairs 
it  can  no  longer  make  major  decisions  in 
isolation,   would   the   Premier   use   his    good 

office  and  influence  to  see  if  the  Ontario 

Hydro  advisory  committee  could  be  reac- 
tivated so  that  there  could  be  some  public 

input  into  the  operation  of  Ontario  Hydro? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  knowing 

the  member  for  Waterloo  North's  interest  in 
Hydro  and  the  discussions  we  had  a  few 

days  ago  with  respect  to  the  task  force  re- 
port, I  think  there  would  be  great  wisdom 

in  awaiting  the  report  of  the  task  force  be- 
fore making  any  determinations  of  that  kind 

with  respect  to  the  advisory  committee.  I 

would  anticipate  the  task  force's  report  will 
be  in  sometime  over  the  next  two  months, 
perhaps  sooner  than  that,  and  I  think  that 
would  be  the  time  to  give  consideration  to 
the  question  that  he  has  raised. 

Mr.  Good:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Since  the  same  article  in  the  Hydro  magazine 
states  that  the  central  theme  of  the  task 

force  report  is  that  the  activities  of  Ontario 
Hydro  must  become  more  interwoven  with 
the  Ontario  government,  does  he  not  think 
that  it  appears  that  the  whole  task  force 
report  is  being  dribbled  out  bit  by  bit  as 
Hydro  sees  fit,  and  that  it  is  time  that  there 
is  some  public  reaction  as  to  what  is  going 
on  within  Hydro?  I  think  the  fact  that  the 

power  commission- 

Mr.    Speaker:    Order,   order.    Question! 

Mr.  Good:  Does  the  Premier  not  feel  that 

because  the  Hydro  Commission  Act  says 
there  shall  be  an  advisory  committee,  which 
is  not  permissive,  that  Hydro  should  never 
have  abandoned  the  advisory  committee 
seven    years    ago? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  acted  illegally  ever 
since  the  Premier  was  vice-chairman. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Hydro 

advisory  committee  was  abandoned— how 
many  years  ago;  17  years  ago  or  18  years? 
I  remember  we  discussed  it  here  in  the 

House.  I  really  think,  trying  to  be  reason- 

able, there  will- 

Mr.  Good:  Seventeen,  according  to  the 
Premier.   I  thought  it  was   15. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —be  great  merit  in  await- 

ing the  task  force's  report  before  making  any such  determination. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  When  will  Hydro  be 

ready  to  release  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I'm  not  sure.  They  may 
not  even  want  it  released. 
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Mr.   Speaker:   The  hon.  member  for  Sud- 
bury. 

LABOUR   REPRESENTATION  AT  TALKS 
ON  REGIONAL  GOVERNMENT 

Mr.  M.  C.  Germa  (Sudbury):  Mr.  Speaker, 
might  I  direct  a  question  to  the  Minister  of 
Municipal  Affairs  and  inquire  if  he  is  in 
receipt  of  a  telegram  from  the  Sudbury  and 
District  Labour  Council  dated  June  15? 
What  is  his  response  to  the  demand  for 
recognition  and  representation  at  any  meet- 

ings held  on  regional  government  in  the  city 
of  Sudbury? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  have  not  yet 
applied,  to  my  knowledge.  It  may  have  gone 
out  today.  I  will  be  replying  shortly.  But  I 
would  be  pleased  to  meet  with  representatives 
of  the  labour  council  if  that  can  be  arranged 
on  Monday,  or  perhaps  the  member  from 
Ottawa  will  be  meeting  with  them  on  my 
behalf.  We  have  had  consultations  with  them. 
Both  the  former  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs 
and  myself  had  consultations  from  time  to 
time  with  the  labour  council  on  the  bill,  and 

would  expect  to  have  more  consultation  be- 
fore the  bill  comes  into  being  on  Jan.  1. 

Mr.  Germa:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker, 
to  the  minister:  Is  the  labour  council  precisely 
invited  to  the  meeting  scheduled  for  Monday 
next,  in  the  city  of  Sudbury? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  is  a  meeting  of  the  inter-municipal 
committee. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  A  supple- 
mentary, Mr.  Speaker:  Why  were  the  three 

area  members  of  this  assembly  not  invited 
to  that  meeting  on  Monday  morning? 

Mr.  Good:  Government  policy. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Since  the  members 
asked  me  about  it  yesterday,  I  assumed  they 
were  coming. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  supplemen- 
tary: That  is  not  the  question  I  directed  to 

the  minister.  I  asked  him  why  the  three 
members  were  not  invited  to  that  meeting? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  must  have  slipped 
my  mind,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Germa:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
How  could  the  minister  expect  us  to  be  in 

attendance  when  we  were  not  even  notified 
about  the  meeting? 

Mr.  Good:  The  minister  didn't  expect  the member  to  be  there. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

WORKS  PROGRAMME  IN 
SOUTHAMPTON 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  question  of  the  same  min- 
ister; I  am  having  trouble  with  him  again, 

Mr.  Speaker.  What  right  has  he  to  tell  his 
second  in  command  to  cancel  the  continuance 
of  a  works  programme  in  Southampton  when 
he  had  approved  it  to  me?  I  phoned  South- 

ampton and  told  them  he  had  approved  it 
and  he  cancelled  it  the  next  day.  What  goes 
on? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  my 
understanding  of  the  situation,  of  course,  is 
somewhat  different  from  that  just  related  by 
the  member  for  Grey-Bruce. 

Mr.  Roy:  He  is  telling  the  truth. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  My  understanding  of 
the  situation  is  that  he  phoned  my  deputy 
minister  and  asked  about  the  continuation 

of  the  winter  works  programme  in  South- 
ampton. He  was  informed  that  the  deadline 

was  June  17.  In  fact,  it  had  already  been 
extended  from  June  1  to  June  17,  a  decision 
of  the  government  that  it  would  be  extended 
that  long. 

My  deputy  minister  went  to  Ottawa  the 
next  morning.  He  left  word  with  his  executive 
assistant  who,  I  think,  at  that  point,  had 
been  on  the  job  for  two  days,  and  who 
checked  with  someone  in  the  municipal  sub- 

sidies branch  and  said  that,  in  fact,  it  had 
been  extended  to  June  30,  referring  to  the 
federal  programme  as  opposed  to  the  pro- 

vincial programme.  This  young  man  then 
phoned  and  attempted  to  get  in  touch  with 
the  member  for  Grey-Bruce  who  had  dis- 

appeared somewhere  or  another.  For  the 
next  four  days  straight  we  attempted  to  find 
him,  but  not  even  his  secretary  knew  where 

he  was.  Eventually,  the  member- 

Mr.  Roy:  The  minister  was  not  even  here 
in  the  House. 

Mr.  Sargent:  On  a  point  of  order. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —for  Grey-Bruce 

got- 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Sargent:  He  gave  me  the  okay  the 
next  morning  on  the  phone.  I  phoned  within 
the  hour  to  Southampton  and  had  it  ap- 

proved. I  was  very  impressed  with  the  service 
I  received.  Now  continue. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  is  a  new  man;  he  has 
yet  to  learn  the  ropes. 

An  hon.  member:  Now,  that  is  a  new 
dimension! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  When  we  were  un- 
able to  find  the  member  for  Grey-Bruce,  be- 

cause he  had  disappeared— 

Mr.  Roy:  Did  the  Treasurer  look  in  the 

House?  Of  course,  he  wouldn't  find  him  in the  House  because  the  minister  was  not  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —we  contacted 
Southampton.  The  clerk  in  Southampton 
understood  the  difference  between  the  two 

programmes,  which  apparently  the  member 
for  Grey-Bruce  did  not. 

Eventually,  the  member  for  Grey-Bruce 
arrived  back  on  the  scene  and  had  been  in 

touch  with  Mr.  Macdonald's  executive  assist- 
ant. 1  might  say  he  was  most  abusive  to 

him,  as  I  understand  it,  and  I  don't  think 
that's  the  way  a  civil  servant  has  to  be  treated under  the  circumstances. 

Mr.  Sargent:  You  can  believe  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  If  the  member  wants 

to  abuse  me,  that's  fine;  that's  what  my  posi- 
tion as  a  minister  is  for.  I'll— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  is  a  good  idea. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —take  the  respon- 
sibility, but  there  is  no  reason  to  be  abusive 

to  a  very  junior  civil  servant. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Come  on;  get  to  the  point. 

Mr.  Roy:  You  heard  him. 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  is  the  government 
going  to  do  about  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  decision  of  the 
government  was  made  known  some  time  ago. 
There  have  been  questions  here  in  the  House 
that  the  programme  would  not  be  extended 
beyond  June  17.  If  the  member  were  here 
more  often,  he  would  have  found  out  the 
answer  without  having  to  make  the  phone 
call. 

Mr.  Roy:  He  is  here  more  often  than  the 
Treasurer  is. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  is  here  more  often 
than  the  minister  is. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Is  he  going  to  answer,  Mr. 

Speaker? 
An  hon.  member:  No,  he  is  not. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  He  is. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  had  the  okay  from  your 
2  i/c  the  next  morning. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Question. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  question  is  what  do  we 
do  with  Southampton  for  $29,000?  What  do 
we  do  now? 

Mr.  P.  J.  Yakabuski  (Renfrew  South):  Hand 
it  back. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  had  the  okay  from  the 

minister's  man  on  the  phone.  He  must  admit 
to  him  he  gave  me  the  okay. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Question. 

Mr.  Sargent:  So,  if  he  gave  me  the  okay 
once,  why  did  the  department  cancel  it? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  minister  has  no 
further  response. 

Mr.  Sargent:  No,  I  am  not  sitting  down  till 
I  get  the  answer  here. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  You  can't  push  me  around  like 
that.  Mr.  Speaker,  did  he  give  me  the  answer? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  time  for  oral  questions 
has  expired. 

Petitions. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  Treasurer  is  lucky  there. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Presenting  reports. 

Mrs.  Scrivener  from  the  standing  estimates 
committee  presented  the  following  resolution: 

Resolved:  That  supply  in  the  following 
amounts  and  to  defray  the  expenses  of  the 
Ministry  of  Transportation  and  Communi- 

cations be  granted  to  Her  Majesty  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  March  31,  1973: 
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Ministry  of  Transportation  and 
Communications 

Ministry  administration     $  18,278,000 
Maintenance          178,243,000 
Construction   374,622,000 

Public  operations           7,918,000 
Vehicles  and  drivers          1 1,439,000 
Common  carriers            2,999,000 

Ontario  seasonal  employ- 

ment :...,.'.....!    200,000 

Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  the  estimates 

of  the  Ministry  of  the  Attorney  General  stand 
referred  to  the  estimates  committee  and  the 

estimates  of  the  Ministry  of  Consumer  and 
Commercial  Relations  stand  referred  to  the 

social  development  committee  in  lieu  of  the 

administration  of  justice  committee  as  pre- 
viously ordered. 

Mr.  Young:  We  cannot  hear  the  minister. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Motion   agreed  to. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Introduction  of  bills.  The 
hon.  member  for  High  Park. 

HIGHWAY  TRAFFIC  ACT 

Mr.  Shulman  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Highway 
Traffic  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  pro- 
vides for  a  system  of  varying  the  licence 

rates  for  automobiles  depending  on  the 

amount  of  carbon  monoxide  and  hydrocar- 
bons  which  the  vehicle   emits. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  Mr.  Speaker,  before  the 
orders  of  the  day  I  would  like  to  rise  on  a 
point  of  personal  privilege. 

Yesterday  in  a  column  written  by  the 
member  for  High  Park  for  the  Toronto  Sun 

newspaper  he  said  of  me:  "The  member  for 
Renfrew  apparently  doesn't  believe  the 
lowest  bid  should  ever  be  accepted." 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  point  out  to  the 
House  and  to  all  concerned  that  that  is  not 
what  I  said.  I  said  on  the  occasion  of  the  ex- 

change in  the  House  regarding  low  bids,  low 

tenders,  that— and  I  quote  from  Hansard, 
page  3036  of  May  30,  evening  session: 
...  So  I  think  when  all  the  circumstances  are  taken 
into  consideration,  there  are  many  times  when  the 
lowest  tender  should  not  be  accepted. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  point  out  to 
the  House  that  the  statement  in  the  column 

in  the  Sun  yesterday  was  incorrect.  I  want  to 
point  this  out  because  there  are  many  people 
in  this  province  who  would  have  an  interest 
in  that  and  they  would  certainly  want  to 
know  where  the  member  for  Renfrew  South 
stands  on  this  matter. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  this  point  of 

privilege.  May  I  speak  to  it? 

Mr.   Speaker:   I'll  listen. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  quoted  the  member  in 
part  in  the  article  and  if  he  would  care  to 
read,  or  if  you  would  care  to  read,  the  entire 
exchange,  you  will  find  that  the  tenor  of 

the  member's  comments  was  that  carpet- 
baggers from  the  south  should  not  be  ac- 

cepted, even  if  theirs  was  the  lowest  tender. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  That  is  incorrect.  The 

sentence  ends— 

An  hon.  member:  He  always  twists  things. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Nobody  reads  that  col- 
umn but  us  sensitive  members  of  the  Legis- 

lature anyhow! 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  member 
for  High  Park  distorted  the  facts  in  his 
column,  and  is  again  trying  to  distort  to 
this  House.   His  sentence  reads  as  follows— 

Mr.  Ruston:  Why  doesn't  the  member  lay  a 
charge  and  sue  him? 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  —"apparently  doesn't  be- 
lieve the  lowest  bid  should  ever  be  accepted." 

Mr.  Shulman:  Go  on! 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  He  goes  on  to  quote,  but 

he  does  not  leave  the  impression,  as  I  said- 

Mr.  Shulman:  Go  on,  read  the  rest! 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  —that  many  times  the  low- 
est bid  should  not  be  accepted.  It  is  another 

example  of  the  way- 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  —and  the  manner  in  which 

the  member  for  High  Park  distorts  the  facts. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  Order  please. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Read  the  rest  of  it.  The 

member  didn't  get  much  support  over  there. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ren- 
frew South  has  made  his  point  and  the 

record  will  show  the  correction.  There  is  no 

need  for  any  further  discussion  on  the  matter. 
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Hon.  T.  L.  Wells  (Minister  of  Education): 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of  order.  If  this  type 
of  exchange  is  to  take  place  in  the  House 
where  members  on  points  of  privilege  are  to 
state  their  matters  of  dispute  with  an  article 
that  appears  in  a  newspaper— in  this  case  in 

a  morning  paper  called  the  Sun— and  as  it  so 
happens  that  the  writer  of  that  article  hap- 

pens to  sit  here,  is  it  in  order  for  him  to  then 
defend  that  article  which  he  writes? 

In  that  article  he  shows  no  acknowledge- 
ment of  the  fact  that  he's  a  member  of  this 

House.  If  it  showed  his  byline,  writing  as 
the  NDP  MPP  for  High  Park,  I  think  that 
would  be  in  order.  Otherwise,  I  think  his 

trying  to  answer  these  questions  in  this 
House  is  an  abuse  of  the  privileges  of  this 
House. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Of  course,  the  hon.  member 
for  Renfrew  South  had  risen  in  his  place 
on  what  he  termed  a  point  of  privilege  in 
connection  with  another  hon.  member  of  this 

House.  As  far  as  the  Chair  is  concerned,  we 
were  dealing  specifically  with  two  members 
of  the  House. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  I  ask  you  to  deal  with  an 
article  written  by  one  Morton  Shulman,  who 

writes  an  article  in  a  paper  which— 

Mr.  Speaker:  —which  was  alleged  to  have 
been  written  by  a  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  —is  a  personal  opinion. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 

THIRD  READINGS 

The  following  bills  were  given  third  read- 
ing upon  motion: 

Bill  49,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Municipal 
Unconditional  Grants  Act. 

Bill  50,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Regional 
Municipal  Grants  Act. 

Bill  51,  the  Residential  Property  Tax  Re- 
duction Act,  1972. 

Bill  96,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Insurance 
Act. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  embodies  what 

in  my  view  is  a  new  concept  in  government. 

It's  the  recognition  by  the  ministry  that  words 
contained  in  Hansard  have  the  same  force- 

as    a    matter   of   fact,    greater   force— in    law 

than   the   words   contained   in   the   bill    that 

was   passed. 

I  refer,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  the  retroactive 
aspect  of  this  bill,  which  declares  null  and 
void  the  statement  in  the  previous  Insurance 
Act  which  established  the  benefits  for  no- 
fault  insurance  as  of  July  28,  1971.  This 
bill  corrected  what  the  minister  graciously 
called  a  misunderstanding,  but  which  was  very 
clearly  established  in  the  wording  of  the  bill, 

by  saying  that  the  former  bill,  in  fact,  did 
not  establish  those  benefits  until  Jan.  1,  1972. 

I  feel  that  it  is  a  retrograde  piece  of  legis- 
lation. I  feel  that  it  tramples  on  the  rights 

of  those  people  who  had  insurance  rights 
removed  by  the  passage  of  this  bill,  which 
were  surely  theirs  under  law;  and  it  shows 
the  basic  weakness  in  this  government  which 
is  not  prepared  even  to  admit  its  mistakes, 
but  uses  its  overwhelming  majority  in  this 
Legislature  to  rewrite  history,  in  fact. 

We're  opposed  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  any  further  discus- 
sion? The  motion  is  for  third  reading  of 

Bill  96. 

Motion  agreed  to;  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

Bill  115,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ontario 
Development  Corporation  Act. 

Bill  116,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Northern 
Ontario  Development   Corp.   Act. 

Bill  124,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ministry 
of  Education  Act. 

Bill  125,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public 
Schools  Act. 

Bill  126,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Secondary 
Schools  and  Boards  of  Education  Act. 

Bill  127,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Separate 
Schools  Act. 

Bill  128,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Schools 
Administration  Act. 

Bill  141,  An  Act  to  authorize  the  Raising 
of  Money  on  the  Credit  of  the  Consolidated 
Revenue  Fund. 

Bill  143,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public 
Health  Act. 

Bill  145,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Meat 
Inspection  Act  (Ontario). 

Bill  151,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ministry  of 
Agriculture  and  Food  Act. 

Bill  183,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public  Hos- 

pitals Act. 
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Bill  184,  An  Act  respecting  Health  Insur- 
ance. 

Bill  185,  An  A,ct  respecting  the  Ministry  of 
Health. 

Bill  186,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ambulance 
Act. 

Bill  187,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Sanatoria 
for  Consumptives  Act. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  54th  order,  House 
in  committee  of  supply;  Mr.  R.  R.  Rowe  in 
the  chair. 

ESTIMATES,  MINISTRY  OF 
SOLICITOR  GENERAL 

(concluded) 

On  vote  1303: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  High  Park. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, shall  we  wait  until  they  get  organized? 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  will  recall  we  were 
discussing  the  case  of  Gordon  Smyth,  the 
police  corporal  from  St.  Marys  who  lost  his 
job  on  a  hearing  in  front  of  a  police  com- 

mittee of  St.  Marys.  It  was  appealed  to  the 
Ontario  Police  Commission;  the  original  de- 

cision was  upheld  and  they  did  not  reinstate 
him. 

The  basis  on  which  he  lost  his  job  was  that 
he  had  rendered  a  bill  for  mileage  for  having 
gone  to  Tobermory  from  Bass  Lake,  and  from 
there  to  Stratford  to  attend  a  court  case.  The 
reason  that  he  was  suspected  of  not  having 
gone  to  Tobermory  was  that  he  was  on  holi- 

day at  the  time  and  that  it  was  known  that 
during  the  whole  of  this  period  his  trailer 
was  at  Bass  Lake. 

Now,  I  was  speaking  to  the  minister  when 
we  left  last  night  about  the  evidence  of  a 
certain  Cpl.  Don  Bartalacci.  The  minister 
said  that  if  I  would  produce  an  affidavit 
from  this  officer,  that  he  would  have  a  second 
look  at  it.  Well,  the  officer  was  contacted  this 
morning  and  he  is  obviously  frightened  for 
his  job;  he  is  not  prepared  to  do  anything 
further. 

However,  he  has  given  two  affidavits;  one 
to  the  St.  Marys  police  committee.  He  also 
gave  a  statement  to  one  Robert  Wyatt,  a 
reporter  for  the  Beacon  Herald,  which  is  a 
newspaper  I  guess  in  Stratford,  or  St.  Marys. 
I  obviously  do  not  have  the  affidavit  from  the 
police  committee,  however  I  do  have  the 
statement  here  from  Robert  Wyatt.  When 
the  minister  returns,  I  will  read  what  he  says. 

I  am  quoting  from  Robert  Wyatt,  the  re- 
porter: "Const.  Bartalacci  said  he  had  been 

asked  to  appear"— could  I  have  the  minister's 
attention?  There's  not  much  point  in  our  dis- 

cussing it  if  he  doesn't  listen. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please!  The  member 
should  make  his  presentation. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  am  not  going  to  make  the 
presentation  until  he  is  listening.  What  is  the 

use  of  making  the  presentation;  I'm  trying 
to  get  him  to  do  something. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Many  people  can  listen. 

Mr.  D.  R.  Irvine  ( Grenville-Dundas ) :  Give 
him  a  few  minutes. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Whenever  he  is  ready,  we 
can  start.  I  am  quoting  from  the  reporter, 
whose  name  is  Robert  Wyatt. 

Const.  Bartalacci  said  he  had  been  asked 
to  appear  by  the  prosecution  for  the  first 
night,  but  was  never  called  to  give  evi- 

dence. He  said  that  he  had  gone  to  Bass 
Lake  on  the  weekend  before  Aug.  23  and 
that  Smyth  was  not  there.  The  trailer  was 

occupied  by  Smyth's  son-in-law  who  said 
Smyth  had  gone  to  Tobermory. 

Now  I  don't  want  to  get  off  on  a  side  issue 
with  the  minister,  and  I'm  not  questioning 
the  procedure  that  was  used  in  any  way.  I'm 
quite  sure  the  procedure  was  very  proper 

and  I'm  quite  sure  that  the  St.  Marys  police 
committee  made  the  decision  they  did  in 

good  faith,  and  I'm  equally  convinced  the Ontario  Police  Commission  made  its  decision 
in  good  faith  in  the  light  of  all  the  evidence 
it  had  before  it. 

But  I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister,  leav- 
ing the  procedures  aside,  if  he  will  not  agree 

with  me  that  for  the  sake  of  justice  all  I 
ask  is  that  he  have  a  look  at  the  case,  get 
the  affidavit  of  Bartalacci  from  the  St.  Marys 

police  committee.  If  necessary  send  some- 
one from  the  police  commission  to  interview 

Bartalacci;  and  if  he  finds  that  the  facts  are 
as  I  know  they  are,  will  he  then  intervene? 
That  is  all  I  ask  of  him.  Now  if  he  will  do 

that  we  can  abandon  that  and  go  on  to  some- 
thing else. 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Solicitor  General):  Mr. 

Chairman,  subsequent  to  the  last  day's  dis- cussions, I  had  the  matter  looked  into  and 
I  have  to  advise  the  House  and  the  hon. 
member  that  there  is  no  provision  in  the 
Police  Act  for  the  minister  or  the  Ontario 
Police  Commission  to  reopen  a  case  after 
a  decision  on  appeal  has  been  made. 
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The  decision  of  the  Ontario  Police  Com- 
mission in  such  cases  is  final.  The  only  pos- 

sibility is  an  appeal  on  a  point  of  law,  and 
this   is   not   the   situation   in    this   case. 

I  reiterate,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  at  the 
hearing  before  the  Ontario  Police  Commis- 

sion there  was  no  request  by  counsel  or  the 
appellant  to  offer  new  evidence  under  oath, 
either  by  the  witnesses  referred  to  by  the 
hon.  member  or  by  Cpl.  C.  G.  Smyth  himself, 
although  the  Ontario  Police  Commission 
would  have  been  quite  prepared  to  consider 
such  evidence.  The  commission  therefore 
were  obligated  to  reach  the  decision  on  the 
record  after  hearing  arguments  by  counsel 
for  the  appellant;  and  .1  would  be  glad  to 
make  a  transcript  available  to  the  hon.  mem- 

ber so  that  he  could  judge  the  evidence 
himself. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Mr.  Chairman, 
on  the  same  point,  I  listened  very  carefully 
the  night  before  last  when  this  was  first 
raised  by  the  member  for  High  Park,  I 

listened  to  the  minister's  answer  today,  and 
I  can't  help  but  feel  that  there  is  something 
drastically  wrong  in  a  situation  where,  if 
in  fact  a  person  was  wrongly  convicted— and 

that  in  fact  is  what  has  happened;  it  isn't 
a  criminal  court,  it  isn't  a  court  of  any  kind, 
but  in  fact  there  was  a  hearing  and  the 
hearing  came  to  a  conclusion— and  if  the 
minister  has  reason  to  believe  that  the  con- 

clusion which  was  reached  was  a  wrong 
conclusion;  that  in  fact  there  was  evidence 
available  to  the  police  commission  of  which 
they  were  aware  and  which  might  have  shed 
a  different  light  on  the  hearing.  If  this  is 

true,  and  if  they  didn't  choose  to  present that  evidence  for  whatever  reason— and  we 
now  understand  that  had  the  evidence  in 
fact  been  presented  it  would  have  borne  out 
the  testimony  of  the  officer  who  stood  ac- 

cused and  who  subsequently  lost  his  job- 
it  seems  to  me  a  rather  weak  excuse— it  may 
even  be  a  reason,  but  it  is  rather  a  weak 
reason— for  the  minister  to  say  that  there 
is  no  provision  for  any  appeal  or  any  hearing 
further  than  the  hearings  that  have  been 
conducted. 

We  are  not  talking  about  some  abstract 

thing.  We  are  talking  about  a  person's  life, 
perhaps  his  future.  We  are  talking  about 
the  possibilities  of  his  getting  other  employ- 

ment, for  one  thing.  We  are  talking  about 
the  possibilities  of  his  earning  the  kind  of 
money  that  he  was  accustomed  to  earning. 
We  are  talking,  in  fact,  about  his  perhaps 
even  defrauding  to  some  extent  the  police 
authority  in  St.  Marys,  which  he  did  not  do 

if  the  evidence  that  was  presented  by  my 
colleague  is  accurate. 

I  can't  help  thinking  that  the  government 
has  the  power— the  government  has  the 
power  in  all  things— to  alter  decisions  if  in 
fact  the  decisions  reached  were  wrong,  if 
they  did  work  an  injustice  on  any  person  in 
society.  According  to  the  evidence  as  I  have 

heard  it  I  can't  help  feeling  that  if  this 
affidavit  was  taken  from  officer  Rartalacci, 
and  if  the  affidavit  did  in  fact  show  that, 
according  to  what  he  was  able  to  ascertain 
the  weekend  he  visited  Bass  Lake,  officer 
Smyth  had  gone  from  Bass  Lake  to  Tober- 

mory, that's  got  to  shed  a  different  light  on 
the  entire  proceedings  and  the  final  conclu- 

sions that  were  arrived  at. 

I  can't  accept  anyone  suggesting  that  be- cause there  is  no  avenue  of  appeal  written 
in  the  Act  that  ends  the  procedure  right 
there,  and  this  man  must  forever  carry  this 
burden  of  having  been  fired  from  a  job, 
which  he  apparently  did  reasonably  well 
from  what  I  can  tell,  for  something  which  in 

fact  he  didn't  do. 
Since  I  did  speak  to  him  privately  the 

other  night,  I'd  like  to  ask  the  minister  if 
he  has  seen  the  affidavit  we  are  speaking 
about.  Did  he  take  the  time  to  ask  that  it 
be  brought  to  his  personal  attention  so  that 
he  could  read  it?  Could  he  answer  that  for 

me,  please? 
Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  First  of  all,  Mr.  Chair- 

man, no  affidavit  was  made  available  to  me, 

but  that  isn't  the  main  point.  We  have  a 
system  of  administration  of  justice  which  is 
applicable  both  in  the  courts  and  in  these 
procedures.  I  have  had  the  opportunity  of 
reading  the  disciplinary  procedures  which  are 
available  to  police  officers.  They  have  their 
particular  set  of  procedures  set  up  under 
the  regulations  of  the  Police  Act.  Cpl.  Smyth 
was  dealt  with  in  accordance  with  those 

regulations. 
Cpl.  Smyth,  either  of  his  own  volition  or 

on  the  advice  of  somebody  he  called  upon, 
took  a  course  of  action.  He  determined  the 
course  of  action.  It  was  not  determined  by 
those  who  were  hearing  the  case.  The  case 
has  now  been  finalized.  Under  the  Police 
Act,  that  is  the  end  of  it.  There  is  no  way 
in  law  that  this  can  be  reopened. 

Regrettable  as  that  may  be,  unfortunate  as 
that  may  be,  Cpl.  Smyth  must  live  with  the 
consequences  thereof,  as  must  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  accused  or  plaintiffs  or  defend- 

ants who  have  been  involved  in  the  admin- 
istration of  justice  and  who  have  taken  a 

course    of    action. 
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Being  in  the  practice  of  law  and  being  in 
politics,  this  is  not  the  first  instance  I  have 
heard.  I  have  heard  of  people  coming  10 

years  after  a  case  and  saying,  "I  was  con- 
victed of  driving  through  a  red  light,  but 

really  I  didn't.  Something  else  happened/' 
He  just  has  to  live  with  that  because  that  is 
the  administration   of  law. 

The  only  hope  that  I  can  see  for  Cpl. 
Smyth  is  that  if  his  case  is  so  well  known 
locally  that  any  form  of  rehiring  or  rein- 

statement or— 

Mr.  Shulman:  Come  on! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I'm  just  saying  that  if 
he  expected  to  make  out  a  case  at  this  level, 
at  this  juncture  he  is  in  a  far  better  position 
to  make  a  case  for  himself;  but  not  on  the 
procedures  or  to  have  a  ruling  set  aside,  be- 

cause that  is  not  possible  within  law.  He 
has  to  find  other  avenues  of  re-establishing 
himself. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Chairman,  first  of  all  I 
want  to  ask  the  minister  if  in  fact  there  is 
an  affidavit.  Is  there  an  affidavit?  Has  the 
minister  asked  the  Police  Commission  wheth- 

er or  not  there  was  an  affidavit? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No,  I  don't  think  we 
have  ever  been,  nor  are  we  in  possession 
of  any  affidavit. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  St.  Marys  police  com- 
mittee has  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Does  pounding  the 
desk  make  it  any  more  affirmative? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Sometime  it  seems  so  diffi- 
cult to  get  through  to  the  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  It  is  not  difficult  to  get 
through  to  me.  May  I  make  it  clear  to  the 
hon.  member  that  there  is  no  way  in  law— 
now  I  know  that  the  rule  of  law  has  no 
consequence  to  the  hon.  member  for  High 
Park;  he  will  use  it,  subvert  it,  convert  it, 
do  anything— 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  a  point  of 
order— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Just  a  minute! 

Mr.  Deans:  On  a  point  of  order!  This  kind 
of  personal  attack  by  the  minister  is  uncalled 
for. 

Interjections    by   hon.    members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order 

Mr.  Deans:  We  are  attempting  to  discuss 
the    circumstances    of    a    case. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Oh  listen 
to  that!  Of  all  the  hypocrisy  I  have  ever 
heard! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Speaking  to  the  point 
of  order,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  hon.  member 
must  be  kidding.  The  expert  in  this  century, 
in  character  assassination  of  members  inside 
and  outside  this  House  is  the  hon.  member 

for  High  Park;  and  I  for  one  will  not  in- 
dulge him  or  be  kind  to  him— 

Mr.  Deans:  The  minister  doesn't  have  to 
indulge  him. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  will  use  his  tactics. 

Mr.  Chairman:   Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  If  he  says  he  can't  get 
through  to  me,  I  will  reply  in  kind,  Now 

let's  get  down  to  the  discussion  the  way  it should  be. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order.  Back  to  the  esti- 
mates. 

Mr.  Deans:  All  right.  Let's  go  back  to  the 
estimates  then.  It  is  awfully  difficult  in  this 
House  to  be   other  than  partisan. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Let's  keep  to  the  estimates. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  want  to  say  to  the  minister 
that  if  in  fact  there  is  an  affidavit  and  that 
affidavit  bears  out  the  fact  that  a  constable 
went  there  and  got  the  evidence  necessary 
to  clear  the  record,  and  that  was  not  used 
and  was  withheld  improperly,  then  the  min- 

ister does  have  some  action  that  must  be 
taken.  Now  if  the  police  commission  of  St. 

Marys— and  I  say  "if"— if  they  were  aware 
there  was  evidence  available  which  would 

have  cleared  Cpl.  Smyth  and  if  they  re- 
fused to  bring  it  forward,  then  they  them- 
selves are  guilty  of  an  offence  and  I  ask  you 

as  the  minister  in  charge  of  police  to  go  to 
St.  Marys  and  find  out. 

Hon.    Mr.    Yaremko:    Mr.    Chairman,    Cpl. 

Smyth  had  two  opportunities- 
Mr.  Deans:  I  am  not  interested  in  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well  now,  that  is— 

Mr.  Deans:  I  am  not  interested  in  hearing 
all  the  long  rigmarole  of  the  procedures 
that  can  be  followed. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please!  The  member 
does  not  have  the  floor.  The  hon.  minister 
was  on  his  feet  replying. 
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Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Oh 
no.  He  sat  down. 

Mr.  Deans:  He  sat  down. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was 
entering  into  a  discussion  with  the  hon.  mem- 

ber. If  he  is  not  interested,  that  ends  the 
discussion. 

Mr.  Deans:   All  right.   Now  he  has  sat 
down.  Okay? 

I  am  not  interested  in  whether  or  not  the 
procedures  that  he  followed  were  the  best  in 
his  own  interests.  He  was  advised,  perhaps 
wrongly  advised,  but  he  took  the  advice.  The 
advice  proved  to  be  his  downfall.  Unfortun- 

ately, if  in  fact  there  was  evidence  available 
to  the  police  commission  which  they  refused 
to  use,  which  perhaps  was  not  available  to 

Cpl.  Smyth— and  we  don't  know  whether 
Cpl.  Smyth  knew  that  the  affidavit  which 
we  understand  is  available  was  in  fact  avail- 

able, and  that  in  fact  officer  Bartalacci  did  go 
to  Bass  Lake  and  did  find  out  that  in  fact 

he  was  at  Tobermory.  If  he  wasn't  aware  of 
that— and  it  is  quite  conceivable  that  he  was 
not  aware  of  that^then  he  could  hardly  call 
him  a  witness. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  at  this  point 
we  believe  the  police  commission  at  St. 
Marys  were  aware  of  that,  and  we  say  to 
the  minister  that  they  have  an  obligation  to 
present  all  of  the  evidence  they  have— not 
only  the  evidence  that  is  incriminating,  but 
all  of  the  evidence— in  order  to  ensure  that 
the  matter  is  dealt  with  as  fairly  as  possible. 

If  they  had  that  evidence  and  they  didn't 
bring  it  forward— this  isn't  a  court  we  are 
talking  about,  this  is  a  hearing  where  a  man's 
livelihood  is  at  stake-if  they  didn't  bring  that 
forward,  then  they  were  as  guilty  of  an 

offence  as  was  officer  Smyth  who  didn't 
make  best  use  of  the  procedures  that  the 
minister  has  outlined  to  me.  Surely  the  min- 

ister would  agree  with  me  that  if  the  police 
commission  or  police  committee  of  St.  Marys 
knew  that  there  was  an  affidavit  which  would 
have  proved  that  officer  Smyth  had  gone  from 

Bass  Lake  to  Tobermory,  and  if  they  didn't 
make  that  available  at  the  hearing,  they  in 
effect  withheld  evidence  wh^ch  would  have 
cleared  him  in  an  effort  to  make  sure  he  was 
found  guilty.  That  is  an  offence.  It  is  offensive 
aside  from  being  an  offence. 

I  simply  ask  you— I  don't  want  to  go 
through  the  long  procedure.  I  have  been  in- 

volved in  as  many  arbitrations  as  the  minister 
has.   I  understand  all   about  the  procedures 

and  formalities.  I  am  not  concerned  about 
those.  I  am  simply  concerned  that  if— 

Mr.   Ruston:    The  expert  is  talking. 

Mr.  Deans:  Awfully  strange  noises  from 
the  back! 

If  in  fact  that  evidence  was  available  and 
not  used,  surely  the  minister  is  beholden  to 
make  himself  aware  of  that,  and  perhaps  to 
ask  the  Police  Commission  if  they  were 
aware  of  that.  If  they  were  not  aware  of  it, 
obviously  there  must  be  some  action  which 
has  to  be  taken.  Whether  or  not  at  this 
moment  there  is,  in  law,  a  channel  which 
can  be  used,  it  is  entirely  possible  for  this 
minister  to  bring  in  legislation  which  would 
deal  with  this  matter  if  what  we  are  told 
happened  did  in  fact  happen.  That  is  all  we 
are  asking.  That  is  not  too  difficult. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  High Park. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  want  to  pursue  this  a  little 
further,  Mr.  Chairman. 
The  minister  rose  a  few  minutes  ago  and 

said  Smyth  had  two  opportunities  to  present 
all  his  evidence;  one  to  the  police  committee 
of  St.  Marys  and  the  second  to  the  Ontario 
Police  Commission. 

When  he  had  his  first  hearing  in  front  of 
the  police  committee  at  St.  Marys  he  was 
represented  by  a  London  detective,  a  man 
whose  name  was  mentioned  by  the  minister 
here  on  Monday  evening,  who  wrote  a  letter 
to  the  minister.  Sorry— a  man  whose  name  was 

mentioned,  detective— well,  it  doesn't  matter. 
He  advised  Smyth,  inasmuch  as  there  was  no 
case  against  him,  not  to  take  the  stand  him- 

self. When  the  case  appeared  in  front  of  the 
Ontario  Police  Commission,  the  minister  rose 
today  and  said  Smyth  could  have  presented 
new  evidence,  if  he  had  evidence  to  prove 
he  was  innocent.  Yet  on  Monday  night  the 
minister  said  exactly  the  opposite.  He  read  a 
letter  here— I  have  just  sent  the  page  out  to 
get  it  so  I  can  read  it  and  quote  his  own 
words  back  to  him— which  he  received  from 
the  Ontario  Police  Association  in  which  this 
officer  wrote: 

We  could  not  present  new  evidence  be- 
cause under  the  rules  as  given  to  us  by  the 

Ontario  Police  Commission  new  evidence 
was  not  acceptable  and  all  we  could  do 
was  appeal  for  a  lightening  of  the  sentence. 

How  could  the  minister  pome  in  here  Mon- 
day night  and  say  one  thing  and  then  come 

in  here  today  and  say  exactly  the  opposite? 
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Here  is  the  girl  coming  with  my  Hansard 

and  I  want  to  quote  the  minister's  words 
right  back  to  him.  I  quote  the  minister's 
words  as  he  spoke  them.  He  is  quoting  a 
letter  which  he  read  into  the  records;  this  is 

on  page  3623-1  of  the  preliminary  Hansard 
and  it  reads  as  follows: 

We  could  not  introduce  new  evidence 

on  appeal  as  to  rebuttal  by  Cpl.  Smyth 

because  he  had  elected  to  present  no  de- 
fence at  the  original  trial  when  he  was 

represented  by  Det.  Corey  of  the  London 
police  force. 

How  can  the  minister,  after  saying  that,  after 
reading  that  on  Monday,  come  in  here  today 
and  have  the  utter  gall  to  say  exactly  the 
opposite?  That  he  had  the  opportunity  to 
present  new  evidence  and  did  not  do  so? 

He  had  no  such  opportunity.  Certainly  the 
defence  lawyer  thought  he  had  no  such 
opportunity  and  so  no  new  evidence  was 
presented,  even  though  it  was  available. 
Would  the  minister  care  to  comment  on  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
defendant,  Cpl.  Smyth,  chose  not  to  give 
evidence  at  the  original  hearing.  That  is  why 
Cpl.  Smyth  chose  not  to  get  into  the  box 
himself  on  the  new  hearing  before  the  Police 
Commission.  Having  chosen  not  to  go  into 
the  box,  there  was  no  procedure  whereby 
new  evidence  could  have  been  introduced. 

Now  I  suggest  to  the  hon.  member  he 
better  get  together  with  his  friend,  the  hon. 
member  for  Wentworth,  I  believe.  Because 
the  hon.  member  for  Wentworth  has  made  a 

very  serious  innuendo  against  the  local  police 
commission;  the  innuendo  being  that  the 
police  commission,  on  a  trial  of  a  police 
officer,  knew  of  evidence  that  they  did  not 
call  upon  or  utilize.  Now  that  is  a  very  serious 
charge,  which  has  an  implication  of  a  local 
police  commission  suppressing  evidence.  That 
is  a  very  serious  innuendo. 

Mr.  Deans:  Point  of  order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Let  me  finish. 

Mr.  Deans:  On  a  point  of  order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  What  is  the  point  of 
order? 

Mr.  Deans:  On  a  point  of  order.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  minister  is  misleading  the  House.  I 

said  if  there  was  an  affidavit,  and  if  the  police 
commission  were  aware  of  it  and  did  not 

bring  it  forward,  they  were  guilty  of  an 
offence.  That  was  what  I  said;  and  I  asked 
the  minister  if  he  would  check  it  and  find 

out.  Now  I  don't  have  to  be  misquoted  by 
you;  I  can  be  misquoted  by  lots  of  other 

people. Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  speak- 
ing to  the  point  of  order,  the  NDP  subscribe 

to  the  theory  that  if  they  put  the  word  "if" in  front  of  the  broadest  accusation,  that  there 
is  no  innuendo. 

Mr.  Deans:  What  kind  of  nonsense  is  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  That  isn't  the  way  to 
do  it,  I  say.  Now,  if  the  hon.  member  wants 
to  produce  an  affidavit  alleging  this  kind  of 
action  on  the  part  of  the  local  police  com- 

mission, there  must  be  some  avenue  of  taking 
some  sort  of  action. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Can't  you  find  out? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  That  is  not  my  respon- 

sibility- 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  is  your  responsibility. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —to  do  it  on  the  word 

of  "if." Mr.  Shulman:  I'll  say  it  without  "if." 
Mr.  Chairman:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Let  me  just  finish. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  You  get  yourself  in  deeper 
all  the  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Oh  no;  the  two  mem- 
bers better  get  together,  because  they  are 

talking  at  cross-purposes. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  They  are  not.  You  are 
trying  to  make  it  up. 

Hon.   Mr.   Yaremko:   And  if  this   affidavit 

was  known- 

Mr.  Deans:  If  it  was! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  If  it  were  known  to  the 

defendant,  subsequent  to  the  local  hearing; 
why  would  he  not  produce  it?  Certainly  it 
was  a  very  serious  thing  and  the  very  kind 
of  thing  that  would  be  properly  before  the 
Ontario  Police  Commission.  It  goes  beyond 
the  discipline  against  one  officer.  This  goes 
to  the  very  roots  of  our  system. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Exactly! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  have  not  seen  any 

evidence  of  any  kind  that  would  lead  me  to 
have  the  Ontario  Police  Commission  review 
it  in  this  light. 
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Mr.  Shulman:  All  right!  Do  you  want  the 
evidence? 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  minister  has  the 
floor. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  May  I  suggest  some- 

thing regarding  the  hon.  member's  interpreta- tion of  evidence;  the  fact  that  the  member 

for  High  Park  says  something,  is  not  evidence 

—period. 

Mr.  Shulman:  All  right,  is  the  following 

evidence?  Forgetting  what  I  say,  is  a  state- 
ment by  a  police  officer,  which  has  been 

recorded,  taken  down  by  a  reporter— is  that 
of  any  interest,  or  does  it  constitute  any 
evidence  whatsoever?  Is  the  fact  that  this 

police  officer  was  summoned  to  a  hearing 

and  not  called— is  that  of  any  interest?  Is 
that  any  evidence  for  the  minister?  Is  the 
fact  that  this  police  officer  gave  a  statement 

to  the  St.  Marys  chief  of  police,  Mr.  Mathe- 
son,  which  would  prove  that  Smyth  was 
innocent,  and  this  was  not  produced  as 
evidence;  is  that  any  evidence? 

Is  the  fact  that  Perry  Hill— your  prosecutor 
in  this  case— the  fact  that  he  did  not  call 
Bartalacci,  even  though  he  was  there  at  the 

hearing;  is  that  not  evidence?  Isn't  this 
enough?  Is  that  not  enough  for  you  to  look 
at  it? 

Mr.  Deans:  Even  for  an  inquiry;  at  your 
own  personal  investigation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
said  all  I  have  to  say  on  the  matter. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Oh,  well- 

Mr.    MacDonald:    You    obviously    haven't 
finished  it;  you  always  fold  up  before  it  is 
finished. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No,  the  hon.  member 

for  York  South  knows  that  one  thing  I  don't 
do  is  fold  up. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  You  always  fold  up. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  never  fold  up; 
especially  in  the  face  of  the  member  for 
York  South.  We  will  make  a  recount  some 
day. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Yes;  we  will  indeed,  we  will 
indeed! 

Mr.  Chairman,  something  very  interesting 
happened  in  this  chamber  a  few  minutes 

ago.  The  predecessor  of  the  present  Solicitor 

General  was  sitting  in  the  Speaker's  gallery. 
I    have    faced    that    gentleman    many    times 

across  the  floor,  sitting  just  as  we  are  sitting 
now.  We  disagreed  on  many  occasions,  but 
never  when  it  was  a  matter  of  justice  would 
he  fold  his  hands  and  talk  in  legalistic  terms, 
saying  procedure  is  right  and  it  is  too  bad, 
but  if  a  man  chose  not  to  present  the  defence 
there  is  nothing  we  can  do  about  it.  In  every 
case  when  it  was  a  matter  of  humanity,  he 
would  take  a  look. 

I  was  surprised  to  see  Arthur  Wishart  two 
minutes  ago,  shake  his  head,  step  out  and 

just  walk  out  into  the  members'  room, 
because  I  know  he  wouldn't  have  done  what 
you  are  doing  now. 

We  got  up  here  and  we  have  talked  about 

a  man's  life  being  ruined;  and  you  have 
returned  and  talked  about  legalities.  You 

said  the  procedure  was  proper,  that  he  didn't 
take  the  stand  in  his  own  defence.  He  may 
have  had  bad  advice  or  he  may  have  done  it 
under  his  own  volition.  We  are  trying  to  say 

to  you  he  was  innocent. 

We  don't  care  whether  the  procedure  was 
right.  We  don't  care  whether  the  Police  Act 
doesn't  allow  for  a  mistake  being  made.  We 
don't  care  if  he  was  given  bad  legal  advice. 
What  we  care  about  is  that  he  was  innocent. 

There  is  proof  available  that  he  was  innocent. 
It  is  a  very  dismaying  thing  to  me,  and  I  am 
sure  to  your  own  backbenchers,  that  you 
reply  and  say  that  this  is  not  the  point;  that 
the  point  is  that  proper  procedures  were 

followed,  that  he  had  every  opportunity  dur- 
ing those  procedures  to  present  his  case;  and 

if  he  didn't  do  it  and  if  he  was  found  guilty, 
that  is  too  bad;  that  is  all  that  can  be  done. 

Let's  just  stop  for  a  minute  and  strip  away 
the  legalities.  Let's  talk  about  a  human  being 
and  let's  talk  about  the  Police  Act.  This  wasn't 
a  court  case.  It  isn't  a  question  of  going  to 
the  Minister  of  Justice  and  saying  that  an 
error  had  taken  place  in  a  court  case  and 
an  innocent  man  had  been  found  guilty, 
although  that  has  happened. 

We  have  had  the  Provincial  Secretary  for 
Justice  (Mr.  A.  F.  Lawrence)  to  his  credit, 
and  I  say  this,  in  a  case  not  so  many  months 
ago  where  it  appeared  that  an  error  had  been 
made  in  the  courts,  reopen  the  whole  case 
and  that  man  is  out  of  jail.  Here  is  a  thing 

that  is  far  less  formal.  It  isn't  a  court.  It  was 
a  hearing  in  front  of  the  Ontario  Police 

Commission.  Surely  you  mustn't  come  back  to 
us  and  say  that  the  Police  Act  is  so  rigid 

that  the  Ontario  Police  Commission  can't  take 
a  second  look  at  it  when  it  may  have  made 
an  error! 

Please,  Mr.  Minister,  will  you  do  something 
here? 



JUNE   21,    1972 
4027 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
explained  to  the  hon.  member  what  the 
Police  Act  states.  The  hon.  member  has 

started  to  use  the  word  "error",  but  that  isn't 
what  this  discussion  centres  on.  Earlier,  very 
serious  innuendoes  and  implications  or  what- 

ever were  levelled  at  the  local  police  com- 
mission, that  if  they  did  what  they  did,  they 

acted  improperly.  I  say  to  the  hon.  member 
that  there  is  not  enough  before  me  for  me  to 

have  an  investigation.  I  don't  know  whether 
there  are  procedures  for  this  kind  of  an 
investigation  or  an  inquiry  into  the  actions 
of  a  police  commission,  but  there  must  be 
some  procedure. 

Before  I  take  that  kind  of  action  or  even 
consider  that  kind  of  action,  I  am  going  to 
have  to  have  much  more  than  what  the  hon. 
member  says.  He  keeps  talking.  He  talked  the 
last  time,  and  he  talked  today  about  affidavits. 
He  talks  about  a  newspaper  report.  I  think  I 
read  those  newspaper  reports  the  first  time 
the  hon.  member  raised  the  issue.  I  cannot 
go  on  newspaper  reports.  All  of  the  members 
in  this  House  have  had  enough  experience  of 
newspaper  reports  and  hearsay  evidence. 

I  must  have  more  before  doing  anything 
as  serious  as  imputing  impropriety  on  the  part 
of  a  police  commission,  where  on  the  surface 
of  the  procedures  there  was  ample  oppor- 

tunity for  the  defendent  to  make  his  case, 
and  he  chose  not  to  do  it.  There  is  nothing, 
in  my  opinion,  I  can  do. 

This  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  milk  of 
human  kindness,  with  justice  to  be  done  or 
anything  of  that  kind.  This  does  not  relate 
to  the  feelings  that  a  human  being  has.  This 
relates  to  the  responsibility  that  a  Solicitor 
General  has. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  two 

separate  issues  here.  Let's  try  and  separate 
them  for  a  moment,  if  I  can  have  the  min- 

ister's attention.  There  are  two  separate 
issues  here,  Mr.  Minister,  and  let's  try  and 
separate  them  for  the  moment. 

The  first  point  is  the  innuendo,  or  the 
accusation  if  you  will,  as  to  the  action  of  the 
police  committee  in  St.  Marys.  Frankly,  in 
my  opinion  that  is  by  far  the  least  important, 
and  I  am  quite  prepared  to  put  that  aside 
if  the  minister  feels  there  is  not  enough 
evidence  there  that  warrants  looking  into 
what  the  police  committee  did;  I  am  quite 
willing  to  go  along  with  him.  I  go  along 

with  you;  fine.  All  right,  let's  put  that  aside. 
There's  not  enough  evidence,  I'll  agree  with you  if  it  will  help  the  matter. 

But  there  is  a  second  matter,  a  second 

matter  which  doesn't  really  have  to  involve 

the  police  commission,  the  police  committee 
or  anything,  except  one  thing— was  justice 
done  to  this  man? 

You  can  establish  that  so  very  easily.  All 
you  have  to  do  is  send  your  man  in  front 
of  you  from  the  Ontario  Police  Commission 
out  to  the  phone,  have  him  phone  St.  Marys, 
have  him  ask  the  police  officer  who  has  the 
evidence  available— officer  Bartalacci,  who 

was  there  but  whose  evidence  wasn't  called 
for  whatever  reason— and  I  don't  care  what 
the  reason  was— and  then  you  will  know  the 
truth  one  way  or  the  other. 

Now  let's  leave  aside  procedure;  let's  leave 
aside  innuendoes,  let's  leave  aside  whether 
the  police  committee  was  right  or  the  police 

committee  wasn't  right;  whether  the  pro- 
cedures were  right  or  not  is  really  not  what 

I'm  talking  to  you  about.  I'm  not  trying  to 
get  someone  in  the  police  committee  in 
trouble.  What  I  am  trying  to  do  is  have  you 
take  a  second  look  as  to  whether  or  not  this 
man   was   unfairly  condemned. 

I  know  that  if  Al  Lawrence  were  sitting 
in  your  chair,  or  Arthur  Wishart,  he  would 
look.  Now  if  you  have  your  man,  your  assis- 

tant, your  deputy,  who  I  have  confidence  in, 
or  the  head  of  the  police  commission,  who 
I  have  confidence  in,  contact  St.  Marys,  have 
Bartalacci  interviewed;  and  if  you  then  find 
that  an  injustice  was  done  I  know  and  you 
know  that  there  is  a  way  that  this  can  be 
corrected. 

The  police  commission  can  have  a  second 
hearing.  There  is  nothing  in  the  Police  Act 

that  says  they  can't  have  a  second  hearing. 
Let's  not  get  off  on  side  issues. 

Will  you  do  that  one  thing?  That's  all  I 
ask,  will  you  do  that  one  thing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  want  to  make  it 
clear  to  the  hon.  member  that  under  the 
regulations  as  they  now  exist,  and  they  exist, 
there  is  no  provision  for  a  rehearing.  The 
decision  is  final  and  that  is  the  law  of  the land. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Regulations  be  damned, 
if  there  is  an  injustice! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Oh,  now  the  hon. 
member  for  York  South  has  been  around  in 

this  House  too  long  to  say  "regulations  be 

damned." Mr.  MacDonald:  Right!  If  an  injustice  has 
been  done,  the  regulations  be  damned! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well  if  regulations  be 
damned  and  statutes  be  damned— 
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Mr.  MacDonald:  If  an  injustice  has  been 
done. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes,  but  I  am  not 

going  to  get  into  that  discussion.  Am  I  led 
to  believe  by  the  hon.  member  that  an 
attempt  was  made  to  obtain  an  affidavit  and 
for  some  reason  the  affidavit  was  not  forth- 
coming? 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  officer  was  contacted 

today  and  he  is  obviously  fearful  for  his 

job.  He  doesn't  want  to  go  through  any 
outside  channels.  He  will  be  happy  to  give 
it   to    the    Ontario   Police   Commission. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Speaker,  does  the 
minister,  of  his  own  knowledge,  know  for 
certain  that  there  is,  or  is  not  an  affidavit? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  don't  know  whether 
there  is  or  is  not  an  affidavit. 

May  I  say  this;  the  hon.  member  for  High 

Park  gave  me  the  impression— and  he  may 
have  believed  it  himself— the  last  time  we 
were  discussing  the  matter  that  there  was 
an  affidavit  and  that  at  some  time  it  had 

been  produced. 

Mr.  Shulman:  No.  It  was  never  produced. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  But  there  is  no  such 

affidavit  because  the  hon.— 

Mr.  Shulman:  Bartalacci  is  a  member  of 

the  St.  Marys  Police  Department.  The  chief 
of  police  sent  him  to  Bass  Lake  to  find  out 
whether  Smyth  was  there.  He  found  that 
Smyth  was  not  there.  He  was  told  that 
Smyth  had  gone  to  Tobermory.  For  whatever 
reason,  Bartalacci  was  told  to  come  to  the 
hearing  but  his  evidence  was  not  called  by 

Mr.  Hill  the  prosecutor.  Now  all  I'm  really 
asking  you— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  So  there  really  is  no 
affidavit. 

Mr.  Shulman:  There  was  a  statement  taken 

by  the  police.  Is  that  not  an  affidavit? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No  that  isn't.  This  is 
perhaps  where  there  is  a  misunderstanding. 
An  affidavit  is  a  statement  sworn  under  oath. 

Mr.  Shulman:  All  right.  May  I  just  finish 
for  a  moment! 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  Only  one 
person  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  don't  want  to  get  off  in 
legalese,  Mr.  Minister.  All  I  really  want  you 
to    establish   is    whether    or   not    Smyth    was 

honest  or  dishonest.  There  is  one  man  who 
can  establish  it.  His  name  is  Bartalacci. 

He  was  contacted  today,  this  morning. 
He  was  told  what  is  happening  here  in  the 
House,  and  quite  properly  he  does  not  wish  to 
get  in  trouble  with  his  chief  of  police.  I  ask 
the  minister  to  have  someone  from  the  Ontario 
Police  Commission  contact  Bartalacci  and 

find  out  what  happened.  And  if  he  finds  out 

that  an  injustice  was  done— and  I  am  not 

saying,  "statutes  be  damned"— surely  there  is 
a  way  in  our  country  and  our  system  to 
correct  an  injustice. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  we 

have  cleared  up  a  misunderstanding.  The 
hon.  member  was  using  the  technical,  legal 
term  of  affidavit,  which  is  a  statement  that  is 

sworn  to;  it  is  quite  different  from  a  state- 
ment, whether  it  be  an  oral  statement  or  a 

written  statement. 

Now  I  have  awaited  an  affidavit,  some  sort 
of  a  document  of  that  kind,  but  none  has 

been  produced  to  me. 

Still,  in  the  face  of  the  fact  that  I  am 
confronted  with  the  regulations  under  the 
Police  Act,  we  will  send  somebody  down 
to  interview  Bartalacci  to  find  out  exactly 
the  course  of  events  concerning  Bartalacci. 
We  will  find  out  exactly  the  circumstances 

of  Bartalacci's  going  and  coming. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Fine.  Just  one  more  thing. 
After  the  minister  has  done  this— and  I  thank 
him  very  much;  thank  you,  I  am  really  very 

appreciative;  I  am  touched— after  this  has 
been  done,  after  interviewing  Bartalacci,  if 
the  minister  finds  that  in  fact  the  man 

might  have  been  treated  incorrectly,  what 
can  be  done? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will 
have  to  deal  with  that  when  I  come  to  the 

point  of  finding  out  what  the  total  package 
of  facts  are  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  trouble  is  we  are  not 

going  to  have  estimates  then,  and  I  don't want  to  have  to  leave  this  for  another  year. 

If— and  I  am  just  saying  "if"— if  the  minister 
finds  an  injustice  has  been  done,  will  he  take 
whatever  steps  are  necessary  to  correct  that 

injustice?  That's  all  I  ask  for. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  would  give  very 

serious  consideration  to  correcting  any  in- 
justice that  may  have  occurred,  if  it  has 

occurred. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  am  not  referring  to  an 
error   in  handling  the   case,   and   I   am   not 
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suggesting  there  was  any.  I  am  suggesting 
that  for  whatever  reason,  the  man  has  been 
treated  fairly  through  the  regulations,  but  the 

result  was  an  injustice.  I  don't  want  to  have 
any  ambiguity  here— and  I  am  very  grateful 
that  the  minister  is  looking  at  it;  do  not 
misunderstand  me— but  I  would  like  to  have 
just  some  reassurance  that  if  he  finds  that 

a  mistake  has  been  made,  the  police  com- 
missioner or  somebody  will  correct  that 

mistake. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  let  us 
make  sure  that  there  is  no  ambiguity.  I 
make  no  commitment  whatsoever  of  any 
kind,  because  any  statement  I  make  can  lend 

itself  to  being  misunderstood  or  misinter- 
preted. 

We  will  send  somebody  down.  I  will  have 
the  whole  matter  reviewed.  We  will  see 

what  is  within  our  power  to  do  and,  if  neces- 
sary, take  the  necessary  steps. 

But  I  point  out  to  the  hon.  member  that 

regardless  of  whether  he  brings  in  any  num- 
ber of  my  predecessors,  going  back  right 

to  Magna  Charta,  once  a  court  of  law  has 
dealt  with  a  matter,  the  matter  has  been 
dealt  with.  The  procedures  under  the  Police 
Act,  as  I  interpret  them,  are  really  no 
different;  in  fact,  they  can  affect  the  lives 

of  men— and  this  is  a  perfect  example— to  as 
great  an  extent  as  any  procedure  in  a  court 
of  law,  which  is  the  very  basis  of  our  whole 
society.  I  will  do  whatever  is  within  my 

power  to  do  within  the  ambit  of  the  ad- 
ministration of  justice  within  our  province. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Thank  you  very  much.  I  just 
want  to  give  the  minister  a  precedent,  in 
case  there  is  any  doubt  that  things  cannot 
be  done,  and  I  refer  to  Mr.  Al  Lawrence, 

for  whom  I  have  great  admiration.  The  minis- 
ter will  recall  that  a  man  was  convicted  of 

robbing  a  bank  about  two  years  ago  and 
spent  some  time  in  jail  until  Ron  Haggart 
brought  certain  facts  to  the  attention  of  the 
public  which  indicated  that  in  his  case  an 
injustice  may  have  been  done.  Due  to  the 
efforts  of  Mr.  Lawrence,  that  man  ultimately 
was  released  from  jail.  Somehow  he  got 
around  the  Police  Act  or  the  law  or  what- 

ever it  was  at  that  time,  because  it  turned 
out  an  injustice  had  been  done.  I  would 
like   to   commend   to  the  minister— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  But  there  may  have 
been  procedures  for  getting  that  man  out  of 
jail.  I  mean,  in  accordance  with  the  law. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  as  I  recall  Mr.  Law- 

rence saying  at  the  time,  the  laws,  if  they're 

in  error,  have  to  be  corrected.  That  was  his 
statement  and  this  is  what  I  suggest  to  you 
here. 

I'm  grateful  for  your  co-operating  here  and 
I  want  to  thank  you.  I  think  all  too  often 

some  of  us— and  I'm  not  saying  any  one  is 
worse  than  the  other— get  caught  up  in  this 

bureaucratic  thing  and  say,  "We've  followed 
the  right  procedures.  That's  the  end  of  the 
appeals."  We  see  this  in  compensation  oc- casionally. 

Everybody  will  be  a  lot  happier  and  we'll 
all  feel  a  lot  better  about  what  we're  doing 
if,  when  we  do  find  a  case  where  a  mistake 
has  been  made,  we  can  come  to  this  floor 

and  straighten  it  out.  Anyway,  that's  all  I 
want  to  say  and  I  thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.    Chairman:    On    vote    1303? 

Mr.  J.  P.  Spence  (Kent):  Mr.  Chairman- 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Kent. 

Mr.  Spence:  I  wonder  if  I  could  ask  the 
minister  a  question  in  regard  to  policing  our 
towns  in  southwestern  Ontario— or  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario.  I  know  a  town  with  a 

population  of  2,372  people,  where  it  costs 

about  $29  a  head  to  police  this  town.  The 
cost  this  past  year  was  $67,331.  Am  I  in 
order,   Mr.   Chairman? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Right  on! 

Mr.  Spence:  The  taxpayers  in  that  munici- 
pality are  finding  it  a  tremendous  burden. 

They  have  to  have  a  police  force.  I  don't think  they  have  a  contract  with  the  Ontario 

Police  Commission.  I'd  like  to  know,  Mr. 
Minister,  what  it  costs  per  capita  to  police 
the  cities  in  the  Province  of  Ontario?  As  I 

find  it  here,  to  police  this  town  and  many 
other  towns  just  like  it,  it  is  $29  per 

capita. 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  What's the  mill  rate? 

Mr.  Spence:  One  mill  will  raise  $3,000,  so 
it  takes  eight  mills  to  pay  for  the  policing  of 
the  town.  Many  other  towns  in  southwestern 
Ontario  are  in  the  same  position. 

I'd  like  to  know,  Mr.  Minister,  if  you  could 
inform  me  what  it  costs  to  police  the  cities? 

It's  quite  a  burden  for  the  small  towns  or 
villages,  even  with  the  new  bill  which  was 
passed  yesterday,  increasing  aid  by  $1.75 

per  capita.  It'll  help  some,  but  it's  only  a 
pittance  compared  to  $67,331. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 

hon.  member's  point  is  well  taken  and, 
really,  it's  of  concern  to  a  great  many  mem- 

bers of  this  House  and  a  great  many  com- 
munities. The  $29  per  capita  that  the  hon. 

member  refers  to  is  quite  high.  I  think  the 
mean  for  the  province  would  be  about  $22. 

That  mean  is  pretty  well  held  to  by  the 
cities.  I  see  the  cities  range  from  about  $15 
to  $25.  The  range  outside  the  cities  seems 
to  have  a  much  greater  spread  going,  from 

$5  per  capita  up  to  the  hon.  member's 
figure. 

I  may  say  we  don't  have  the  answer  for 
that.  I  wouldn't  want  to  detract  on  policing, 
but  there's  no  doubt  that  the  financing  of 
police  services  in  Ontario  and  the  division  of 

responsibility  is  going  to  be  a  very  im- 
portant part  of  their  study  to  try  to  bring 

some  generalization  to  police  costs  and, 

I  guess,  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  munici- 
palities, perhaps  make  some  recommendations 

as  to  the  burden— and  in  some  cases  it  is  a 

burden— of  the  cost  of  policing. 

Mr.  Spence:  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  ask  the 

minister  when  this  task  force  will  be  report- 
ing? You  have  no  idea? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  would  hope  within 
the  year;  optimistically,  less  than  that.  I 

think  if  they're  to  do  the  kind  of  research 
and  study  in  depth  that  this  matter  deserves, 
it  will  be  at  least  a  year.  Even  though  the 
tax  bills  run  high,  time  is  not  the  important 
factor;  because  the  study  and  what  it  will 
recommend  will  be  the  basis  for  action  for 

a  number  of  years  to  come. 

Mr.  Spence:  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  ask  the 
minister  if  his  department  is  taking  over  any 

more  of  those  police  forces— like  two-men 
police  forces— in  towns   and   villages? 

You  have  taken  over  the  one-man  police 

force;  is  that  right?  But  you  haven't  taken 
over  the  two-man  police  force  as  yet;  is  that 
right? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  After  the  one-man 

police  forces  were  taken  over,  there  has  been 
no  further  step  in  respect  to  that.  But  then, 
of  course,  the  task  force  is  going  to  review 

not  only  costs— responsibility  between  the 
province  and  the  municipalities— but  what 
will  happen  in  this  area  in  relationships  with 
the  small  municipalities.  I  think  the  hon. 
member  did  make  reference  that  there  was 

a  provincial  grant  of  $1.75  per  capita  this 
year,  which  is   something  towards  the  cost. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Essex 

South. 

Mr.  Paterson:  May  I  ask  the  minister,  in 
relation  to  the  new  regional  governments, 
what  is  the  relationship  of  the  costs  per 

capita  of  policing  in  those  municipalities, 
such  as  Niagara  or  Ottawa,  in  relation  to 
the  median?  Is  it  as  excessive  as  we  have 
heard? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  think  the  present 

figure  is  about  $20.40.  But  I  don't  really think  we  can  take  these  figures  as  being 

scientific.  Wherever  there  has  been  a  re- 

gional municipality  set  up,  there  is  a  phasing- 
in  process.  I  think  there  was  special  provi- 

sion for  costs  during  the  transition  period 

and  the  phasing-out  of  the  OPP.  We  do  not 
have  the  scientific  costs  as  yet. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  I  would 

like  to  ask  the  minister  whether  any  revi- 
sions are  on  the  way  in  the  Police  Act  that 

would  allow  for  a  greater  participation  in 
the  direction  and  policy  setting  for  the  local 
police   forces   by  the   local   citizenry. 

I  was  involved  personally  in  this  a  couple 
of  years  ago  and  found  an  exceptionally 
rigid  attitude  within  my  own  municipality 
to  the  thought  that  any  person,  apart  from 
a  justice  or  a  judge  or  magistrate,  should  be 
involved  in  the  police  commission,  apart  from 

the  head  of  the  local  council.  As  the  minis- 
ter is  aware  though,  the  groups  who  are 

responsible  for  the  administration  of  local 
police— that  is,  the  local  police  commissions 
—are  distinctly  unrepresentative  of  the  com- 

munities Which  they  are  attempting  to  serve. 

And  while  we  would  share  with  the  min- 

ister a  feeling  that  we  don't  want  the  police 
to  become  any  kind  of  a  political  puppet  or 
anything  like  that,  that  kind  of  attitude  has 
been  used  to  obscure  very  necessary  changes 
in  the  ways  in  which  the  police  administer 
themselves;  and  the  kinds  of  priorities  they 

put  in  their  law  enforcement. 

To  give  an  example,  there  are  a  number 
of  civil  areas  in  which  the  police  are  inevi- 

tably involved  these  days;  domestic  and 
family  disputes,  landlord  tenant  disputes, 
and  things  like  that.  Police  have  tended  in 

a  number  of  areas  to  take  the  attitude:  "Well, 
that  isn't  really  our  concern."  And  to  tell 
people  who  do  not  know  how  to  get  into 

the  civil  court  system  that:  "Well,  it  is  not 

a   criminal  matter;    don't  bother  us." 
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A  lot  of  abuses  take  place,  a  lot  of  abuses 
that  in  fact  have  criminal  connotations,  but 
that  are  not  seen  as  such  by  the  police,  the 
fellow  on  the  beat,  because  they  can  also  be 
interpreted  as  having  purely  civil  connota- 
tions. 

There  is  no  input  right  now;  there  is  no 
means  by  which  the  citizenry  can  really  take 
action  to  talk  to  the  police  and  to  get  that 
kind  of  attitude  through  to  the  police  forces, 
except  through  the  head  of  the  local  council 
who,  of  course,  is  exceptionally  busy  with  his 
other  concerns  in  the  larger  municipalities. 

He  doesn't  have  the  time  to  properly  devote 
himself  to  police  matters. 

We  would  like  to  see  either,  or  both,  an 
expansion  in  the  police  commissions  and  a 
move  away  from  this  weighting  to  the  judici- 

ary, which  means,  therefore,  to  a  group  which 
is  quite  unrepresentative  in  its  instincts,  in  its 
background,  in  what  the  judiciary  does  and  so 
on,  with  the  rest  of  the  society;  either  a 
broadening  of  the  police  commissions  or,  in 
addition,  the  creation  of  some  kinds  of  ad- 

visory bodies  which  would  co-operate  with 
the  police  commissions,  in  order  that  citizenry 
from  various  walks  of  life  within  the  munici- 

palities can  have  the  opportunity  of  dialogue 
with  the  police  administration  to  bring  to 
their  attention  problems  which  are  not  being 
adequately  looked  after  in  the  current  ad- 
ministration. 

We  should  also  like  to  see— this  is  some- 
thing that  is  very  simple  and  very  basic— an 

acceptance  by  police  commissions,  which  is 
fairly  general  among  municipal  governments 
right  now,  that  is,  that  they  are  public  bodies 
which  ought  to  operate  in  public. 

The  Police  Act  right  now  says  that  they 
operate  in  public  unless  they  decide  other- 

wise. There  are  a  number  of  police  com- 
missions around  the  province  which  have 

decided  exactly  that,  that  they  will  operate 
in  private,  and  who  rarely  if  ever  operate  in 
public.  They  have  a  secretive  kind  of  clan- 

destine, conspiratorial  view  of  their  functions 
in  which  they  do  not  wish  the  public  even 
to  be  present  as  spectators.  I  think  that  could 

be  changed  very  easily.  In  fact  it's  just  a 
couple  of  words  in  a  routine  Act  here  that 
would  allow  the  minister  to  change  the  Act 
in  order  to  bring  in  that  necessary  reform 
and  in  order  to  bring  police  commissions 
more  thoroughly  into  the  regular  administra- 

tion at  the  local  level  of  government. 

The  minister's  colleague,  the  Treasurer  and 
Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs,  has 
stated  as  a  matter  of  philosophy  that  these 
local  boards,  these  semi-autonomous  boards, 

are  not  a  good  thing  and  that  they  should  be 
more  closely  integrated  with  local  govern- 

ment. But  the  fact  is  right  now  that  police 
commissions  are  very  independent  and  act 
very  jealously  of  this  independence. 

This  is  not  only  a  financial  burden,  it  is 
also  a  political  burden  locally,  because  policy 
making  which  should  be  made  publicly,  is 
made  by  a  select,  elite,  reserved,  secretive, 
clandestine  group  in  far  too  many  cases,  and 

the  public  just  doesn't  know  how  to  deal with  it. 

As  a  consequence  of  that,  Mr.  Minister, 
many  of  the  police  forces  over  which  you 
exercise  general  oversight  are  not  responding 
rapidly  and  sensitively  enough  to  the  changes 
going  on  in  our  society  and,  therefore,  are 
not  preparing  for  the  kind  of  society  in  which 
they  will  have  to  provide  police  and  law 
enforcement  services  in  five,  10  or  15  years 
time.  The  decisions  to  do  that  have  got  to 
be  made  now,  and  I  would  suggest  that  in 

many  cases  they're  not  being  made;  and  one of  the  reasons  is  because  of  the  closed  nature 
of  the  senior  policy  making  direction  of  the 
local  police  forces. 

I  would  appreciate  an  answer  to  those 

points. Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the 
light  of  the  fact  that,  again,  one  of  the  terms 
of  reference  of  the  task  force  is  the  adminis- 

tration of  police  forces,  including  the  concept 
of  boards  of  police  commissioners  and  their 

makeup,  I  don't  think  I  should  sort  of  pre- 
judge and  anticipate  what  the  task  force  may 

find.  However,  I  think  I  can  express  an 
opinion  that  my  own  feeling  through  the 
years  has  been— with  reference  to  judges  on 
police  commissions  there  are  pros  and  cons— 
that  it  is  still  a  fact  of  life  that  the  judiciary 
within  the  Province  of  Ontario  is  held  in  high 
regard  by  the  members  of  the  public.  We 
still  have  that  tradition  that  if  a  man  is 

appointed  a  judge  it's  accepted  that  he  be- comes imbued  with  other  than  ordinary 
virtues  or  objectivity.  Assuming  that  that  is 
still  the  fact,  the  hon.  member  is  quite  right, 

and  I  think  it's  known  to  all,  that  there  is 
abroad  a  spirit  of  wanting  both  citizen  parti- 

cipation and  citizens  wanting  to  feel  that 
their  peers  are  involved  in  the  procedures. 
That  feeling  is  very  much  abroad  and  at  the 
same  time  I  also  believe  in  both  processes. 

In  announcing  the  makeup  of  the  task 
force  I  announced  a  very  broad  makeup 
which  involved  representation  from  six  agen- 

cies of  the  provincial  government  and  four 
of  the  policing  authorities  within  the  prov- 
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ince.  There  was  to  be  a  representative  from 

the  provincial-municipal  liaison  committee 
and  a  representative  of  the  general  public. 

Since  that  announcement  was  made  we 

have  expanded  the  concept  and  I  take  this 
opportunity  of  making  it  generally  known. 
This  was  well  received  by  the  public  when 
we  made  the  announcement,  because  in  a  way 
it  was  the  first  one  of  its  kind.  It  was 
well  received  but  the  comments  were  that 

we  hadn't  gone  far  enough.  The  balance 
wasn't  there,  so  now  when  the  task  force  is 
set  up  there  will  be  three  members  recom- 

mended by  the  provincial-municipal  liaison 
committee— from  one  to  three— and  there  will 
be  two  members  of  the  public  selected  by 
the  minister  instead  of  one. 

We  have  a  broader  base  and  a  balance 

between  the  provincial  authorities,  the  author- 
ities within  the  policing  sector,  the  public 

directly  and  through  elected  representatives. 
There  should  be  quite  an  input  into  these 

topics,  particularly  the  one  that  was  touched 
on  by  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Minister,  the  increase 
from  one  to  two  in  representatives  from  the 

general  public  is  hardly  astonishing.  I  sup- 

pose that  in  percentage  terms  it's  a  100  per 
cent  increase,  but  it  is  still— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  It's  from  one  to  three 
from  the  municipal  liaison  committee. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right.  It  is  still  a 
pretty  small  kind  of  group  compared  with  six 
from  the  provincial  level.  If  this  is  an  advisory 
committee,  I  wonder  why  you  need  so  many 
from  the  provincial  level?  I  would  urge  the 

minister  to  see  whether  he  couldn't  find  a 
few  more  citizens  he  might  put  onto  that 
committee  in  addition  to  those  who  are  there 

right  now.  The  body  is  big  enough  to  be, 
perhaps,  unwieldy  at  the  present  time  and  to 
add  three  or  four  more  would  not  really 
encumber  it  in  its  deliberations,  but  it  cer- 

tainly would  help  to  make  it  more  representa- 
tive. Could  you  not  go  beyond  two  members 

from  the  general  public? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Actually,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, we  gave  it  thought.  The  reason  there 

are  six  representatives  of  the  provincial  gov- 
ernment was  to  ensure  that  there  would  be  a 

direct  input.  There's  the  Provincial  Secretary 
for  Justice;  the  Ministry  of  the  Attorney 
General;  the  Ministry  of  the  Solicitor  General; 
the  Ministry  of  Treasury,  Economics  and 
Intergovernmental  Affairs.  We  could  have 
had  just  one  body,  but  we  determined  to  have 
a  direct  input  from  those  four,  together  with 

the  Ontario  Police  Commission  and  the  On- 
tario Provincial  Police— to  make  sure  that 

there  would  be  a  direct  input. 
We  have  assured  that  there  will  be  a 

direct  input  from  the  citizens.  Whether  one 
or  two  or  three  or  10  is  necessary  is  a  matter 
of  opinion,  as  long  as  there  is  a  method  of 

getting  an  input.  We  have  included  for  the 
first  time  in  a  task  force  of  this  kind  those 

others  who  are  affected— the  municipal  police 
governing  authorities,  the  chiefs  of  police  and 
the  police  association. 

We  have  tried  to  ensure  a  structure  which 

will  enable  all  of  the  necessary  inputs  to  take 

place.  I  do  think  that  now  we  have  that 
structure. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  still  pretty 
narrow.  After  all,  you  can  think  of  young 

people,  old  people,  suburban  residents— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Blondes,  redheads! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —tenants'  representatives, 
men,  women.  There  is  quite  a  number  of 

groups  out  there.  The  citizens  aren't  a 
homogeneous  kind  of  whole.  You  have  rec- 

ognized this  with  the  municipalities  through 
the  three  groups  from  which  you  now  have 

representatives. 
Does  the  minister  not  agree  with  the 

McRuer  commission  report  that  there  is  a 
very  profound  conflict  of  interest  involved 

in  having  judges  sitting  on  police  commis- 
sions? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  am  not  going  to  ex- 

press my  judgement  on  that.  I  have  express- 
ed an  opinion  that  I  accept  as  a  fact  of  life 

that  our  citizens  have  a  great  regard  for  the 
objectivity  and  the  integrity  of  our  judiciary. 
That  is  a  fact  of  life  which  surrounds  us  on 

all  sides.  There  may  be  the  rare  instance 

where  something  happens  where  that  gen- 

eralization isn't  so;  but  I  think  we  are  far 
from  losing  confidence  and  faith  in  our  judi- 

ciary. They  are  called  upon  continuously 
to  have  an  objective  point  of  view.  I  may 
say  that  one  of  the  procedures  that  I  think 
the  task  force  will  be  following  is  to  have 

open  hearings  across  the  province— and  the 
funds  have  been  made  available— so  that  the 
particular  groups  that  the  hon.  member  has 
spoken  about  will  have  the  opportunity 
somewhere  in  the  province  to  have  their  say 
for   the  record. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  minister 

didn't  answer  the  question,  however.  The 
objectivity  and  integrity  of  judges  are  one 
thing.  The  fact  of  who  they  are,  what  they 
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are  paid,  the  background  they  come  from, 
and  the  kind  of  class  interests  they  tend  to 

represent  because  of  this  background,  is  an- 

other thing  which  the  minister  didn't  take into  account. 

Let  me  restate  the  question.  Is  there  not 

a  conflict  of  interest,  as  the  McRuer  com- 
mission pointed  out,  when  a  senior  judge 

hears  a  case  and  has  to  hear  evidence  from 

an  officer  of  the  police  force,  over  which  the 
next  day  or  the  previous  day  that  senior 
judge  has  administrative  and  disciplinary 

authority  as  a  member  of  the  police  com- 
mission? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  am  not  going  to  pass 

judgement  again  on  Mr.  McRuer's  observa- 
tion. I  just  want  to  say  that  from  a  personal 

point  of  view  I  have  not  yet  seen  that  con- 
flict of  interest  actually  occur  or  even  any 

situations  where  there  might  have  been  a 
semblance  of  conflict  of  interest.  I  am  talk- 

ing about  a  specific  situation.  I  am  not  talk- 
ing about  a  theoretical  generalization  that 

may  take  place. 

This  is  one  of  the  things  where  I  think 

some  research  can  take  place.  I  don't  know 
how  often  a  police  commission  would  find  it- 

self in  that  position  of  a  conflict.  I  haven't 
had  the  opportunity  of  rereading  those  por- 

tions of  McRuer,  but  nothing  has  come  to 
my  knowledge  in  the  last  couple  of  months 

to  suggest  a  conflict  of  interest.  I  don't 
think  that  I  'have  ever  heard  a  police  officer 
or  those  who  would  be  affected  by  police 
commissions  making  such  an  observation, 
and  I  have  had  opportunity  to  meet  with 

some— not  a  great  many  of  them,  as  yet- 
but  I  have  been  in  contact  in  a  very  direct 
way  with  police  officers. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  of  course,  one 
of  the  reasons  for  that  is  that  within  the 

courts,  as,  for  example  we  were  reading  in 
the  Globe  and  Mail  the  other  week,  there 
is  a  very  intimate  relationship  between  the 
police  officers  and  the  judge. 

Let's  face  it.  They  both  live  and  make  a 
living  out  of  the  fact  that  there  are  people 
who  break  the  law.  If  people  stop  breaking 

the  law— why  they  have  a  common  interest 
in  seeing  that  people  continue  to  break  the 
law.  In  other  words— I  see  the  officials  are 

rather  perturbed  by  that— but  one  would  not 
expect  this  suggestion  to  come  from  the 
police  force. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  They  are  men  of  a 

great  many  talents.  They  could  find  employ- 
ment anywhere. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Maybe  they  could,  but  I  just 
point  out  that  there  is  a  common  interest 
and  experience.  Unlike  most  citizens,  who 
never  get  to  court  unless  they  are  up  on  a 
traffic  charge  that  they  decide  to  fight,  the 
police  and  the  judiciary  are  there  in  a 
common  environment,  sharing  coffee  together, 
rubbing  shoulders  and  so  on.  They  are 
friends,  and  occupationally  they  are  allied. 
The  police  are  by  nature  and  by  discipline 
not  included  to  be  in  the  forefront  of  those 
who  are  critical  of  the  established  institutions 

in  our  society. 

It  is  not  from  the  police  that  you  will 
hear  first  the  suggestion  that  maybe  there  is 

a  conflict  of  interest  in  having  judges  in- 
volved. But  surely  the  minister  is  aware, 

too,  as  a  lawyer  and  having  been  involved 

with  this  subject  for  some  time,  that  the  es- 
sence of  any  conflict  of  interest  legislation  is 

not  just  that  conflicts  be   avoided. 

After  all,  those  people  up  in  Thunder 

Bay  for  example,  who  got  caught  in  a  con- 
flict situation,  I  am  assured,  had  absolutely 

no  intention  of  benefiting  through  a  situation 

which  turned  out  to  be  a  conflict.  It  isn't 
just  the  intention  to  avoid  it,  it  is  also  that 
the  conflict  must  be  seen  to  be  avoided. 

That  is  not  the  case  right  now  where  a  judge 
who  is  meant  to  be  objective  and  impartial 
hears  cases  presented  by  the  police  force 
over  which  he  has  administrative  and  disci- 

plinary control. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Thunder  Bay. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Yes. 

I  want  to  get  into  an  area,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  I  am  not  too  familiar  with,  but  my 

curiosity  was  aroused  as  a  result  of  a  conver- 
sation I  had  with  several  OPP  constables. 

We  were  talking  about  their  personal  free- 
doms—what they  can  do  on  a  weekend  and 

what  they  can't  do— and  their  civil  liberties. 
I  said  to  them,  "In  what  way  do  you  feel 

that  your  liberties  are  encroached  upon?"  Not 
knowing  anything  about  the  Police  Act,  I 

looked  up  the  Police  Act  and  there  wasn't 
anything  too  much  that  I  found  offensive  in 

it,  except  that  section  28  says  that:  "A 
constable  must  not  remain  or  become  a  mem- 

ber of  a  trade  union  or  organization  affiliated 

with  a  union."  And  on  section  51,  it  says: 
"He  cannot  resign  without  consent  of  the 
commissioner  where  an  emergency  is  deemed 

to  exist." 
I  didn't  find  that  too  offensive,  so  I  went 

into  the  regulations— and  I  am  sure  that  there 
are  a  lot  of  things  that  a  policeman  is  pro- 
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hibited  from  doing  that  aren't  covered  by  the 
regulations  associated  with  The  Police  Act. 
As  I  read  the  regulations  I  got  to  section  54, 
whi,ch  says  that  one  of  the  penalties  that  may 
be  imposed  upon  a  policeman  for  an  offence 
is  forfeiture  of  pay.  They  can  forfeit  up  to 
one  day  per  pay  period  for  an  offence,  and 
in  the  case  of  dismissal,  or  if  he  leaves  the 
force,  then  they  can  deduct  the  entire  dollar 
amount  of  the  punitive  action  from  his  pay- 
cheque. 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  sort  of  an  archaic 

way  of  meting  out  justice  where  you  say,  "I 
am  going  to  take  your  allowance  away."  It 
is  almost  like  disciplining  a  child  and  saying, 

"Because  you've  been  a  naughty  boy  or  girl 
we  are  going  to  withhold  certain  moneys 

from  you."  I  am  wondering  what  the  rationale 
was  behind  penalizing  police  constables  for 

a  misdemeanour  by  saying,  "You  are  not 
going  to  get  all  of  your  money  this  pay." 

Another  thing  I  found  offensive  was  in 
section  61— or  No.  61  I  guess— of  the  regula- 

tions: "No  member  of  a  force  shall  engage 
directly  or  indirectly  in  any  other  occupation 
or  calling,  and  he  shall  devote  his  whole  time 

and  attention  to  the  force." 
Now  it  seems  to  me  that  it  is  generally 

accepted  in  modern  society  that  as  long  as 
any  person,  professional  or  otherwise,  gives 
his  all  while  he  is  actually  employed— while 
he  is  actually  on  duty  with  a  police  force,  a 
fire  department,  whatever— it  seems  to  be  that 
what  he  does  on  his  own  time  should  be  his 
own  business  to  the  extent  that  other  people 
in  society  are  able  to  do  their  own  thing, 
whether  it  be  on  a  weekend  or  whatever.  I 

don't  think  it's  entirely  fair  that  policemen 
should  be  singled  out.  It  is  suggested  that 

even  though  they  are  not  on  duty,  they  can't 
do  anything  else  except  think  about  their 
duties  as  policemen. 

I  know  that  this  has  something  to  do  with 

moonlighting.  It  seems  to  me  that  if  there's 
a  conflict  of  interest  in  moonlighting,  cer- 

tainly the  police  forces  shouldn't  be  singled 
out  as  ones  that  couldn't  engage  in  extra- 

curricular activities  while  off  duty.  Indeed, 
while  talking  to  a  couple  of  policemen  I  said 

to  them,  "When  are  you  on  call?"  They  said, 
"Technically  we  are  on  call  24  hours  a  day, 
seven  days  a  week.  But  by  mutual  agreement 
we  do  know  that  there  is  no  way  that  we 
should  be  called  in,  say,  on  Friday  evening, 

so  we  can  go  out  and  socialize  a  little  bit." 
But  generally  speaking,  unless  it's  a  local 

arrangement  in  the  detachment,  they  have  to 
pretty  well  stick  to  their  knitting  and  be 
available  24  hours  a  day,  seven  days  a  week. 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  a  bit  much  that  we 
should  expect  our  policemen  to  act  in  a  way 

that's  any  different  from  anybody  else  in society. 

Mr.  Paterson:   Sounds  like  an  MPP's  job. 

Mr.  Stokes:  It  seems  to  me  that  it's  just 
expecting  too  much.  And  in  section  62  it  says: 

No  member  of  the  force  shall  join  or 
associate  himself  with  any  union  connected 
with  any  labour  organization,  or  any  body 
not  belonging  to,  or  affiliated  with,  the 
force  or  the  civil  service,  except  where  a 
membership  in  the  organization  or  body  is 
authorized  by  the  Minister  of  Justice  and 
Attorney  General. 

Now  the  thing  is,  I  belong  to  a  trade  union. 

And  while  I'm  not  actually  working  under 
their  supervision  or  they're  not  looking  after 
my  interests  while  I'm  a  member  of  this 
Legislature,  I'm  still  a  member  of  that  union. 
It  seems  to  me  that  if  a  person  who  becomes 
a  member  of  a  police  force,  after  having 
been  affiliated  for  a  number  of  years  with 
a  trade  union  or  some  such  association,  why 
should  he  have  to  disaffiliate  in  order  to 
become  a  working  member  of  a  police  force? 

A  lot  of  people  regard  past  associations 
very  highly  and  remain  members  of  unions 

and  such  associations,  even  though  they  don't take  an  active  part  in  it.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
I  think  N.  R.  Crump,  the  recently  retired 
chairman  of  the  board  of  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway,  started  his  railroad  career  as 
a  machinist  in  the  CPR  shops  in  Calgary. 

Mr.  H.  Worton  (Wellington  South):  Look 

at  the  future  you've  got  ahead  of  yourself. 
Mr.  Stokes:  He  prized  very  highly  the  fact 

that  he  was  still  a  card-carrying  member  and 
was  able  to  do  this  throughout  his  railroad- 

ing and  business  career.  It  just  seems  to  me 
that  these  are  the  kind  of  things  that  you 
should  be  looking  at  to  see  that  policemen 
are  treated  as  ordinary  human  beings. 

For  instance,  it  says,  "They  must  not  take 
any  part  in  politics  or  occupy  an  official 
position  in  any  party  organization,  but  this 
does  not  affect  the  right  of  the  member  to 

private  political  views  or  to  vote."  Big  deal! 
It's  awfully  nice  that  they  condescend  to  the 
extent  that  they're  going  to  allow  police- men to  vote. 

They  "cannot  sign  any  petition  on  any 
subject  to  the  government."  You  know,  I 
found  this  kind  of  ironical.  Naive  as  I  was— 
and  to  some  extent  I  still  am  with  regard 
to  politics— when  I  had  to  go  around  and  get 
100    signatures    for    my    official    nomination 
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paper,  I  stopped  in  at  a  garage  and  asked 
a  few  people  if  they  wanted  to  sign  it; 
and  of  course  they  were  quite  willing  to 
sign  it— with  one  exception,  a  policeman.  He 
was  off  duty,  just  in  plain  clothes;  he  was 

a  personal  friend  of  mine.  He  said,  "I'd 
love  to  sign  it,  but  it's  against  the  law." 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  They 
all  say  that. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Well,  it's  right  here— he  can't 
do  it.  Why  can't  he  do  it?  I'm  sure  that 
a  good  many  of  the  people  who  signed  my 

nomination  paper  weren't  necessarily  affi- 
liated with  the  New  Democratic  Party.  They 

were  friends  of  mine,  and  they  said,  "So 
what?  It  doesn't  mean  we're  going  to  vote 
for  him.  It  just  means  we  think  that  maybe 

he's  likely  material  as  a  candidate."  It  doesn't 
commit  them  in  any  way.  Yet  these  are 

things  that  a  policeman  can't  do.  You  know, 
it's  awfully  nice  that  you  even  allow  them to  vote. 

It  says  he  shall  not  "cause  or  permit  any 
person,  not  a  member  of  the  force,  to  make 
requests  in  his  behalf  that  relate  to  the 
force,  but  shall  make  his  own  applications 
through  the  proper  channels  of  the  commis- 

sion." He  can't  "contract  debts  that  he  is 
unwilling  or  unable  to  discharge  and  that 
may  interfere  with  the  performance  of  his 

duties  as  a  member  of  the  force."  Well, 
there  are  certain  avenues  open  to  cover  peo- 

ple if  for  some  reason  or  other,  a  policeman 
or  anybody  else  in  society,  is  indebted.  Why 

can't  they  incur  debts?  Everybody  does  in 
today's  society. 

There's  another  place  in  here  where  it 
says  you  couldn't  even  lend  a  superior  officer 
10  cents  for  a  cup  of  coffee.  A  sergeant  might 

say,  "Gee,  I  haven't  got  a  dime  on  me  to 
make  a  phone  call.  Will  you  lend  me  a 

dime?"  Technically  he  couldn't  lend  him  a dime. 

Why  don't  you  take  a  look  at  this  and  sort 
of  clean  it  up  a  little  bit  and  make  the 
policeman  feel  as  though  they  are  ordinary 
citizens,  so  that  they  can  walk  with  a  little 

bit  of  dignity  and  they  haven't  got  some- 
body looking  over  their  shoulder  every  time 

they  want  to  do  something  as  routine  as 
suggested  in  this  Act  and  these  regulations. 
Would  the  minster  care  to  comment? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman, 

I'm  not  going  to  go  into  a  point-by-point discussion  with  the  hon.  member.  He  has 

pointed  out  these  things  that  the  police  offi- 
cer is  subject  to.  The  one  thing  that  I  think 

I   can  make  a  generalization   about  is   that 

a  police  officer  is  not  an  ordinary  citizen. 
He  is  something  really  apart  from  the  citi- 

zenry. This  is  one  of  the  great  principles 
that  police  officers  do  accept,  must  accept, 
and  the  public  must  accept. 

The  police  officer  is  called  upon  to  act  and 
behave  somewhat  differently  from  an  ordinary 
citizen.  He  cannot  indulge  himself  in  the 
kind  of  actions  of  being  a  human  being  that 
some  of  us  do.  He  must,  for  example,  keep 
his  temper  under  control  to  a  far  greater 
degree  than  I  think  the  average  citizen  is 
expected  to.  He  has  these  obligations  above 
and  beyond  the  ordinary  citizen. 

In  the  same  way,  these  restrictions  that  are 
placed  upon  him  are  to  ensure  that  his  being 
somewhat  different  from  the  ordinary  citizen 

isn't  left  up  to  his  own  judgement,  but  is  a 
pattern  of  behaviour  set  down  and  to  which 
they  must  subscribe. 

But  as  they  are  called  upon  to  have  obliga- 
tions and  to  be  something  more  than  ordinary 

citizens,  I  think  that  the  law  should  provide 
a  compensation;  something  that  will  in  some 
way  make  up  for  this  extraordinary  calling 

upon. That  is  why,  though,  they  cannot  be 
members  of  unions.  The  traditions  and 

customs  relating  to  union  membership  some- 
times go  counter  to  what  the  police  are 

called  upon  to  do  in  the  discharge  of  their 
own  sworn  duty. 

But  in  return,  they  have  their  own  pro- 
cedures. We  have  set  these  out  under  the 

Police  Act,  which  we  will  be  dealing  with 
in  the  course  of  this  session. 

The  OPP  are  exempted  from  the  provisions 
of  the  new  bill  introduced  by  the  Chairman 
of  the  Management  Board  of  Cabinet.  The 
police  generally  will  be  governed  by  a  whole 
new  set  of  procedures  under  the  Police  Act; 
procedures  which  are  not  applicable  in  the 
same  way  to  other  vocations. 

I  think  that,  really,  being  a  police  officer  is 
not  just  a  vocation;  it  has  a  semblance  of 
professionalism  that  many  other  vocations  do 
not  have.  These  things  that  are  set  out  are 
really  almost  putting  into  a  code  the  prin- 

ciples that  govern  that  profession. 
Just  as  we  can  be  very  sympathetic  to  their 

position,  I  would  hope  that  the  citizenry 
generally  would  recognize  that  a  police  officer 
does  not  have  the  freedom  of  activity  that  the 
ordinary  citizen  has.  Therefore,  in  return,  he 
is  deserving  of  more  regard,  more  respect,  the 
other  things  that  make  up  for  that. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Well,  I  just  want  to  react; 

and  I  don't  want  to  be  argumentative.  But  it 
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seems  to  me  that  the  whole  philosophy 

behind  law  enforcement  is  changing— and  it 
certainly  needs  to  change— in  terms  of  what 
a  policeman  does  in  society  to  maintain  law 
and  order. 

The  respect  he  gets  from  the  community, 
in  large  measure,  is  a  direct  reflection  of  the 
way  he  reacts  and  acts  within  the  community. 
It  seems  to  me  that  if  you  make  them  so 
much  different  from  an  ordinary  citizen,  in 
that  sense  of  the  word,  it  sort  of  sets  up  that 
barrier.  Of  course,  policemen  are  now  going 
into  the  schools— whether  to  talk  about  the 
way  that  children  should  conduct  themselves 

at  cross-walks;  how  they  should  conduct 
themselves  while  riding  a  bicycle;  or  how  they 
should  conduct  themselves  when  walking  in 
traffic  and  things  like  this.  It  seems  to  me 
that  now,  for  the  first  time  to  my  knowledge, 

policemen  are  establishing  this  kind  of  rap- 
port with  little  tots  at  school.  They  are  start- 
ing to  look  on  the.  policemen  as  a  friend 

rather  than  somebody  who— you  know,  you 

used  to  say,  "If  you  don't  behave  yourself, 
I  am  going  to  get  the  policeman  after  you." 

This  was  a  barrier  that  was  built  up  and 
it  was  a  wrong  impression  that  our  children 
got  of  police  forces  and  their  function  in 
society.  It  seems  to  me  that  if  you  make  them 
so  much  different  from  people  in  society  there 

is  this  invisible  barrier  there.  If  they  can  go 
out  and  socialize  in  the  community  and  act, 
as  I  said,  like  human  beings,  they  feel  as 
though  they  are  a  part  of  a  community. 

They  are  professionals  in  every  sense  of  the 
word,  but  I  would  think  the  greatest  function 
a  policeman  can  perform  is  not  going  out 

and  trying  to  find  somebody  guilty  of  an  of- 
fence or  a  misdemeanour  but  to  became  a  part 

of  the  community.  It  is  like  preventative  medi- 

cine—he teaches  children  right  from  wrong 
in  addition  to  what  they  are  taught  at  home 
or  in  the  church  or  wherever  they  learn 
these  things.  If  you  do  that  and  if  you  instil 

that  kind  of  relationship  between  law  enforce- 
ment officers  and  our  youth,  you  are  going  to 

save  yourselves  a  lot  of  trouble  on  the  other 
end  of  the  spectrum.  It  seems  to  me  that  if 
you  make  them  so  much  different  from  other 

people  in  the  community,  there  is  still  that 
barrier,  and  people  are  going  to  look  upon 
them  as  big  bad  policemen  who  are  just 
waiting  for  you  to  stumble  and  then  they  will 
be  right  down  your  back. 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  the  wrong 

philosophy  altogether.  I  think  they  are,  and 
have  a  right  to  be  treated  as,  ordinary  human 

beings   with   a   special  place   in   society   and 

a  special  job  to  do. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 

not  really  quarrelling  or  arguing  with  the 
hon.  member;  it  is  just  a  question  of  where 

the  line  is  drawn  and  what  should  be  per- 

mitted and  what  shouldn't.  I  may  say  that 
this  is,  again,  a  concern.  One  of  the  terms  of 
reference  of  the  task  force  is  the  relationship 
between  police  and  the  public  in  the  light  of 
changing  social  attitudes  and  expectations, 
in  a  way,  encompasses  the  matters  that  the 
hon.  member  has  referred  to. 

Incidentally,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  got 
over  into  the  next  vote,  the  OPP.  All  of  these 

things  overlap,  I  guess,  but  we  have  moved 
into  that  area. 

Vote  1303  agreed  to. 

On  vote  1304: 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  vote  1304,  the  Ontario 

Provincial  Police  and  the  administration  pro- 
gramme. Could  we  discuss  the  whole  vote  as  a 

unit;  the  items  seem  to  be  pretty  well  related. 
The  member  for  High  Park. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  want  to  raise  with  the 

minister— I  am  going  to  be  very  brief  on  this 
vote— there  is  only  one  thing  I  want  to  raise, 
really,  which  is  a  letter  I  received  from 
Callandar,  Ont.  on  June  10,  1972.  I  sent  a 

copy  of  this  letter  to  Mr.  Silk  today.  I  don't know  if  he  has  it  yet;  if  not  he  will  have  it 
tomorrow.  A  number  of  serious  accusations 
were  made  about  the  Ontario  Provincial 
Police  in  that  area  and  I  am  not  going  to  go 

through  them  all  now,  although— I  can;  per- 
haps I  should. 

In  brief,  Mr.  Minister,  the  complaint  is 
that  certain  of  your  officers  in  Callandar,  in 
effect,  framed  another  officer  in  order  to  get 
him  dismissed  or  moved  or  demoted.  The 

person  who  wrote  to  me,  a  Mrs.  Muriel 
Rivers,  said  she  took  the  facts  to  Staff  Supt. 

H.  M.  Purdy  of  Toronto,  and  no  investiga- 
tion was  made. 

I  don't  want  to  give  this  a  lot  of  publicity, 

particularly  now,  because  you  haven't  had  a chance  to  do  an  investigation.  What  I  am 

going  to  ask  you  to  do— I  have  sent  a  copy 
of  the  letter  to  Mr.  Silk  today— is  to  investi- 

gate it.  I  can  read  it  all  here,  I  prefer  not  to, 
and  if  you  are  willing  to  investigate  it  and 
report  to  me  by  letter  or  in  the  House,  I  will 
let  it  go  at  the  present  time.  On  the  surface 
these  are  very  serious  accusations  and  I 
would  like  to  have  some  investigation  of 
them.    If   the   accusations   are   true,   then  of 
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course  I  shall  make  them  public;  but  until 
this  is  established  I  prefer  not  to. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  we  can 
either  wait  until  the  letter  reaches  Commis- 

sioner Silk  in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  mail, 
or  if  the  hon.  member  can  make  a  copy  avail- 

able immediately.  I  will  undertake  that  the 
commissioner  will  immediately  take  steps  to 
have  the  matter  investigated  and  a  report 
obtained. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  just  have  the  original,  so 

I'm  going  to  send  that  across.  Will  you  send 
it  back  to  me  after  it  has  been  copied? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  1304. 

The  member  for  Essex  South. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Yes,  under  the  personnel 
section  might  I  inquire  of  the  minister  as  to 
how  many  applications  there  are  at  the 
present  time  for  admission  to  the  Ontario 
Provincial  Police?  Approximately  how  many 
new  officers  will  be  hired  by  that  force  during 
this  fiscal  year? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  total  increase  in 
complement  for  this  year  will  be  214.  I  have 
been  given  to  understand  by  the  commis- 

sioner that  the  number  of  applicants  who 
have  already  been  screened  and  who,  I  would 
assume,  would  meet  the  standards  of  the 
force  number  in  the  hundreds. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Yes.  Might  I  ask  if  the  pro- 
vincial budgetary  requirements  have  limited 

the  numbers  being  taken  on  by  the  force,  or 
is  this  sufficient  to  meet  your  complement 
for  the  various  requirements  throughout  the 
province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  may  say  that  the 
complement  increase  this  year  has  been  larger 
than  it  has  been  for  a  number  of  years,  but 
in  listening  to  the  commissioner  I  think  there 
is  no  limit  to  the  increase  that  he  would 

like  in  order  to  have  a  total  police  force.  I 
think  all  of  us  who  made  the  presentation  to 
Management  Board  this  year  were  quite 
pleased  with  the  response  that  we  had. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Yes.  Might  I  ask  one  final 
question?  Have  there  been  any  alterations  in 
the  standards  for  schooling,  or  physical  size, 
and  so  forth,  in  relation  to  your  basic  re- 

quirements to  join  the  force? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  My  understanding  is 
that  to  be  a  cadet— that  is,  those  between  18 
and  20  who  wish  to  become  members  of  the 

force— they  have  to  have  a  grade  12  qualifi- 
cation. That  is  to  ensure  that  they  continue 

with  their  education  and  aren't  tempted  to 
drop  out  in  order  to  enlist  in  the  force. 

But  those  between  the  ages  of  21  and  35 
must  have  grade  10  or  the  equivalent  thereof. 

There  has  been  no  change  recently  in  this 

regard. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Might  I  ask  a  question  in 
regard  to  physical  stature?  I  understand 
from  our  discussions  here  that  the  OPP  do 
have  special  forces  and  I  know  from  time  to 

time  because  of  my  size  I'm  often  mistaken 
for  an  officer  on  the  force— 

An  hon.  member:  All  you'd  need  is  a 
hat! 

Mr.  Paterson:  —and  I  just  wonder  in  your 
specialized  work  if  you  are  in  fact  hiring 
people  of  different  physical  stature  who  may 
not  be  readily  discernible,  as  is  normally 
the  case. 

An  hon.  member:  In  Boy  Scout  uniforms. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  think  the  Provincial 

Police  force  stand  by  the  standard  5  ft  8  in. 
Some  of  the  municipal  forces  have  5  ft  9  in. 
and  5  ft  10  in.  requirements,  I  believe.  I 
may  say  that  between  the  Solicitor  General, 
who  is  5  ft  7  in.,  and  the  deputy,  we  aver- 

age out  to  the  requirements  of  any  police 
force. 

Mr.  Paterson:  But  in  the  case  of  your 
specialized— say  secret— forces.  Would  they 
necessarily  have  to  comply  with  these  physi- 

cal standards  to  get  into  the  force  in  the  first 
place,  or  are  you  accepting  other  people 

who  don't— Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  think  the  5  ft  8  in. 
is  a  standard  that  has  to  be  reached,  but 

they  do  come  in  shapes  and  sizes  which  re- 
flect—as a  matter  of  fact,  without  giving 

away  a  state  secret,  a  member  of  the  OPP 
was  once  pointed  out  to  me  and  he  was 
as  far  from  the  concept  of  a  member  of  the 
Ontario  police  force,  the  shining  example  on 
parade,  as  you  would  ever  want  to  see.  So 
1  gather  that  in  recruitment  and  in  assign- 

ment to  duty  the  force  is  very  flexible  in 
order  that  the  personality  and  the  man  and 
the  job  fit  together. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Nickel  Belt. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  What  are 

your  plans  for  a  detachment  when  the  re- 
gional government  takes  over  the  jurisdiction 

of  one  of  your  local  detachments? 
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The  Act  I  am  referring  to  is  the  one  that 

will  bring  regional  government  to  the  Sud- 
bury district.  It  says  very  specifically  that 

every  person  who  is  a  member  of  a  police 

force  for  a  local  municipality  within  the  re- 
gional area  shall  be  taken  over  by  the 

region.  I  am  assuming  that  the  region  will  not 

take  over  the  personnel  of  that  detachment— 
they  will  not  become  members  of  the  Sud- 

bury police  force— but  there  is  no  mention  of 
the  assets,  for  example  the  station  and  the 
cruisers.  Will  you  just  pull  that  detachment 
out  of  that  area  entirely? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  In  the  case  of  the  re- 
gional governments,  prior  to  the  passing  of 

the  legislation  there  is  complete  consultation 
between  the  Minister  of  Intergovernmental 
Affairs,  the  police  commission,  the  OPP  and 
the  local  authorities  to  devise,  first,  the 
policing  plan  for  the  regional  government 
and  the  way  the  transition  will  take  place. 

The  OPP  invariably,  as  in  the  Niagara  re- 
gion, is  phased  out.  It  depends  upon  the 

circumstances.  I  don't  think  there  is— oh,  I 
am  advised  that  if  it's  a  district  headquarters 
building  it  stays  as  such.  Although  no  local 

policing  will  take  place  from  the  headquar- 
ters it  will  still  be  used  as  the  headquarters 

to  serve  the  area  and  the  detachment  in  the 

broader  region. 

Vote  1304  agreed  to. 

On  vote  1305: 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 

to  ask  the  minister  something  about  two  or 
three  matters  here.  First  of  all,  wiretapping. 
At  the  present  time,  or  let  me  say  in  the 

past,  since  Jan.  1,  has  your  department  tap- 
ped the  phones  of  any  persons  who  are  not 

criminals? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  am  advised  that  the 

assistant  commissioner  of  special  services  is 
so  authorized.  I  do  not  have  any  details  of 
any  action  taken  in  that  regard. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  know  he  is  so  authorized. 

What  I  am  asking  is,  since  Jan.  1  has  the 
phone  of  any  person  who  has  never  been 

convicted  of  criminal  activity  been  wire- 
tapped? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  don't  know.  At  the 

present  time   I  don't  have  that. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well  I  wonder  if  you  would 
mind  leaning  forward  and  asking  your  ad- 
visers? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  We  do  not  know  at 

this  point.  But  that  information  can  be 
obtained. 

Mr.  Shulman:  When  will  I  have  a  reply? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Will  the  hon.  member 

rephrase   his   question   please? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Yes,  I  am  interested  in 
whose  phones  you  are  tapping.  I  am  not 
interested  in  the  phones  of  the  criminals  you 
are  tapping.  What  I  want  to  know  is,  have 
you  tapped,  since  Jan.  1  of  this  year,  the 
phones  of  any  persons  who  have  not  been 

convicted  of  criminal  activity?  Is  the  min- 
ister going  to  reply? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  have  indicated  to 
the  hon.  member  that  we  do  not  have  that 

information.  That  information  can  be  obtain- 
ed; I  just  wanted  to  have  a  clear  phrasing 

of  the  question. 

Mr.  Shulman:  When  will  that  information 

be  supplied  to  me? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  We  will  get  it  for  the 
hon.  member. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  know  that  you  will  get  it, 
but  the  estimates  will  be  finished  here  in 

probably  half  an  hour.  Will  it  be  supplied 
at  some  time  in  the  House,  or  are  you  going 
to  write  me,  or  what?  I  just  want  to  know  in 
what  way? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are 

not  going  to  go  away.  This  government  is 
going  to  be  around  for  a  while,  and  I  hope 
the  Solicitor  General. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  know  you  are  going  to  be 

around.  This  particular  point  is  of  great  in- 
terest to  me  for  reasons  that  may  become 

clearer  in  the  very  near  future.  I  would  just 
like  to  get  some  indication  of  when  I  might 
get  a  reply. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can't 
give  a  reply  because  I  don't  know  what  is 
involved  in  getting  that  information  or  the 
details. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  see.  All  right,  then  let  me 
ask  another  question:  What  is  the  policy  in 
relation  to  wire  tapping?  Whose  approval 

has  to  be  received  before  you  can  tap  any- 

body's phone? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  This  is  the  policy  that 
has  been  in  existence  for  some  time:  Certain 

members  of  the  criminal  intelligence  branch 

are  permitted  to  make  wiretaps  on  receiving 
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authorization  from  the  assistant  commission- 
er, special  services  division,  who  has  been 

delegated  responsibility  for  this  by  Com- 
missioner  Silk. 

In  the  majority  of  instances,  wiretaps  are 
discussed  with  the  assistant  commissioner 

prior  to  action  being  initiated.  In  cases  of 
urgency,  when  the  assistant  commissioner  is 
not  immediately  available,  wiretaps  have 

been  installed;  but  have  always  been  fol- 
lowed by  discussion  of  the  need  for  such 

action  with  the  assistant  commissioner  as  soon 

as  possible. 

My  predecessor,  Mr.  Wishart,  the  former 
Attorney  General,  outlined  the  policy  in 
speaking  in  February  of  1970,  when  he  said  a 
proper  balance  must  be  devised  to  protect 
the  rights  of  individual  persons.  Police  are 

wiretapping  telephones;  but  he  would  wel- 
come safeguards  against  the  invasion  of  priv- 

acy by  having  a  judge  or  an  attorney  general 
give  approval  before  a  telephone  is  tapped. 
Then  of  course  there  was  a  reference 

made  by  him  to  the  legislation  that  the 
federal  government  was  going  to  initiate,  and 
which  is  now  in  the  process  of  being  dealt 
with.  It  is  still  before  Parliament. 

Mr.  Shulman:  No,  it's  not  before  Parlia- 
ment; it  has  not  been  proclaimed. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  It  has  not  been  pro- 
claimed. The  last  time  I  was  paying  atten- 

tion, I  think  it  was  in  committee  stage.  There 
were  certain  amendments  the  committee  had 
made  to  the  bill. 

In  quoting  Mr.  Wishart  again:  "Where  the 
police  present  evidence  obtained  illegally, 
the  person  against  whom  the  evidence  is  used 
can  then  sue  the  police  involved,  if  there  has 
been  illegality.  In  a  democratic  society  there 

is  little  danger  that  police  powers  grow 

too  strong."  And  he  added  that,  "changes  in 
the  law  would  curb  powers  to  wire  tap." 

I  may  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  have  not 

had  the  opportunity  yet  myself  of  becoming 
fully  appraised  of  all  of  the  scope  of  the 
possibility  of  use  of  wiretapping,  or  other 
electronic  devices;  the  consequences  that 
may  flow  from  it.  It  is  a  matter  that  I  intend 
to  take  a  great  interest  in,  so  that  before 
I  adopt  a  posture  I  will  know  all  of  the 
aspects  of  wiretapping.  Up  until  now  I  have 
only  been  taking  an  interest  in  what  has 
been  fairly  public  knowledge.  I  think  all 
citizens  are  amazed  at  the  present  availability 
and  the  scope  of  not  just  wiretapping,  but 
the  transmitters  in  an  olive  or  in  a  martini 

type  of  thing  which  can  be  used.  I  may  say 

when  you  are  living  in  an  open  society,  in  a 

completely  open  way,  it  takes  some  adjust- 
ment to  realize  that  modern  electronics  has 

made  the  privacy  of  the  past  century  some- 
what different  in  1972. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  would  ask  the  minister  if 

he  would  get  me  one  more  statistic,  the 
number  of  phones  that  the  Ontario  Provincial 
Police  has  tapped  this  year. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
information  will  be  obtained. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Thank  you.  I  want  to  ask  the 
minister  about  two  other  brief  matters.  One 
is  search  warrants. 

I  had  an  experience  last  week  which  was 
quite  incredible.  Apparently,  search  warrants 
are  made  out  for  a  specific  address.  A  search 
warrant  was  made  out,  or  was  received  by 
police  officers,  for  a  certain  address  on 
Indian  Road  in  which  there  were  several 

apartments,  and  they  proceeded  to  break 
down  the  doors  of  all  the  apartments,  barging 
in  on  a  number  of  innocent  people. 

Should  it  not  be  necessary  for  search 

warrants  to  be  made  out,  in  multi-apartment 
houses,  for  a  specific  apartment  within  each 
address;  otherwise  I  can  see  them  getting 

a  search  warrant  for,  say  one  of  the  Cadillac 
apartments  and  being  able  to  break  down 

500  doors.  It  doesn't  make  sense. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  OPP  was  not  in- 
volved in  that  particular  place.  I  think  the 

requisites  relating  to  search  warrants  are  very 
strictly  set  forth  as  to  the  circumstances 
when  they  are  required  and  their  use. 

I  guess  there  is  discretion  in  the  officer 
as  to  personal  behaviour  in  carrying  out  a 
search  warrant.  I  do  know  this,  that  the 

chief  of  the  Metropolitan  police  has  set  forth 
the  kind  of  behaviour  that  should  be  followed 

in  executing  search  warrants,  and  I  don't 
think  anything  untoward  would  be  acceptable 
to  him. 

Mr.  Shulman:  This  was  not  acceptable  to 
him  and  he  has  extended  his  personal  apology. 

He  also  sent  me  a  copy  of  the  search  warrant. 
Five  officers  broke  in  and  they  proceeded  to 
hit  all  the  doors  in  turn.  He  has  assured  me 

that  this  will  not  happen  in  Toronto  again.  I 
would  like  to  have  an  assurance  from  the 

minister  that  such  practice  is  not  followed  by 
the  OPP. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  Are  they 
suing  for  damages? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  am  assured  that  the 
OPP  do  not  follow  that  kind  of  practice.  It 
depends  upon  the  justice  of  the  peace  who 
issues  the  warrant  and  how  he  interprets  the 
Criminal  Code,  which  is  the  governing  statute. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Let  me  say  in  this  case  that 
the  Toronto  police  have  apologized  and  they 
are  paying  for  all  the  damages;  but  they 
scared  the  heck  out  of  several  young  girls 
and  it  was  quite  a  traumatic  experience. 

I  want  to  ask  the  minister  one  other  thing. 

Then  I  am  through  with  this  estimate,  I'm 
sure  you  will  be  delighted  to  hear. 

Back  last  October,  I  received  a  complaint 
from  a  lawyer,  Mr.  L.  Albon  Garbe  of  43 
Eglinton  Ave.  E.,  that  he  had  attended  a 
police  station  and  wished  to  see  his  client 
and  the  police  officer  refused  to  allow  him 
to  see  the  client  in  privacy.  I  quote  from  the 
letter  I  received: 

In  answer  to  my  request  to  permit  me 
to  speak  to  my  client  in  the  room,  Inspector 

Marks    replied,    "How    do    we    know    you 
won't    permit    your   client   to    go    out    the 

window?" 
The  lawyer  was  a  little  upset  about  this. 

He  got  in  touch  with  me  and  I  called  this 
particular  inspector  of  the  Toronto  police. 
He  confirmed  that  the  incident  had  taken 
place.  What  bothers  me  about  this  is  that 

Inspector  Marks  said  to  me:  "The  case  was 
still  under  investigation,  and  while  a  case  is 
under  investigation  we  do  not  allow  solicitors 
to  speak  privately  with  their  clients,  only 

after  the  investigation  is  completed." 
I  am  not  a  lawyer,  but  it  struck  me,  as 

someone  who  believes  in  civil  liberties,  that 

there  is  something  in  this.  Would  the  min- 
ister care  to  comment?  Am  I  wrong  or  does 

he  agree  with  me? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Again  the  OPP  were 
not  involved  in  this.  It  was  the  Toronto  police. 
I  think  it  has  been  a  bone  of  contention  be- 

tween the  law  enforcement  officers  and  law- 
yers at  what  stage  that  is  taken.  I  will  not 

pass  comment  on  it  at  this  time.  I  think  it  is 
the  kind  of  thing  that  the  hon.  member 
might  refer  to  the  Attorney  General  to  get 
a  definitive  expression.  This  no  longer  relates, 

I  don't  think,  to  the  investigation  process;  we 
have  now  crossed  over  into  the  rights  of  an 
individual  in  the  administration  of  justice.  I 
will  speak  to  the  Attorney  General  about  the 
matter  and  see  if  we  can  get  a  definitive 
statement. 

Mr.  Shulman:  But  don't  the  police  come 
under  you,  not  the  Attorney  General? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes,  they  do,  but  at 
this  point  in  time  we  are  coming  close  to  that 
line  between  when  is  it  law  enforcement  and 

when  is  it  a  question  of  the  rights  of  the 
individual? 

I  may  say  that  I  have  had  occasion  to  visit 
police  stations,  both  as  a  lawyer  and  as  a 
member  of  the  Legislature,  and  have  not  seen 

the  person  I  have  wanted  to  see  as  immedi- 
ately as  possible.  I  had  to  make  up  my  mind 

that  I  wasn't  encroaching,  as  a  lawyer,  on  the 
due  process  of  law.  It  is  a  difficult  question. 
I  would  be  very  happy  to  discuss  it  with  the 
Attorney  General. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Will  the  minister  discuss  it 
with  the  Attorney  General  and  give  some 
response  to  me? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes.  I  think  it  is  a 

good  question  for  all  members  of  the  House 
to  know.  Maybe  we  can  get  some  free  legal 
advice  and  we  can  be  brought  up  to  date  on 

the  position.  I  don't  think  that  the  lawyer walking  in  has  instantaneous  access  to  his 
client.  I  doubt  whether  that  is  the  case. 

Mr.  Shulman:  No,  he  hasn't  and  I  think he  should  have. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Essex 
South. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't  know whether  or  not  the  forensic  laboratory  comes 
under  this  particular  vote,  under  special 
services,  but  I  would  like  to  make  one  brief 
comment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  We  have  passed  that 
vote,  but  if  the  hon.  member  wants  to  make 
a  brief  comment- 

Mr.   Paterson:    I   am   sorry   I   missed   that 
vote,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  understand  that  a  new  building  is  in  the 
process  of  being  provided  for  this  group 
within  the  provincial  police  work.  In  the  nine 
years  that  I  have  been  here  and  the  number 
of  years  I  am  sure  the  chairman  has  been 

here,  I  don't  think  we  have  ever  had  the 
opportunity,  as  members  of  the  Legislature, 
to  visit  the  existing  premises.  I  wonder,  pos- 

sibly when  the  fall  session  starts,  if  an 
opportunity  might  be  afforded  to  a  group  of 
the  members  of  the  Legislature  to  visit  these 
facilities  and  see  the  sophisticated  type  of 
work  being  done  by  these  officers,  tor  our 
own  enlightenment  and  for  our  further 
knowledge. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  think  that  is  an 
excellent    suggestion.    The    new    building    is 
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going  up  at  Grosvenor  and  Bay.  It  will  be 
one  of  the  finest  of  its  kind.  Incidentally,  the 
centre  is  a  unit  apart;  it  serves  all  authorities. 
It  is  not  an  arm  of  the  OPP.  It  is  a  servicing 
agency  and  is  one  of  the  branches  that 
reports  to  the  assistant  deputy  minister. 

I  won't  invite  the  hon.  members  to  the 
present  facilities  but  I  can  assure  them  that 

"after"  will  be  far  different  from  and  far 
superior  to  the  "before"— not  in  performance of  work  but  in  the  facilities. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Ottawa  East. 

Mr.  Roy:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I 
might  just  pursue  'the  point  raised  by  the 
hon.  member  for  High  Park  about  wire- 
tapping. 

I  take  it  from  your  comment,  the  first 
point,  that  there  is  wiretapping  going  on?  I 
take  it  from  your  comments  that,  in  fact, 
wiretapping  is  going  on.  The  second  point  is 
that  you  mention  a  statement  by  the  former 
Attorney  General  about  the  procedure.  Could 
you  advise  the  members  of  the  Legislature 
how  many  requests  were  made  to  the  Attorney 
General  or  to  a  judge,  for  instance,  last  year, 
for  wiretapping? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
was  not  the  procedure.  There  is  a  new  pro- 

cedure which  is  developing  which  will  come 
into  effect  when  the  new  federal  law  goes 
into  effect. 

Mr.  Roy:  Yes,  I  appreciate  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Up  until  now  the 
consent  of  a  judge  or  the  Attorney  General 
has  not  been  necessary. 

Mr.  Roy:  Oh,  I  thought  you  mentioned 
though,  Mr.  Minister,  that  the  Attorney  Gen- 

eral had  set  that  out  as  a  matter  of  policy- 
just  as  a  matter  of  routine  in  his  own  depart- 

ment. Before,  because  there  was  no  law 
governing  it,  you  could  go  out  and  wiretap 
unless  you  breached  some  section  maybe 
governing  the  telephones.  Apart  from  that, 
there  was  no  statutory  procedure  set  out  as 
there  will  be  in  the  new  bill  which  is 
presently  being  discussed  in  committee  in 
Ottawa. 

But  I  thought  you  mentioned  a  statement 
by  Mr.  Wishart  that  he  had  set  out  as  a 
matter  of  policy  that  requests  for  wiretapping 
had  to  be  made  to  him  or  to  a  judge.  Is  that 
not  the  case? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No,  he  set  out  the  fact 
that  he  would  welcome  a  statutory  procedure 
—that  that  be  done. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  see.  So— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  think  that  the  amend- 
ment which  was  recently  adopted  by  the 

federal  committee  does  carry  out  that  part 

about— 
Mr.  Roy:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —the  Attorney  General 
or  a  judge. 

Mr.  Roy:  In  fact,  Mr.  Minister,  I  think 
what  they  are  trying  to  do  is  to  make  the 
procedure  more  flexible.  It  had  been  sug- 

gested that  requests  be  made  to  a  Supreme 
Court  judge  and  there  is  going  to  be  an 
amendment  that  it  be  made  to  a  oounty  court 
judge  to  make  it  more  available. 

But  if  you  would  just  answer  my  first 
question.  In  the  last  year  you  did  in  fact 
wiretap;  you  did  use  this  practice.  Is  that 
not  a  fact? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  answer  was  yes. 
I  gave  the  answer  earlier. 

Mr.  Roy:  Okay.  Now  who  authorized  it 
at  that  time?  Was  it  just  an  inspector  then 

in  the  department  who— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  As  I  outlined  earlier, 
it  is  the  assistant  commissioner  for  special 
services  who  has  been  delegated  by  the 
commissioner  as  the  authority  who  authorizes 
the  wiretapping  except  in  emergency  cases. 
In  emergency  cases,  where  the  wiretap  has 
already  taken  place,  it  has  to  be  reviewed 
by  the  assistant  commissioner. 

Mr.  Roy:  What  you  are  saying  is  that  in 
an  emergency  case,  if  an  officer  decides  he 

doesn't  have  time,  let's  say,  to  get  in  touch 
with  the  assistant  commissioner,  he  would  do 
it  on  his  own  and  then  sort  of  get  it  re- 

viewed retroactively  by  the  assistant  com- 
missioner. Is  that  what  you  are  saying? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  It's  not  any  officer,  but 
that  is  the  procedure. 

Mr.  Roy:  No,  no;  but  an  investigating 
officer.  Now  if  I  might  I  will  just  make  a 
few  more  comments  and  pose  other  questions. 

The  Ontario  Provincial  Police,  apart  from 
certain  failings  that  I  intend  to  mention, 
has  by  and  large  a  very  good  reputation,  but 
in  certain  areas  I  find  that  they  are  con- 

centrating too  much  on  something  that  has 
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not  so  much  to  do  with  police  work.  I  find 
significant  the  fact  that  in  your  estimates  you 
are  spending  something  like  $30  million  in 
the  criminal  and  general  law  enforcement 

programme,  and  in  your  traffic  law  enforce- 
ment programme  you  are  spending  $34 

million. 

I  would  hope  that  as  we  gradually  con- 
tinue in  this  20th  century  that  more  em- 

phasis is  put  on  criminal  and  general  law 
enforcement  and  that  less  is  put  on  traffic 
law  enforcement  and  I  intend  to  get  into 

that.  But  what  I  am  wondering  about  basic- 
ally, dealing  with  this  estimate,  is  the  crim- 

inal law  enforcement.  You  have  a  distinction 

here  between  uniform  and  civilian.  Are  you 

here  making  a  distinction  between,  for  in- 
stance, your  uniformed  police  officers  and 

your  detectives— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No. 

Mr.  Roy:  What  is  this  "uniform?"  And  is 
"civilian"  the  support  staff,  or  what  is  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  detectives  are  on 

the  uniform  side;  the  civilians  are  the  backup 

personnel,  the  support  staff  in  the  offices— 
the  secretaries- 

Mr.  Roy:  I  see.  Then  dealing  with  the 
uniform  side.  What  sort  of  staff  do  you  have? 
How  many  police  officers,  for  instance,  are 
dealing  specifically  with  organized  crime  in 
this  province?  How  many  police  officers 
would  you  have  in  that  department? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  bulk  of  the  per- 
sonnel assigned  to  that  would  be  in  the 

special  services  division  and  they  number 
about  132  uniformed  and  19  civilians. 

Mr.  Roy:  One  hundred  and  thirty-two  uni- 
formed? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes.  That  would  be 

in  uniform  and  detectives.  In  this  particular 
sector   they    are   mostly   in   plain    clothes. 

Mr.  Roy:  All  right.  Does  that  include,  for 
instance,  your  fraud  squad,  people  around 
racetracks,  securities  and  this  type  of  thing? 
Does  that  include  those? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes,  I  could  just  run 
down  the  list  here:  anti-gambling,  anti- 
rackets,  auto  theft,  criminal  intelligence, 
criminal  investigation,  liquor  laws  and 
securities. 

Mr.  Roy:  Does  the  minister  feel  that  is 
sufficient— 132  officers— to  take  care  of  a  wide 
ranging  criminal  investigation  of  this  nature? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Of  course,  they  are 
backed  up  by  the  whole  of  the  uniformed 
side;  that  is  they  can  call  upon  the  resources 

of  all  these  people.  I  don't  think  there  can 
be  any  definitive  statement  one  way  or  the 
other.  Certainly  the  record  of  the  special 
services  division  as  reported  in  the  annual 
reports  has  been  excellent  and  whether  they 
have  been  able  to  keep  pace  with  the  times 
I  am  not  in  a  position  to  pass  judgement. 
I  may  say  this  is  one  of  the  things  about 
which  we  do  intend  to  take  the  time  to  sit 
down  with  the  commissioner  and  have  an 

in-depth  review  with  him   of  this   sector. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Minister— Mr.  Chairman,  to 
the  minister  I  should  say— out  of  these  132 
officers  how  many  are  college  graduates,  such 
as  lawyers,  accountants,  doctors,  and  people 
of  this  nature?  You  are  in  an  area  some- 

times where  you  are  dealing  with  very  so- 
phisticated crimes,  and  I  would  like  the  as- 

sistance of  the  minister  in  this  area  to  find 

out  how  many  of  these  officers  are  in  the 
areas  that  I  have  mentioned— or  economists 
and  so  on? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  cold 

hard  figures  to  the  answer  are:  There  are 

four  university-degree  people  on  the  force 
and  two  of  them  are  in  this  branch.  I  accept 
the  premise  that  a  university  degree  would 
have  provided  the  background  against 

which  a  person  might  be  able  to  carry  out 

his  task  a  little  better,  but  the  in-training— 
the  years  and  years  of  experience  of  police 
college— which  has  taken  place  also  has  proved 
to  be  a  means  of  providing  a  man  with  the 
kind  of  background  that  is  necessary  to  bring 
this  about.  Just  what  the  direction  of  the 
force  will  be  in  this  regard  remains  to  be 

Mr.  Roy:  Yes,  but  do  you  have  a  pro- 
gramme to  accelerate  this  in  this  area?  I  quite 

appreciate,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  the  minister, 
that  sometimes  practical  experience  is  far 
more  effective  than  getting  a  man  with  a 
college  degree  and  telling  him  to  go  and 
investigate  a  crime.  Practical  experience  is 
extremely  important,  there  is  no  question 
about  that.  But  nevertheless  when  you  look 
at,  as  a  matter  of  example,  the  FBI,  the 
special  agents  all  are  economists,  accountants 
or  lawyers,  or  some  specialty  like  this.  This 
is  a  requirement  of  a  special  agent  and  I 

think  one  can't  question  the  efficiency  and 
effectiveness  of  that  segment  of  the  FBI. 

I  suggest  to  you  that  when  you  are  deal- 
ing with  fraud  squads  and  this  type  of  thing, 

more  and  more  you  are  running  into  areas 
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where    you    have    very    sophisticated    indi- 
viduals. 

Very  often  the  people  involved  in  this  type 
of  crime  are  lawyers,  doctors  and  from  many 
professions,  and  when  we  are  investigating 
this  type  of  crime,  we  need  more  sophisti- 

cated types  of  individuals  and  investigations. 
The  axe  going  through  the  door  is  not  the 
way  to  go  about  solving  this  type  of  crime. 
I  suggest  to  the  minister  that  having  four 
college  graduates  and  only  two  in  that  de- 

partment—he hasn't  mentioned  what  degrees 
they  have— is  not  sufficient,  especially  in  this 
province,  which  we  know  is  a  rich  province. 
And  the  racketeers  on  the  other  side  are  look- 

ing at  it  with  a  sort  of  glow  in  their  eyes. 
If  we  are  going  to  be  efficient  in  this  area,  I 
suggest  we  should  put  more  emphasis  on  this 
type  of  thing  and  possibly  the  minister  should 
be  recruiting  more  in  colleges  or  sending 
more  of  these  officers  to  college  as  the  RCMP 
are  doing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 

no  quarrel  with  the  hon.  member's  position. 
The  officers  who  now  discharge  the  duties 
have  been  very  thoroughly  trained  They  are 
associated  with  the  FBI  and  the  RCMP.  They 
get  the  full  range  of  training.  I  may  say  that 
they  are  also  graduates  of  the  Ontario  Police 
College  and  the  OPP  College  on  Sherbourne 
St.,  so  they  are  college  graduates  if  one  wants 
to  use  that  term. 

I  may  say  also  that  one  of  the  terms  of 
reference  of  the  task  force  on  policing  gener- 

ally is  staff  development  and  training,  and 
this  will  be  applicable  to  all  police  forces. 
The  ministry  has  taken  the  stand  that  the 
force  is  entitled  to  have  on  its  staff  the  kind 
of  men  with  the  kind  of  background  and  the 
kind  of  training  that  will  meet  present-day 
needs,  and  I  think  this  is  shared  on  all  sides. 
There  is  no  question  about  this. 

The  decision  that  will  have  to  be  made  is 

how  do  we  go  about  ensuring  that  this  per- 
sonnel necessary  in  the  1970s  will  be  avail- 

able to  the  police  force  so  that  we  have  an 
adequate  balance  of  the  thousands  of  backup 
people  servicing  a  highly  skilled  group  of 
men  with  all  of  the  expertise  in  all  of  the 
vocations  that  are  necessary  to  bear  down  on 
the  type  of  activity  the  hon.  member  refers 
to. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  only  com- 
ment I  would  make  is  that  the  minister  has 

mentioned  generalities,  but  these  figures  are 
not  satisfactory,  and  I  would  just  like  to  high- 

light the  point  that  we  should  accelerate  this 
programme  because  as  we  go  on  in  the  20th 

century,  we  are  going  to  need  more  and  more 
efficient  and  capable  individuals. 

The  next  question  I  wanted  to  ask  the 
minister  concerns  the  fact  that  very  often 
OPP  officers  are  called  in  to  investigate 
something  in  a  town  or  a  city,  for  example, 
in  spite  of  the  fact  that  there  is  a  local 
municipal  force.  Who  makes  the  decision  that 
the  OPP  goes  in  and  makes  a  criminal  investi- 

gation? Is  it  at  the  request  of  the  local  police 
force,  or  at  the  request  of  the  OPP  commis- 

sioner? Who  makes  that  decision? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Either  the  Crown 

attorney  invites  or  the  Attorney  General 
directs  this  action  to  take  place.  Under  the 

Police  Act  it  states  the  OPP  shall  "maintain 
a  criminal  investigation  branch  which  shall 
be  used  to  assist  municipal  police  forces  on 
the  direction  of  the  Attorney  General  at  the 

request  of  the  Crown  attorney."  My  under- standing is  that  we  assist  in  the  investigation 
but  when  the  crunch  comes,  it  is  the  local 
police  who  actually  lay  the  charges. 

Mr.  Roy:  If  I  might  just  pursue  this  point 
one  step  further,  I  have  one  or  two  more 
questions  of  the  minister,  Mr.  Chairman. 
About  two  years  ago  in  Vanier  a  professional 
gambler  was  found  in  a  local  motel,  obvi- 

ously murdered.  The  police  force,  the  OPP, 
came  in  to  investigate.  Apparently  no  charges 
ever  flowed  from  that  particular  investigation; 
is  there  any  explanation  for  this  or  is  it  still 
unsolved  at  this  point? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  hon.  member,  I 
am  sure,  is  aware  of  the  fact  that  there  are 

many  cases.  I  wouldn't  have  the  particulars  of 
that  particular  case  but  if  the  hon.  member 
will  provide  me  with  the  name  I  would  be 
very  happy  to  check  into  the  matter  and  let 
the  hon.  member  know. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  don't  quite  recall  the  name  but 
this  was  a  well-known  gambler.  Apparently 
he  had  association  with  the  Mafia;  he  was 
very  well  known  in  that  particular  area  and 
it  was  a  strange  type  of  job.  It  was  a  very 

professional  job.  I'll  get  you  the  name  if 
you  can't  answer  the  question.  I'll  get  you  the 
name  on  that.  Apparently  there  have  been  no 
charges  laid  and  I  take  that  the  crime 
remains  unsolved. 

The  last  question,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  the 
minister  is  what  is  this  OPP  security  corps? 
Is  it  security  for  the  force  or  what  is  that? 
It  is  the  last  item,  No.  10,  on  that  estimate. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes,  this  is  an  inter- 
esting   development.    I    think    the    members 



4044 ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 

would  be  interested  in  knowing  that  it  is 

proposed,  under  the  aegis  of  the  OPP,  to  set 

up  an  Ontario  security  corps  consisting  of 
58  civilians  to  be  supervised  by  a  uniformed 
member.  The  use  of  the  word  security  and 
the  use  of  the  word  corps  is  probably  better 

defined  by  custodial.  You  have  seen  the  uni- 
formed members  of  the  OPP  guarding  down 

at  Ontario  Place- 

Mr.  Roy:   Or  right  around  this  building? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —which  is  the  best  ex- 

ample of  where  the  members  of  the  OPP 
force  have  been  used  for  security  purposes. 

It  is  now  intended  to  remove  the  highly- 
trained,  highly-skilled  OPP  officers  in  total 
and  have  a  different  category— a  better  utili- 

zation of  manpower— so  that  you  use  the  kind 
of  manpower,  the  kind  of  training,  for  the 
kind  of  job  to  be  done.  Ontario  Place  is  a 
good  example.  It  may  be  extended  to  other 

buildings- 

Mr.  Roy:  Does  that  include  the  fellows 
who  hang  around  this  building? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No,  well- 

Mr.  Roy:  I  mean,  those  who  are  around 
it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  May  I  say  that  there 
are  those  who  perform  the  duties  of  security 
and  there  are  also  those  who  are  doing  the 

job  of  guarding  and  looking  after  both  build- 
ings and  persons.  The  security  of  the  hon. 

member  and  myself  as— 

Mr.  Roy:  Is  someone  from  the  force  pro- 
tecting  me? 

Hob.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes,  they  are.  I  would 
trust  that  somebody  is  keeping  an  eye  on 

the  hon.  member's  person  and  security. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  would  prefer  that  type  of 
corps  to  wiretapping! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  They  are  not  hanging 

around.  They  are  discharging  a  good  purpose. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Waterloo  South. 

Mr.  Worton:  Mr.  Chairman,  just  to  re- 
question  the  minister.  Could  you  tell  us  the 
cost  of  policing  the  buildings  over  the  past 
year,  by  the  Provincial  Police? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  We  don't  have  that 
cost  broken  down  separately  but  with  the 
advent  of  the  security  corps  we  will  be  able, 
perhaps,  to  lower  the  cost  with  better  util- 

ization of  manpower. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Grey- Bruce. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  Mr.  Minister, 
I  understand  that  the  present  setup  for  wire- 

tap approval  is  through  a  county  court  judge 
at  the  present  time? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please!  We  have 
discussed  that  twice  now  already. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  couldn't  be  here.  I  want to  find   out  something. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Unfortunately,  we  have 

gone  over  it  twice;  and  really  a  third  time 
I  think  is  one  too  many. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Well  I'd  like  to  find  out 
from  the  minister  how  it  is  done.  That's what  I  am  asking. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Could  the  minister  sum- 
marize it  in  30  seconds? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman, 

I  have  already  outlined  it.  I  can  do  it  briefly. 

An  hon.  member:  Quickly! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  At  the  present  time 

the  assistant  commissioner  in  charge  of  spe- 
cial services  is  empowered  to  authorize  wire- 

tapping; a  duty  which  has  been  delegated 
to  him  by  the  commissioner. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Who  is  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Commissioner  Silk 

and— 
Mr.  Sargent:  He  approves  all  wiretapping 

in  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Assistant  commissioner 

Nichols  has  been  delegated  the  power  by 
commissioner  Silk  to  authorize  wiretapping 

by  the  OPP;  not  by  all  forces.  And  when 
the  hon.  member  talks  about  a  county  court 

judge,  he  is  bringing  into  play  the  bill  that 
is  before  a  committee  at  the  federal  level. 

They  requested  certain  approvals,  of  which 
a  county  court  judge  will  be  one. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Minister. 
Could  you  find  out,  through  your  officials: 
has  there  been  a  sweep  made  of  this  build- 

ing, insofar  as  wiretaps?  Do  you  have  sweep 

equipment? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes  we  do  and  there 

has  been  a  general  sweep. 

Mr.  Sargent:  How  often  do  you  take  this sweep? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Periodically;  I  don't 
think  it  is— 

Mr.  Sargent:  Before  each  election?  Peri- 
odically! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  am  always  reminded 
of  the  man  who  has  just  walked  out  of  a 

doctor's  office  with  a  clean  bill  of  health, 
and  collapses.  I  don't  know  how  often  it 
would  be  necessary  to  have  a  complete 
sweep,  unless  you  have  people  on  24  hours  a 
clay;  but  it  is  done  periodically. 

Mr.  Sargent:  On  request  of  a  member,  we 
could  have  a  sweep  taken  of  the  Legislature? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  We  do  have  the  facili- 

ties, but  I  don't  think  I  could  say  there 
would  be  an  automatic  response. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Not  for  me,  but  some  respon- 
sible person. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
I  think  it  is  a  matter  that  could  quite  pro- 

perly be  directed  towards  the  Speaker.  He 
is  really  the  custodian  of  this  chamber  and 
its  precincts— if  we  ever  find  out  what  the 
definition  of  a  precinct  is.  But  if  there  is 
anything  of  concern  to  the  hon.  member,  I 
think  he  should  direct  his  concern  as  a  mem- 

ber to  the  Speaker. 

Mr.  Sargent:  When  was  the  last  one  taken 
of  the  House? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  We  have  never  swept 

the  chamber  itself.  I  don't  think  there  would 
be  any  desire  or  any  necessity  for  sweeping 
the  chamber.  Everything  that  we  say  here  is 
recorded.  Some  of  the  offices  have  been;  they 
were   swept  in    1972. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Why? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Just  as  a  general  pre- 
caution. 

Mr.  Sargent:  So  you  do  have  a  periodic 
check. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes. 

Mr.   Sargent:   Every  six  weeks? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  said  that  earlier,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Sargent:  All  right!  So  we  are  at  the 
point  now  that  if  a  member  of  this  Legis- 

lature asks  for  a  sweep,  you  would  think 
twice.  It  would  have  to  come  from  some- 

one other  than  a  member  of  the  opposition 
or  House. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  don't  understand— 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  don't  understand  you  either! 
How  do  you  get  a  sweep  arranged  here? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Sweep  what? 

Mr.    Sargent:    Offices   of   the   building. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Do  I  understand  that 
if  the  hon.  member  wanted  to  have  his  of- 

fices, have  a  sweep,  then  I  think  the  proper 
procedure  would  be  for  him  to  go  to  the 

Speaker  and  say  "Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
my  offices  swept."  And  then  the  matter  could 
be  considered. 

Mr.  Roy:  They're  liable  to  send  a  cleaner 
in 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  But  I  don't  think,  for 
example,  if  a  member  came  and  made  the 
request  on  a  daily  basis,  that  it  could  be 
done.  I  think  within  reasonable  require- 

ments- Mr.  Sargent:  So,  Mr.  Silk  can  authorize  a 
periodic  check?  Six  weeks  ago,  he  just  walked 

in  and  said:  "We  will  sweep  the  Parliament 
buildings;"   and  that's   what  happened? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  don't  know  whether 

it  was  six  weeks  ago.  I  didn't  hear— 
Mr.  Sargent:  Well,  find  that  out,  will  you? 

Find  out  why  it  was  done. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  There  was  no  special 
reason.  I  think  as  a  general  precaution  it  is 
done.  It  is  within  the  public  realm  that 
offices  are  bugged.  This  is  known  to  the 
commissioner  as  well  as  it  is  known  to  the 
man  on  the  street.  I  think  that  is  done  as  a 
precautionary  measure.  Just  as  someone  would 
ensure  the  fact  that  the  roof  of  this  structure 
is  in  good  condition  for  the  protection  of  the 
members,  I  think  that  a  periodic  sweep  in 
the  interest  of  the  members  is  also  a  pre- 
caution. 

Mr.  Sargent:  You  realize  that  President 
Nixon  has  now  been  involved  in  something 
like  this  in  the  United  States.  He  has  been 
brought  into  it.  Did  you  find  anything  in 
the  sweep? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Is  the  hon.  member 
objecting  to  a  sweep? 

Mr.  Sargent:  No,  come  on.  Why  don't  you smarten  up? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  am  trying  to  smarten 
up.  Will  the  hon.  member  assist  me?  Will  he 

explain— 
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Mr.  Sargent:  Why  would  he  object  to  a 
sweep? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Will  he  explain  his 
concern? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Yes,  we  certainly  would.  The 
very  fact  is  that  it  is  current  practice  now, 
regardless  of  how  much  you  or  the  minister 
play  it  down.  It  is  in  the  area  of  business  to 
a  large  degree  today  and,  certainly,  if  it  is 
in  the  area  of  business  it  is  in  the  area  of 
government  in  many,  many  facets. 

It  is  amazing  to  me  that  all  we  hear  about 
in  the  States  now  is  electronic  eavesdropping, 
and  you  are  playing  down  and  saying  you  do 
it  periodically.  When  I  asked  if  you  found 

anything,  you  said  you  didn't  know. 
I  would  like  to  know  the  magnitude  of  it. 

I  think  there  is  an  awful  lot  more  of  it  going 
on  than  you  will  ever  tell  us  or  that  Mr.  Silk 
will  tell  what  is  going  on.  It  is  rampant  in 
every  level  of  business  and  it  is  happening 
all  over  the  province. 

An  hon.  member:  Is  the  member  con- 
cerned? 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  would  like  to  know  how 
much  money  you  have  tied  up  in  this  type  of 
equipment? 

Mr.  Roy:  Have  you  ever  found  anything? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  don't  have  those 
figures  before  me,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Sargent:  In  this  vote,  $2.1  million  for 
special  services,  would  it  be  in  that  area  you 
would  have  this  equipment? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  That  figure  is  not  the 
figure  for  this  kind  of  equipment. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Is  there  a  ballpark  figure? 
Do  you  have  $1  or  $50,000?  Someone  should 
know  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  as  it  is 

quite  properly  pointed  out,  it  would  be  im- 
possible really  to  assign  a  figure,  because  the 

equipment  covers  a  broad  range  of  items, 
which  can  be  used  for  many  purposes— like  a 
tape— and  to  assign  it  to  a  sweep  procedure 
would,  I  think,  not  give  the  true  picture. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  is  the  member's  con- 
cern? If  he  will  state  his  concern,  then  per- 

haps we  can  give  him  an  answer. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  security  of  the  state  is  our 
concern. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  matter  of  concern  is  that 
I  represent  about  60,000  people,  and  I  have 
a  right  to  ask  dollar  values  in  this  House. 
My  concern  is  I  would  like  to  know  the 

extent  of  the  operations  in  this  area  by  this 
government,  by  the  security  force  we  have 
under  Mr.  Silk.  The  amount  of  money  you 
have  involved  in  the  equipment  would  in 
some  way  be  a  yardstick  of  knowing  the 

extent  of  wiretapping.  That  shouldn't  be  too hard  to  understand.  I  would  like  to  know 
how  much  money  is  involved?  Do  you  have 
$1  million  worth  of  equipment  or  what  do  you 
have? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
telling  the  hon.  member  it  really  would  not 
be  practical  to  assign  a  figure  to  this  sphere. 
There  is  no  way  you  can  take  all  the  com- 

ponent parts  and  define  them  and  come  up 
with  anything  which  would  be  an  accurate 

figure. 

Mr.  Sargent:  How  many  men  in  Ontario 
are  trained  to  use  this  equipment  in  your 
force? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  am  told  a  handful, 
about  three  or  more. 

Mr.   Sargent:    Three  or  four  people? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes,  a  handful. 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  handful  of  people  to  protect 
about  7.5  million  people  in  security  in  this 
very  important  arm  of  detecting  crime?  Three 
or  four  people?  I  discount  that  very  much. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  1305.  Carried. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  wanted 
to  ask  one  question  on  this  vote. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  vote  has  been  carried. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please!  I  don't  need 
any  assistance.  If  the  member  has  a  question 
—order  please,  you  are  just  holding  up  the 
works.  If  the  member  has  a  quick  question 
I  will  allow  it. 

Mr.  Roy:  Yes.  I  don't  know  if  this  question 
has  been  asked  before,  Mr.  Chairman,  but 
where  is  your  annual  report  of  the  OPP  for 

this  year?  How  come  we  don't  have  that? 
Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  It  is  in  the  mill.  It 

will  be  out  in  a  week  or  so.  I  would  hope, 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  for  next  year's  estimates there  will  be  a  report  of  the  Ministry  of  the 
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Solicitor    General,    of    which    the    OPP    will 
form  a  component  part. 

Mr.  Roy:  You  can  appreciate  our  difficulty, 
Mr.  Minister.  Usually  the  report  is  always 
out,  apparently,  before  the  estimates.  It  is 
being  delayed  this  year.  Is  there  any  reason 
why  the  OPP  report  is  being  delayed  this 

year;  why  we  don't  have  it  before  the estimates? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well  there  has  been 
a  reorganization  of  the  department.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  may  say  that  once  I  was  dealing 
with  estimates  in  which  the  reports  were 
three  years  in  arrears.  I  got  the  dickens  for 
that.  Then  the  following  year  we  filed  four 
reports  in  one  year  and  nobody  patted  me 
on  the  back.  But  as  I  say,  for  next  year— 

An  hon.  member:   Oh,  isn't  that  too  bad! 

Mr.  Sargent:  Why  don't  you  resign? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Next  year  I  would  like 
to  have  a  report  by  the  Ministry  of  the 
Solicitor  General,  of  which  all  of  these 
reports,  all  the  component  reports,  will  be 
available  in  anticipation  of  the  estimates. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Your  timetable  has  them 
come  out  a  week  later  now! 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  might  just 
make  one  comment  on  that,  your  excuse 
about  reorganization  of  government,  I  think 
you  appreciate  yourself,  is  very  lame  duck. 
Your  government  is  being  reorganized  but 
not  your  OPP.  Your  OPP  is  not  being  re- 

organized, and  I  suggest  to  you  there  is  no 
reason  for  not  having  that  report. 

Vote  1305  agreed  to. 

On  vote  1306: 

Mr.  G.  E.  Smith  (Simcoe  East):  Mr.  Chair- 

man, I'd  like  to  make  a  couple  of  comments 
on  this  vote,  particularly  under  the  law  en- 

forcement section.  I  know  that  there  are 
stories  circulating  through  society  today 
which  bring  good  news  and  bad  news,  and 
first  the  good  news:  I  would  like  to  commend 
the  OPP  for  their  water  patrol  programme, 
particularly  on  what  would  be  the  greatest 
inland  recreational  waterway  in  Ontario,  the 
Trent-Severn.  I  regret  that  I  do  not  have 
my  statistics  with  me.  I  took  them  home  last 
night  and,  driving  a  rather  conspicuous  car 
and  knowing  the  efficiency  of  the  minions 
of  the  law  on  Highway  400,  I  was  in  such 
a  hurry  to  get  away  today  that  I  left  them 
at  home.  However,  I  will  speak  in  some 
generalities. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  all  the  government  is 
capable  of. 

Mr.  G.  E.  Smith:  It  may  be  from  over 
there,  but  we  have  the  statistics  here. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Are  you  trying  to  get  infor- 
mation or  something? 

Mr.  G.  E.  Smith:  But  seriously,  the  recre- 
ational boating  traffic  was  the  heaviest  last 

year  on  the  Trent-Severn  that  it  has  been 
to  date.  We  know  from  the  traffic  count 
through  lock  42  just  north  of  Orillia  that  it 
has  increased  by  a  great  percentage  over 
what  it  was  the  previous  year.  I  am  sure 
that  the  minister  and  the  members  of  the 
Legislature  are  also  aware  of  the  fact  that 
the  RCMP,  who  previously  had  given  some 
patrol  and  law  enforcement  to  the  water- 

ways, are  gradually  phasing  out  of  this.  I 
know  that  many  of  the  people  who  use  the 
waterways,  the  citizens  of  Ontario  and  the 
visitors  are  impressed  with  the  effort  that 
the  law  enforcement  officers  of  the  OPP  are 
doing  on  our  waterways  with  the  personnel 
and  the  facilities  that  they  have  to  work 
with. 

Now,  Mr.  Minister,  comes  the  bad  news. 

May  I  suggest,  Mr.  Minister,  that  your  minis- 
try and  Treasury  Board  should  take  a  long 

look  at  increasing  the  budget  for  this  impor- 
tant facet  of  our  society.  I  think  that  we  cer- 

tainly need  more  personnel  to  more  effectively 
patrol  the  waterways;  we  need  more  boats 
and  the  facilities. 

I  would  like  some  assurance,  Mr.  Minister, 
that  you  and  your  colleagues  in  the  Treasury 
Board  or  Management  Board  of  Cabinet,  are 
giving  serious  consideration  to  enlarging  the 
scope  of  influence  of  this  important  body. 

I  am  well  aware  of  the  number  of  boats 

in  my  area— in  Barrie,  Orillia;  and  I  think 
there  is  also  a  boat  maybe  in  Midland  or 
Penetang.  But  this  is  really  a  drop  in  the 
bucket  when  you  associate  it  with  the  number 
of  boats  that  are  using  our  waterways.  I 
would  hope  that  you  would  have  some  opti- 

mistic comments  for  future  development. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman, 
first  the  bad  news.  It  is  true  that  the  federal 
authorities  have  been  withdrawing  from 
certain  areas  of  law  enforcement,  of  which 
the  waterways  are  one.  I  am  hopeful  that 
during  the  coming  year  the  ministry  will  be 
able  to  sit  down  with  the  federal  authorities 

and  review  the  division  of  responsibility  and 
the  continuing  obligation  in  certain  fields  of 
activity;   waterways   being  one. 
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The  good  news:  Treasury  Board  did 
approve  18  additional  boats  and  facilities  this 
year,  which  will  be  put  into  action  during 
this  coming  year  as  soon  as  we  can  deal  with 
the  matter. 

Mr.  G.  E.  Smith:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could 

ask  another  question  further  to  the  minister's statement. 

I  am  delighted  to  know  that  Treasury 
Board  have  approved  the  purchase  of  18  new 
additional  boats.  I  would  ask  the  minister 

just  what  the  procedure  is  in  tendering  or 
securing  these  boats? 

I  have  up  in  my  area— really  it  is  in  the 
area  of  the  member  for  Simcoe  Centre— a 

boat-building  firm,  Grew  Ltd.  of  Penetan- 
guishene,  which  is  well  known  throughout 
the  province  and  throughout  the  continent. 
A  friend  of  mine  is  associated  with  this  enter- 

prise, and  I  gathered  from  what  he  said  that 
the  bulk  of  the  boats  that  are  purchased  at 

the  present  time  are  Starcraft,  or  an  Ameri- 
can-made product. 

Now  I  realize  that  they  are  a  quality  boat 
and  it  could  be  that  some  of  the  Ontario 
manufacturers  do  not  meet  the  standards.  But 

may  I  suggest  that  if  this  is  the  case,  Mr. 
Minister,  do  you  or  can  you  provide  Grew 
boats  and  other  Ontario  boat  manufacturers 

with  the  standards  in  order  that  they  may 

quote  in  order  to  be  competitive  and  to  re- 
ceive consideration? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  procedure  of  pur- 
chase is  by  tendering.  The  transport  branch 

of  the  OPP  call  for  at  least  three  tenders; 

and  there  is  a  tendering  procedure  that  is 
carried  out.  The  firm  that  you  relate  to,  Grew, 
makes  launches.  These  are  really  custom 
boats.  The  ones  that  are  being  purchased 
this  year  are  standard  stock  boats.  Grew  are 
not  really  within  the  particular  field  for  which 
we  have  a  necessity. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  1306.  The  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Ottawa  East. 

Mr.  Roy:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  to  the  minister,  if  I  might 
deal  with  a  question  that  obviously  has  been 
raised  before.  I  can  anticipate  the  answer, 
but  I  intend  to  debate  it  strenuously  with 
the  minister.  It  is  the  question  of  your  laying 
of  charges  under  the  Highway  Traffic  Act  and 
the  accusation  in  the  past  that  the  OPP  very 
often  operate  on  a  sort  of  quota  system.  And 
may  I  suggest  to  you,  Mr.  Minister,  that  if 
you  do  not  specifically  have  a  quota  system, 
the  OPP  officers  seem  to  operate  on  the  basis 
that  there  is  one.  I  would  just  like  your  par- 

ticular comment  on  that  because  I  intend  to 

go  into  further  detail  since  I  can't  understand 
the  reasoning.  The  officers  who  are  out  on 
patrol  in  the  police  car  are  the  ones  who 
investigate  an  accident,  but  inevitably  the 
man  who  takes  the  initiative  that  the  charge 

should  be  laid  is  the  corporal  or  the  sergeant 
back  at  the  station.  And  it  seems  that  every 
time  the  OPP  investigates  something,  a  charge 

is  laid,  whether  it  is  careless  driving,  follow- 
ing too  closely,  going  through  a  red  light  or 

something  that  might  well  suit  the  evidence 
in  the  investigation.  So,  first  of  all,  I  would 

like  to  have  the  minister's  comments. 
I  am  sure  this  is  not  novel  to  the  OPP, 

because  this  accusation  has  been  made  in  this 

direction  very  often.  But  what  is  it  about  this 
particular  force,  the  OPP,  which  seems  to 
have  this  untrammelled  enthusiasm  for  lay- 

ing traffic  charges.  I  intend  to  discuss  this 
further  with  the  minister  because,  as  a  former 

Crown  attorney,  I  used  to  have  to  prosecute 
some  of  these  charges  and  I  intend  to  tell 
him  about  some  of  them.  I  would  just  like  to 
have  his  comments  about  the  quota  system. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is 

not,  nor  has  there  ever  been,  a  quota  system 
within  the  OPP. 

Mr.  Roy:  Well,  what  is  this  enthusiasm 
within  this  department?  Not  only  members  of 
this  House  but  Crown  attorneys  who  are 

prosecuting  charges  for  the  OPP  have  men- 
tioned many  times  the  abuse  of  the  OPP  in 

laying  charges  in  the  area  of  careless  driving. 

I  appreciate  that  there  is  a  problem  and 
that  careless  driving  is  the  all-encompassing 
offence  that  takes  in  everything  from  the 
fellow  who  looked  out  his  side  window  and 

hit  a  tree  to  the  fellow  who  fell  asleep  or  hit 
a  rough  patch  of  ice  or  something.  Maybe 

there  should  be  another  charge  in  the  High- 
way Traffic  Act  dealing  with  failure  to  keep 

a  proper  lookout  or  something,  but  neverthe- 
less a  careless  driving  charge  under  the  High- 
way Traffic  A,ct  carries  a  minimum  fine  of 

$100,  which  is  fairly  severe  for  the  ordinary 

citizen,  and  he  stands  to  get  his  licence  sus- 
pended for  a  period  of  time. 

Therefore,  I  suggest  that  the  OPP,  under 
this  department,  is  abusing  that  charge  and 
laying  far  too  many  careless  driving  charges. 
I  have  gone  into  court  as  a  Crown  attorney 
sometimes  and  have  withdrawn  four  or  five 

of  these,  which  we  have  the  discretion  to  do 
as  Crown  attorneys.  And  of  course  as  defence 
counsel  it  is  a  heyday  for  us,  because  we 
win  about  95  per  cent  of  these,  the  people 

are   acquitted.   What  is  this   enthusiasm  that 
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these  officers  have  for  laying  careless  driving 
charges? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
just  point  out  to  the  hon.  member  that  there 
were  1,000  fewer  careless  driving  charges 
laid  in  1971  than  1970. 

Mr.  Roy:  Well,  that's  an  improvement! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  don't  speak  with  a 
personal  knowledge  of  this,  but  I  assume 
the  OPP  are  discharging  their  duties.  There 
is  no  quota  system;  on  the  other  hand,  if 
somebody  were  to  tell  me  that  a  certain 
OPP  officer  never  laid  a  charge,  I  would 
begin  to  wonder  whether  he  was  doing  his 
job. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Oh,  now  we  come  to  it! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  May  I  say  that  it  is 
all  a  difference  of  points  of  view.  The  hon. 
member  speaks  from  the  point  of  view  of  a 
Crown  attorney;  I  can  say  that  as  one  who 
travels  the  highways  of  this  province— in 
congested  areas  a  good  deal,  I  may  say— that 
the  law  enforcement  practices  of  the  OPP  to 
my  mind  are  the  kind  that  are  worthy  of 
emulation;  they  are  first-rate. 

Mr.  Roy:  When  was  the  last  time  the  min- 
ister practised  in  court? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  don't  have  to  prac- 
tice; I  drive  up  and  down  Highways  400  and 

401,  all  of  the  congested  highways. 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  With  a 
chauffeur  doing  the  driving! 

Hon.    Mr.    Yaremko:    I    see    the    OPP;    I 
would  hope  that  they  are  carrying  out  their 
responsibilities. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  image  of  the  OPP  is  black- 
ened by  the  abuse  in  this  area  that  I  men- 

tioned before.  The  OPP  by  and  large  has  a 
good  reputation,  its  officers  are  courteous 
and  so  on,  but  it  is  being  blackened  for  a 
great  number  of  people.  Let  me  give  some 
typical  examples.  An  individual  is  going  along 
the  highway,  slips  on  a  patch  of  ice— and  the 
member  for  Renfrew  South  (Mr.  Yakabuski), 

wouldn't  understand  this,  so  he  might  as  well 
fall  back  asleep— and  goes  into  the  ditch. 
Most  often,  these  individuals  wait  there  and 
call  the  police.  The  police  come  over  and 
charge  them  with  careless  driving. 

As  you  are  probably  aware,  there  is  a  case, 
called  the  Mclvor  case,  in  which  a  decision 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  shifted  the 
onus  in  careless  driving.  In  other  words,  the 

onus  is  most  often  on  the  accused  now  in 
careless  driving  to  show  that  he  has  got  a 
reasonable  explanation  for  something  that 

happened. 
If  a  fellow  is  driving  in  the  middle  of 

Yonge  St.  here  in  daylight  and  hits  a  car, 

you  might  question  what  he's  doing;  but  at 
night,  sometimes  in  severe  driving  conditions, 
a  fellow  is  in  the  ditch  and  a  charge  of  care- 

less driving  is  laid.  Judges  have  consistently 
said  to  officers  of  the  OPP— and  call  up  some 
of  the  outlying  departments  and  find  out— 
that  careless  driving  is  laid  without  any 

proper  basis. 
I  would  like  you  to  give  me  some  idea  for 

instance,  in  the  Ottawa  area,  of  the  number 
of  charges  of  careless  driving  that  have  been 
laid  and  the  number  of  iconvictions  that  you 
got  for  the  number  of  charges.  Just  compare 
these  two  figures.  Have  you  got  those  figures 
there?  I  suggest  to  you  that  they  will  support 
the  point  that  I  am  making,  that  abuses  are 
happening  and  that  the  officers  are  taking 
advantage— not  necessarily  the  officers  are  on 
the  beat  or  in  a  police  car.  The  fellows  back 
in  the  department  are  saying  they  think  a 
charge  of  careless  driving  should  be  laid. 

If  you  compare  the  number  of  charges 
that  are  laid  as  compared  to  the  number  of 
convictions,  and  I  can  speak  for  the  Ottawa 
area,  you  will  find  a  great  acquittal  rate. 
That's  because  you  are  abusing  that  charge. 
That's  just  one  of  them,  careless  driving.  I 
suggest  to  you  there  are  other  charges  under 
the  Highway  Traffic  Act  as  well  because, 
having  worked  with  about  eight  different 
departments  in  the  Ottawa  area,  including 
the  RCMP  and  the  Ottawa  police  depart- 

ment, the  OPP  was  the  only  one  abusing  that 
charge  of  careless  driving. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  hon.  member  has 

expressed  an  opinion  and  he  is  entitled  to  it. 
I  say  this,  that  traffic  accidents  in  the  Prov- 

ince of  Ontario  last  year  went  up  by  14  per 
cent.  The  number  of  careless  driving  charges 
went  down  by  10  per  cent. 

Mr.  Roy:  That  supports  what  I  am  saying. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No,  it  doesn't. 
Mr.  Roy:  Sure  it  does. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No,  the  number  of 
accidents  went  up  by  14  per  cent.  The 
number  of  careless  driving  charges  went 
down  by  10  per  cent.  Those  figures  give  a 
different  picture.  I  may  say  this— 

Mr.  Sargent:  There  is  10  per  cent  more 

cars  on  the  road;  that's  why. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —the  number  of  com- 

plaints that  has  been  brought  to  my  atten- 
tion in  relationship  to  the  OPP  and  traffic 

occurrences  has  been  literally  minimal  when 
one  considers  the  millions  of  drivers  there 
are  on  the  road. 

I  don't  recall  a  single  instance— and  of 
course  it  has  only  been  a  matter  of  months 

—of  a  complaint  regarding  careless  driving. 
I  state  that  the  impression  I  get  is  that  the 
public  of  Ontario  is  extremely  pleased  with 
the  traffic  and  law  enforcement  of  the  OPP. 

This  is  my  assessment.  The  hon.  member  has 
a  different  view. 

Mr.  Roy:  We  are  agreeing  on  the  same 
thing.  I  think  the  OPP  is  doing  a  good  job 
as  far  as  traffic  law  enforcement.  I  am  saying 

there  is  one  area  where  there  is  abuse.  That's 
in  the  laying  of  careless  driving  charges.  Will 
you  do  this?  Call  up  your  Crown  attorneys! 

It  is  not  under  your  department,  but  maybe 
you  can  get  the  permission  of  the  Attorney 
General  or  the  superminister  to  call  up  the 

Crown  attorneys,  let's  say,  in  the  Ottawa  area 
and  to  call  up  some  of  your  provincial  court 
judges  who  are  dealing  with  these  careless 

driving  charges  to  see  if  they  will  not  sup- 
port the  contention  that  I  am  making  here, 

that  the  OPP  for  some  reason  seems  to  be 

abusing  the  laying  of  that  charge.  Then 
compare  the  number  of  charges  that  have 
been  laid,  as  compared  to  the  number  of 
convictions   you   have   had. 

When  you  say  there  were  1,000  charges 
less  this  year  than  last  year,  this  supports 
what  I  am  saying.  Obviously,  the  year  be- 

fore you  must  have  been  abusing  this,  be- 
cause you  have  got  more  cars  on  the  road, 

you  have  got  more  accidents  and  you  laid 
less  careless  driving.  I  think  someone  must 

have  brought  it  to  the  OPP's  attention  before. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  Leader  of  the  Oppo- 
sition. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): I  have  just  two  local  things  I  want  to 

put  to  the  minister.  What  agreement  does  he 
have  with  the  government  of  Canada  to  cover 
the  costs  of  the  highway  patrol  in  the  Six 
Nations  reservation  which  occupies  the  time 
of  quite  a  number  of  the  OPP  in  the  area? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  There  is  no  agreement 
with  respect  to  the  Six  Nations.  I  would 
imagine  there  is  no  agreement  in  respect  of 
any   reserve. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Well,  I  am  not  going  to 
spend  a  lot  of  time  on  this,  because  I  trust 

the  vote  will  carry  in  the  next  few  minutes. 
I  hope  it  will.  But  I  have  asked  about  this 
on  a  number  of  occasions,  because  as  the 
minister  no  doubt  knows,  being  an  honorary 
chief  in  that  reserve,  there  used  to  be  an 
RCMP  detachment  there  which  looked  after 
law  enforcement  on  the  reserve  and  did  most 
of   the   highway  patrols. 

About  four  or  five  years  ago  this  seemed 

to  change  without  much  of  an  announce- 
ment, without  much  justification,  other  than 

I  personally  believe  that  it  is  more  efficient 
that  the  OPP  have  this  responsibility.  I 
should  say  to  the  minister,  Mr.  Charman, 

that  the  OPP  are  well  accepted  by  the  peo- 
ple on  the  reserve,  but  from  time  to  time 

people  in  the  Indian  community  will  say, 

"Whatever  happened  to  the  RCMP?  We 
had  our  detachment  right  here  at  Ohsweken 
and  when  there  was  trouble  we  could  get 

them  very  quickly." 
And  I  would  say,  so  that  there  is  no  mis- 

understanding, that  the  OPP  serve  the  area 
extremely  well.  The  minister  may  recall,  in 

what  might  be  called  "the  troubles"  of  about 
a  year  ago,  that  the  OPP  did  excellent  work 
between  the  two  factions  on  the  reserve 

vying  for  the  responsibility  of  their  local 
government.  But  if  he  would  undertake  to 
look  into  this  matter,  I  would  appreciate 
some   specific  information   on   it. 

Just  a  second  point,  having  to  do  with 
the  traffic  law  enforcement  in  my  own  area, 
the  minister,  I  am  sure,  is  aware  that  the 
detachment  works  out  of  headquarters  in 

the  city  of  Brantford,  and  those  headquar- 
ters are,  in  fact,  a  renovated  home.  And  as 

the  detachment  has  grown  over  the  years, 
while  the  place  is  very  well  kept  up  and  I 
think  works  quite  efficiently,  still  it  seems 
to  me  that  somebody  should  be  thinking 
about  new  facilities  for  the  OPP  in  that  area. 

I  just  put  it  to  the  minister  so  that  he  can 
put  it  on  his  list  for  consideration. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Just  to  answer  the 
hon.  member  very  briefly,  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  whole  matter  of  policing  on  reserves  is 
something  at  which  the  ministry  will  take 

a  good  look  during  the  coming  year,  espe- 
cially in  the  light  of  the  response  that  will 

be  coming  out  of  the  dialogue  that  is  being 

held  with  the  Indians— "Meeting  '71"  and 
"Meeting  '72"— in  which  this  is  one  of  the 
important  items. 

With  respect  to  the  second  item,  the 

headquarters,  it's  in  the  book. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Just  one  matter  pertain- 
ing  to   the   policing   of  the   reserves;    I   am 
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sure  that  the  minister  will  give  every  con- 
sideration to  having  a  special  recruitment 

drive  with  the  Indian  people  themselves,  so 
that  they  can,  if  they  choose,  be  assigned  on 
the  reserves  with  the  co-operation  of  the 
local  councils. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Chairman,  regarding  the 
statement  of  the  minister  that  there  is  no 

quota  system,  this  lends  to  our  lack  of  credi- 
bility in  What  he  says.  There  is  no  quota 

system  as  such.  But  I  have  been  told  many 
times  by  OPP  officers  in  all  parts  of  the 
province  that  there  is  a  quota  system  but  it 

is  not  called  that.  If  they  don't  bring  in 
the  number  of  arrests,  then  they  are  brought 
in  before  the  corporal  and  they  are  asked, 

"What  are  you  doing?  So-and-so  has  this 
record,  what  are  you  doing?" 

If  you  try  to  tell  me,  or  anybody  in  the 
public,  that  there  is  no  quota  system  you 
are  not  telling  us  the  truth.  But  regardless 

of  that— we  don't  expect  that  you  will  admit 
to  that— the  fact  is,  I  am  looking  at  this  sec- 

ond vote  under  aerial  surveillance,  we  have 
an  expenditure  of  $99,307  in  a  budget  of 
$100,000.  Now  it  is  amazing  to  me  how  you 
can  spend  to  within  $700,  within  seven- 
tenths  of  one  per  cent,  of  a  budget.  Will 
you  explain  to  me  how  you  can  do  this? 

Mr.  A.  K.  Meen  (York  East):  It's  very 
simple;  good  budgeting! 

Mr.  A.  Carruthers  (Durham):  Good  busi- 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  am  assisted  by  the 
hon.  member,  the  Parliamentary  Secretary 
to  the  Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs. 
He  calls  it  good  budgeting. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  suggest  to  you  that  the 
same  thing  is  happening  here  as  has  hap- 

pened in  the  public  accounts  hearings.  You 
load  on  at  the  last  moment  to  spend  your 

budget.  It's  amazing  to  me— this  wouldn't 
ever  happen  in  the  area  of  business  but  it 

happens  in  this  department.  You're  spending 
$100,000-what  did  you  spend  $100,000  on 
in  aerial  surveillance? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 

there's  a  businesslike  answer  to  it.  The 
contracts  are  entered  into  on  an  annual 
basis  by  the  OPP.  They  know  how  much 
money  has  been  budgeted  for,  and  they  enter 
into    that    much    contractual    obligation. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Do  you  own  your  own 
planes? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  beg  your  pardon? 

Mr.  Sargent:  You  don't  own  your  own 

planes? 
Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No,  we  rent  them. 

Mr.  Sargent:  From  Central? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  From  a  number  of 

companies— about  six  different  companies. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  see.  Now  what's  the 
$100,000  for?  Is  that  salaries? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  We  rent  six  aircraft 
for  21   weeks  for  a  total  of  $100,000. 

Mr.  Good:  Which  weeks? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  That  includes  the  pilot, 
of  course. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  thought  you  had  your  own 

pilots? Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No! 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  see.  Which  are  the  21 
weeks? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  That's  during  the  high 
traffic  periods,  June  into  September. 

Mr.  Sargent:  These  planes  have  got  the 
OPP  insignia  on  them.  Do  they  hold  them 
all  year  for  you  or  just  for  the  21  weeks? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I'm  advised  it  is  a  can- 
vas saddle  which  is  lashed  around  the  plane. 

Mr.  Sargent:  You  have  an  item  here  of 
$3.8  million  for  transport.  What  is  that 
about? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  That,  I  assume,  in- 
cludes all  of  the  equipment  that  is  on 

wheels;  all  the  fleets. 

Mr.   Sargent:   That's  for  police  cars? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  It's  cars,  station 
wagons,  pickup  trucks,  panel  trucks,  buses, 
tow  trucks,  prisoner  transport,  four-wheel 
drive  Bronco,  four-wheel  drive  jeep,  four- 
wheel  drive  others- 

Mr.  Deans:  Horses? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Boats,  outboard  motors, 
snow  boats,  snow  cruisers,  Bombardier 
sleighs,  etc.  Everything  that  moves,  I  guess, 
not  just  on  wheels. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Okay.  Who  are  they  bought 

by?  Central  purchasing  or  by  the  commis- sioner? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Through  the  Ministry 
of  Transportation  and  Communications. 
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Mr.  Sargent:  That  is  on  a  bid  basis?  Or 
do  you  have  the  system  by  which  you  rotate 
between  the  three  manufacturers?  Or  do 

you  buy  all  one  fleet?  How  do  you  buy  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  That  is  done  by  the 

Ministry  of  Transportation  and  Communica- 
tions. They  invite  tenders  from  the  manufac- 

turers. I  think  the  Ministry  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications  would  be  in  a 

better  position  to  give  the  details  of  their 
purchasing  policy. 

Mr.  Roy:  If  that's  a  Bombardier,  you 
should  be— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  They  are  our  agents 
in  this  regard.  They  buy  the  vehicles  for 
us  and  we  turn  over  the  used  vehicles  and 

they  credit  the  department  with  the  sale  of 
the  used  vehicles.  This  amount  is  the  net 

figure. 

Mr.  Sargent:  One  more  item.  You  have 

$25  million  for  uniforms  for  law  enforce- 
ment. Are  these  bought  through  central 

purchasing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No,  they  are  not 

bought  through  the  government's  central  pur- 
chasing. They're  purchased  by  a  central  pur- 

chasing officer  within  the  headquarters  of  the 

OPP  on  tender,  in  accordance  with  specifica- 
tions set  out  by  the  OPP. 

Mr.  Roy:   Mr.  Chairman- 

Mr.  Good:  We  are  going  to  carry  this  to- 
night. 

Mr.  Roy:  Are  we?  Just  one  quick  question, 
Mr.  Chairman,  to  the  minister.  My  leader 
mentioned  about  recruitment  on  the  Indian 
reserve. 

Is  there  any  special  effort  made  to  recruit 
—for  instance,  in  the  area  around  Ottawa  or 
up  north— bilingual  officers,  or  officers  from 

the  minorities?  Let's  say  females  or  other 
minorities  of  this  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  understand  there  are 

personnel  who  are  within  the  description  the 

hon.  member  has  set  forth.  There  has  been 

pointed  out  to  me  a  problem  that  it  so 

happens  that  those  who  have  those  qualifica- 
tions do  not  like  to  be  part  of  the  deployed 

force.  They  don't  like  to  subject  themselves 
to  being  sent  out  through  the  province;  their 
characteristic  is  such  they  have  roots  within 
a  community. 

But  there  are  that  type  of  personnel. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  vote  1306  carried? 

Vote  1306  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  That  completes  the  esti- 
mates of  the  Ministry  of  the  Solicitor  General. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  the  com- 
mittee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed;  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 

of  supply  begs  to  report  it  has  come  to  certain 
resolutions  and  asks  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 

and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr.  Speaker,  be- 
fore the  adjournment  of  the  House  I  would 

simply  like  to  say  that  I  think  I  have  notified 
both  House  leaders  what  the  order  of  busi- 

ness will  be  tomorrow,  and  if  we  were  to 

conclude  that  we  would  proceed  with  con- 
sideration of  estimates. 

It  is  a  pretty  full  list;  I  imagine  it  will 
probably  take  the  day. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): What  estimates? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  The  estimates  of  the 

Treasurer  (Mr.  McKeough). 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  6:00  o'clock,  p.m. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 

The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 
Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Our  guests  today  in  the  east 
gallery  are  students  from  Earl  Grey  Senior 
Public  School  of  Toronto;  in  the  west  gallery 
students  from  Cartwright  Public  School  of 

Blackstock  and  St.  Andrew's  Junior  High 
School  of  Willowdale;  in  both  galleries,  stu- 

dents from  St.  Peter  and  St.  Paul  School  of 

Hamilton.  At  3  o'clock,  in  both  galleries, 
there  will  be  students  from  Jacob  Beam 
Public  School  in  Beamsville  and  Russell  Reid 
Public  School  of  Brantford. 

Statements  by  the  ministry. 

COMMISSION  INQUIRING  INTO 
HYDRO  PROPOSAL 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  members  will  recall  not  too  long  ago 
the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Resources  De- 

velopment (Mr.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence)  made  a 
statement  with  respect  to  the  environmental 
considerations  of  Onakawana,  with  some 
reference  to  James  Bay  today. 

I  would  like  to  make  a  statement  with 

respect  to  the  Hydro-Electric  Power  Com- 
mission of  Ontario  proposal  to  construct  up 

to  three  500  kv  lines  from  the  Nanticoke 

generating  station  on  Lake  Erie  to  the  Picker- 
ing generating  station  east  of  Toronto.  To  do 

so  would  require  a  right  of  way  which  would 
be  up  to  610  ft  wide,  upon  which  towers 
and  lines  would  be  constructed  along  the 
140-mile  route.  Ontario  Hydro  considered 
two  other  routes,  west  and  north  of  Metro 
Toronto,  but  on  the  basis  of  its  own  expert 
analysis  of  the  factors  involved,  including 
environmental,  social  and  economic,  it  has 
chosen  the  so-called  centre  route  as  being 
the  most  desirable.  I  believe  its  report,  aris- 

ing out  of  a  study  of  this  matter,  will  be 
made  available  to  the  public. 

The  hon.  members  will  realize  that  needs 
of  Ontario  Hydro,  if  it  is  to  satisfy  increasing 
consumer  requirements,  must  be  met.  The 
members  will  also  appreciate  the  fact  that 
if  these  future  power  requirements  are  to  be 
met,  the  proposed  line,  or  equivalent  facil- 

ities, must  be  begun  by  the  end  of  this  year. 

Thursday,  June  22,  1972 

Mr.  Speaker,  all  of  us,  the  government 
included,  are  becoming  increasingly  aware 
and  concerned,  in  regard  to  necessary  de- 

velopments of  this  kind,  that  there  be  maxi- 
mum consideration  given  to  environmental 

and  social  factors,  as  well  as  economic  ones. 
This  question,  and  others  like  it,  which  have 
arisen,  and  will  continue  to  arise,  are  diffi- 

cult for  the  average  citizen  to  assess,  given 

his  legitimate  concern  for  environmental  pro- 
tection. The  government,  which  shares  this 

public  concern,  and  has  a  duty  to  represent 
it,  must  also  make  its  own  determination  in 
matters  of  this  kind. 

With  respect  to  this  particular  question, 
involving  the  proposal  by  Ontario  Hydro,  and 
without  prejudice  to  it,  the  government  has 
today  appointed  a  one-man  advisory  com- 

mission with  broad  terms  of  reference  and, 
as  well,  all  necessary  powers  under  the 
Public  Inquiries  Act.  I  am  pleased  to  inform 
the  House  that  Dr.  Omond  Solandt  has 
agreed  to  serve  in  this  advisory  capacity  and 
will  submit  his  report  to  the  government 

through  the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Re- 
sources Development. 

Dr.  Solandt  has  had  a  distinguished  career 
in  the  public  service  field,  where  his  par- 

ticular knowledge  and  experience  in  the 
sciences  has  been  widely  recognized. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  A  great 
environmentalist. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  He  was  formerly  chair- 
man of  the  board  and  the  scientific  member 

of  the  Chiefs  of  Staff  Committee  and  Defence 
Council,  and  later  became  chairman  of  the 
Defence  Research  Board. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  What  is  a 

quorum? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  On  May  23  last,  he  re- 
tired from  his  position  as  chairman  of  the 

Science  Council  of  Canada,  having  served  in 
that  position  since  1966. 

The  government  recognizes  that  this  ques- 
tion involves  highly  technical  matters,  and 

Dr.  Solandt  is  possibly  one  of  very  few 
Canadians  with  the  competence,  experience 
arid   expertise    to    conduct   such   an   inquiry. 
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The  government  has  asked  him  to  examine 
and  report  on,  among  other  things,  the  mode 
of  transmission,  the  quantity  of  power,  volt- 

age and  number  of  circuits  required,  the 
routing  of  the  transmission  corridor,  the  tim- 

ing of  construction,  the  design  of  service 
installations,  such  as  towers  and  transform- 

ing stations,  ecological  patterns  in  maintain- 
ing the  corridor,  alternative  methods  for 

determining  the  routing  of  future  transmis- 
sion corridors,  and  other  related  considera- 

tions. 

Dr.  Solandt  will,  I  am  sure,  provide  op- 
portunity for  interested  municipalities,  organ- 

izations and  individuals  to  offer  their  views, 
should  they  so  wish.  The  government  hopes 
to  have  his  report  by  mid-September  or 
shortly  thereafter.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  have 
said,  this  particular  matter  is  a  highly  com- 

plex and  technical  one,  and  the  government 
and  general  public  require  specialized  infor- 

mation before  they  can  form  a  sensible 
judgement. 

I  am  sure  many  hon.  members  feel,  as 
I  do,  that  we  are  going  to  be  obliged  to 
consider  an  increasing  number  of  issues  of 
this  kind,  in  which  the  public  demand  for 
services,  and  the  available  technology,  to- 

gether with  environmental  considerations, 
must  all  be  determined  and  reconciled  in  a 
way  that  is  most  satisfactory  to  the  overall 
general  public  interest. 
My  colleagues  and  I  have  been  examining 

the  possibilitv  of  establishing  a  permanent 
environmental  protection  agency  with  a  high 
degree  of  technical  nad  scientific  competence, 
which  would  serve  the  growing  need  for 
expertise,  continuing  research,  and  the  gath- 

ering of  available  scientific  and  technical  data 
and  information  relating  to  environmental 
questions. 

Hon.  members  will  agree  that  as  Ontario 
grows  and  its  resources  are  developed,  and 
as  additional  services  aTe  required  to  meet 
public  needs,  we  have  not  only  the  responsi- 

bility to  satisfy  present  requirements,  but  to 
serve  posterity  and  represent  the  interests  of 
future  generations  as  well  with  respect  to 
environmental  considerations.  I  cannot  escape 
the  conclusion  that  if  the  government  is  to 
accept  its  full  responsibility  for  protecting  the 
public  interest  and  reconciling  the  often 
competing  elements  of  growth  and  conserva- 

tion, we  shall  need  the  best  advice  we  can 

get. In  the  Toronto  Star  of  June  13,  an  editorial 
proposed  a  federal  environmental  council 
which  would  not  only  supervise  environmental 
impact  studies,  but  also  conduct  cost-benefit 
analyses    of    proposed    major    projects.    The 

government  of  Ontario  would  be  among  those 
inclined  to  support  such  an  undertaking,  but 
my  belief  is  we  cannot  wait  too  long  for  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 

What  about  the  government's  provincial  en- vironmental council?  We  have  been  waiting 
a  year  for  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Therefore,  apart  from 
informing  the  House  of  our  determination  in 
respect  to  the  examination  by  Dr.  Solandt 
of  the  present  proposal  by  Ontario  Hydro,  I 
want  also  to  take  this  opportunity  to  indicate 
the  very  serious  consideration  we  are  now 
giving  to  the  possibility  of  establishing  our 
own  environmental  protection  agency. 

DOMINION  DAY  PICNIC 

Hon.  J.  W.  Snow  (Minister  of  Government 
Services):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  take 
this  opportunity  to  stray  for  a  moment  from 
the  regular  House  business  and  to  invite  all 
the  hon.  members,  together  with  their  famil- 

ies, to  a  picnic. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Not  on  the  Snow  farm, 
it  rains  out  there! 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  This  coming  July  1, 
Canada  will  celebrate  its  105th  birthday. 
Many  celebrations  are  planned  throughout 
the  country,  not  the  least  of  which  will  be 
the  Dominion  Day  celebration  on  the  lawns 

in  front  of  Queen's  Park.  This  will  be  the 
government  of  Ontario's  observance  of  this 
special  day. 

In  what  promises  to  become  a  new 
tradition,  there  will  be  a  family  picnic  for 

the  second  year  in  a  row— complete  with 
music,  entertainment,  the  five-cent  hotdog 
and  five-cent  orange  pop.  And  this  year 

penny  candy  will  make  a  one-day  comeback. 
Ceremonies  will  begin  at  11  a.m.  and 

include  the  traditional  flag-raising  and  21-gun 
salute  at  noon.  I  have  been  asked  by  the 
Premier  to  represent  the  government  on  this 
occasion. 

Some  9,000  people  attended  this  picnic 
last  year  and  we  have  reason  to  believe  that 
the  turnout  this  year  will  be  even  larger, 

provided  the  weatherman  co-operates. 

Once  again  I  would  like  to  invite  all  mem- 
bers and  their  families  to  attend  the  Dominion 

Day  picnic  outside  this  building,  and  help 
make  Canada's  105th  birthday  a  memorable 
one. 
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REORGANIZATION  OF  LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT  IN  TIMMINS  AREA 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer,  Minister 
of  Intergovernmental  Relations):  Mr.  Speaker, 
today  I  will  be  introducing  a  bill  to  create  a 

new  city  of  Timmins-Porcupine  in  northern 
Ontario. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  must  be  nice  to  say, 

"Today,  I  am  going  to  create  a  new  city." 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  At  this  time  I  wish 
to  make  a  statement  on  these  changes  to  local 
government  in  this  important  part  of  the 
province. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  met  with  the  members  of 
council  of  the  existing  municipalities  at  the 
Mclntyre  community  centre  about  two  weeks 
ago,  on  Monday,  June  12.  There  were  many 
private  citizens  at  the  meeting,  as  the  hall 
was  open  to  the  general  public.  I  was  once 
again  impressed  with  the  high  spirit  and 
forthright  manner  of  speaking  that  typifies 
so  many  residents  of  the  north.  Many  of  the 
problems  that  have  been  a  continuing  source 
of  friction  between  the  municipalities  in  that 
area  were  discussed  at  that  meeting.  I  am 
optimistic  that  the  bill  that  I  will  introduce 
today  will  unite  the  Porcupine  community  and 
assist  the  residents  in  dealing  more  effectively 
with  their  own  local  affairs. 

This  legislation  will  bring  together  all  of 

the  residents  of  the  municipalities  and  settle- 
ments in  the  Porcupine  community  under  one 

elected  municipal  council.  The  new  city,  with 
a  population  of  over  42,000  people,  will 
include  the  present  town  of  Timmins,  the 
townships  of  Tisdale,  Mountjoy  and  Whitney, 
and  24  surrounding  geographic  townships. 
Thirteen  of  these  geographic  townships  are 
presently  included  in  the  public  school  area; 
the  remaining  11  townships  have  no  form  of 
local  government  at  all. 

The  name  that  I  have  used  in  referring  to 

this  legislation,  that  is,  the  city  of  Timmins- 
Porcupine,  remains  to  be  confirmed  by  the 

municipal  electors  at  the  first  election.  Sev- 
eral other  names  that  are  popular  locally  will 

be  placed  on  the  ballot  and  the  residents  will 
choose  which  name  they  prefer  for  their 
new   municipality. 

The  elections  for  the  new  city  council  will 

be  held  on  the  first  Monday  in  October— 
Oct.  2.  The  mayor  will  be  elected  at  large. 
The  election  of  the  other  members  of  the 

council  will  be  provided  for  in  the  legisla- 
tion in  a  way  that  will  best  meet  the  opinion 

of  the  local  residents.  I  will  be  suggesting  to 
the  people  of  the  area  that  the  experiment 

which  was  successfully  attempted  in  the 
Thunder  Bay  area  could  be  repeated  in 
Timmins. 

If  it  is  the  wish  of  the  local  residents,  I 
will  provide  that  candidates  for  city  council 
must  be  nominated  in  the  wards  in  which 

they  reside.  The  actual  election  of  members 
under  this  system  would  not  be  by  wards  but 
would  be  by  general  vote  across  the  whole 

municipality.  A  specific  number  of  council- 
lors would  be  elected  from  each  ward. 

When  I  met  with  the  councils  at  the  Mc- 
lntyre community  centre,  I  proposed  the 

following  system  of  representation:  Two 
members  elected  from  the  unorganized  area; 
one  member  elected  from  the  Whitney  area; 
one  member  elected  from  the  Mountjoy  area; 
three  members  elected  from  the  Tisdale  area; 
seven  members  elected  from  the  Timmins 

area.  In  this  way,  electors  in  each  ward  have 
the  opportunity  to  vote  for  every  position  on 
council  and  those  residents  in  the  small  mu- 

nicipalities would  not  be  limited  to  a  single 
vote  for  mayor  and  a  single  vote  for  one 
representative  on  council. 

This  question  requires  discussion  in  the 
area.  If  it  is  not  a  satisfactory  answer,  the 
legislation  is  flexible  enough  to  allow  the 
conventional  system  of  election  by  wards. 
My  ministry  will  provide  staff  to  conduct  the 
first  election  for  the  new  city  and  the  costs 
of  this  election  will  be  assumed  by  the 

province. 
Elections  for  members  of  the  school  boards 

in  the  area  will  be  adjusted  to  conform  with 
the  new  election  date  of  Oct.  2.  The  school 

boards  will  be  changed  to  conform  with  the 
new  boundaries  of  the  city  by  the  Minister 
of  Education. 

I  wish  to  make  it  clear  that  this  legisla- 
tion does  not  create  a  regional  government 

in  the  Timmins  area.  It  provides  for  the 
creation  of  a  single  city  by  the  process  of 

amalgamation  and  annexation.  The  legisla- 
tion is  therefore  relatively  simple  in  the  sense 

that  the  powers  and  responsibilities  of  the 

municipality  are  determined  by  the  Munici- 
pal Act  and  other  general  legislation  to  a 

large  extent.  It  will  not  be  necessary  there- 
fore to  define  the  powers  and  responsibilities 

of  council  in  this  legislation. 

The  bill  will  contain  provisions  to  assist 
the  smooth  financial  transition  to  a  larger 
jurisdiction.  Under  the  Municipal  Act,  the 

council  would  have  the  ability  to  define  spe- 
cial areas  within  which  additional  levels  of 

taxation  can  be  applied  to  recover  the  costs 
of  particular  urban  services  of  benefit  only 

to  the  residents  of  these  areas.  If  these  pro- 
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visions  are  used,  they  are  strengthened  in 
this  bill  to  ensure  that  council,  in  its  first 
years,  does  not  apportion  a  share  of  the 
costs  for  particular  urban  services  to  those 
residents  of  the  outlying  areas  who  receive 
no  direct  benefit  from  these  services. 

From  the  experience  gained  in  other  areas 
where  major  reforms  in  the  system  of  local 
government  have  been  instituted,  the  device 
of  merged  areas  has  been  a  great  asset  in 
smoothing  the  financial  problems.  Merged 
areas  are  defined  to  preserve  the  identity  of 
each  existing  municipality  for  financial  pur- 

poses, in  order  to  identify  the  impact  of 
reorganization  on  the  ratepayers  of  each 
municipality.  Any  undesirable  increase  in 

the  level  of  general  municipal  taxation  occur- 
ring in  the  area  of  a  former  municipality  as 

a  direct  consequence  of  the  reorganization 
can  thereby  be  controlled  in  the  initial  years. 

The  direct  authority  of  council  in  the  city 

of  Timmins-Porcupine  will  be  enhanced  by 
the  elimination  of  some  special-purpose 
boards  and  by  vesting  their  responsibilities 
with  council.  The  council  is  allocated  com- 

plete responsibility  for  recreation  and  com- 
munity centres. 

In  the  same  way,  council  is  to  be  provided 

with  complete  local  responsibility  for  plan- 
ning and  will  carry  out  all  of  the  duties  of 

a  planning  board  under  the  Planning  Act. 
The  existing  official  plans  of  the  present 
municipalities  in  the  area  have  become  badly 
outdated  and  frequent  piecemeal  amend- 

ments are  detracting  from  the  effective  plan- 
ning of  development  in  the  area. 

I  will  be  urging  the  new  council  to  estab- 
lish a  high  priority  for  the  initiation  of  com- 

prehensive studies  directed  at  the  prepara- 
tion of  a  new  official  plan  and  zoning  bylaws 

for  the  city.  This  government  is  ready  to  assist 

financially  in  these  studies,  and  my  ministry 
will  lend  technical  assistance  for  the  accom- 

plishment of  this  task. 

The  creation  of  this  new  city,  and  the 
annexation  of  a  large  area  of  previously  un- 

organized territory  to  it,  is  predicated  on  the 
belief  that  local  government  is  in  the  best 
position  to  shape  and  direct  the  development 
that  will  occur  there.  It  is  unreasonable  to 

expect  that  the  municipality  could,  within 
the  near  future,  extend  local  services  and 

accommodate  development  throughout  the 
reorganized  area. 

I  recognize  that  the  legislation  incorpor- 
ates more  than  850  square  miles  of  land  that 

is  covered  to  a  large  extent  by  forests  and 
bush.  The  intention  is  to  avoid  haphazard 
development  in  this  area  through  an  effective 

system  of  local  government  that  can  direct 
development  to  the  most  appropriate  areas. 
The  community  will  ultimately  benefit  from 
such  policies  since  programmes  to  extend 
public  services  can  be  geared  to  the  financial 
capacity  of  the  municipality. 

The  province  as  a  whole  will  benefit  if 
these  policies  are  successful.  Small,  unplanned 
settlements  in  the  north  have  not  been  able 

to  provide  for  their  own  services  and  ulti- 
mately depend  upon  the  province  to  resolve 

their  problems.  There  have  been  several  re- 
cent examples  where  the  requirements  for 

essential  public  services  have  far  outstripped 
the  capacity  of  the  residents  to  finance  and 
administer. 

The  assumption  of  these  costs  and  respon- 
sibilities, although  essential  to  the  welfare 

of  the  residents,  has  not  been  an  effective  use 

of  provincial  resources.  In  addition,  the  grow- 
ing extent  of  provincial  involvement  in  local 

matters  will  not  be  easily  reversed  and 

weakens  the  degree  and  extent  of  the  commit- 
ment to  local  self-government  in  the  north. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  convinced  that  the  legis- 
lation which  I  shall  be  introducing  today 

offers  to  the  people  of  Timmins  and  the 
Porcupine  area  a  set  of  political  institutions 
with  which  they  can  do  much  to  resolve 
problems  and  to  set  policies  for  themselves. 

This  week,  in  Ottawa,  I  expressed  a  com- 
mitment by  the  government  to  increasing  the 

rate  by  which  local  government  could  be 
strengthened  to  play  a  greater  and  more 
effective  role  in  meeting  the  needs  of  the 
citizens  of  the  province.  The  creation  of  a 

new  city  of  Timmins-Porcupine  is  consistent 
with  this  statement  of  objectives.  It  provides 

the  area  with  effective  local  self-government 
that  will  act  in  partnership  with  the  province 
to  accomplish  the  Design  for  Development 
in  this  important  part  of  the  north. 

Mr.  R.  Gisborn  (Hamilton  East):  How  about 

Burlington-Hamilton  next? 

ONTARIO  HUMAN  RIGHTS  CODE 

Hon.  F.  Guindon  (Minister  of  Labour):  Mr. 

Speaker,  today  I  intend  to  introduce  into  the 
House  several  amendments  to  the  Ontario 

Human  Rights  Code.  You  will  recall  that  the 
Premier  made  a  statement  last  week  on  the 

occasion  of  the  10th  anniversary  of  the 
proclamation  of  the  Human  Rights  Code.  As 
the  Premier  pointed  out,  the  code  protects 
the  rights  and  dignity  of  the  people  of  this 
province  by  prohibiting  discrimination  upon 
the  ground  of  race,  creed,  colour,  nationality 
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or  place  of  origin  in  public  notices,  public 
places,  housing,  and  employment. 

It  is  now  our  intention  to  bring  together 

in  the  code  the  provisions  which  prohibit  dis- 
crimination on  the  basis  of  sex,  marital  status 

and  age  that  are  presently  found  in  the 

Women's  Equal  Employment  Opportunity Act  and  the  Age  Discrimination  Act.  At  the 
same  time,  certain  provisions  of  the  code, 
especially  the  sections  concerning  housing  and 
employment,  have  been  broadened  to  pro- 

vide greater  protection  where  this  has  been 

found  necessary.  The  women's  bureau  will continue  as  a  division  of  the  Ontario  Human 

Rights  Commission,  having  as  its  special 
functions  the  matters  of  discrimination  in 
relation  to  sex  and  marital  status. 

In  summary,  sex,  marital  status  and  age 
have  now  been  included  in  the  code  as  pro- 

hibited grounds  for  discrimination  in  employ- 
ment practices.  In  addition,  sex  and  marital 

status  have  been  included  in  those  sections 

prohibiting  discrimination  in  public  notices 
and  in  access  to  public  places.  Of  major  im- 

portance are  the  changes  in  the  protection 
against  discrimination  in  housing. 

About  two  years  ago,  the  Human  Rights 
Commission  had  a  complaint  about  the  rental 
of  a  flat  in  a  house  in  Toronto  which  had  its 
own  separate  living  quarters,  including  its 
own  kitchen  and  bathroom.  The  matter  was 
taken  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ontario  and 
the  case  eventually  ended  up  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Canada  where  it  was  held  that  the 
code,  as  now  worded,  did  not  apply  to  that 
kind  of  accommodation  but  only  to  single 
family  homes  or  apartments  in  apartment 
buildings. 

Many  citizens  of  this  province,  whether 
old  or  recent  residents,  do  not  have  sufficient 
resources  to  afford  apartments  in  apartment 
buildings  or  to  rent  single  family  homes  and 
must  rent  a  flat  in  a  house.  The  government 
recognizes  the  injustice  to  those  ̂ citizens  who 
by  economic  necessity  and  through  no  fault 
of  theirs  are  denied  the  protection  of  the 
code  in  securing  living  accommodation  be- 

cause of  the  court  decision. 

Accordingly,  the  government  has  decided 
to  extend  the  code  to  cover  flats  with  their 
own  kitchen  and  bathroom  facilities  in  homes. 
The  amendment  does  not  apply  where  the 
space  being  let  includes  any  sharing  of  a 
kitchen  or  a  bathroom.  But  this  exemption  is 
only  applicable  if  the  owner  or  his  family 
occupies  the  premises  and  shares  the  kitchen 
and  bathroom.  Thus,  the  amendment  applies 
to  a  person  who  rents  all  of  a  house  from 
the  owner  and  then  attempts  to  sublet  part 

of  it,  whether  or  not  kitchen  or  bathroom  are 
shared. 

Also  the  housing  accommodation  section  is 
broadened  by  the  addition  of  sex  as  a  pro- 

hibited ground  of  discrimination.  This  par- 
ticular amendment  had  to  be  looked  into  very 

closely  by  my  ministry,  because  we  did  not 
wish  to  affect  the  separate  accommodation 
provided  in  university  residences,  homes  for 
the  aged  and  reformatories,  and  these  have, 
therefore,  been  exempted.  If  I  may,  I  would 
like  to  give  an  example,  which  would  help 
to  clarify  this  new  amendment. 

A  widow  who  desires  to  rent  a  room- 

Mr.   Lewis:    Well,   the   pressure  to   sublet 
reformatories  is  very  high. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Secretary 

for  Justice):  Well,  I  guess  that  is  accommo- dation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  —or  rooms  in  her  house 
to  a  young  college  girl  or  girls  or  to  mature 
ladies  will  not  be  subject  to  the  code  if  these 
share  a  bathroom  or  kitchen  with  the  widow, 
or  if  she  restricts  occupancy  to  individuals  of 
the  same  sex. 

I  believe  I  should  also  point  out  that  many 
flats  are  advertised  to  the  public  and  the 
owner  of  the  flat  should  be  subject  to  the 
same  rules  as  owners  of  larger  apartments. 
Of  course,  bear  in  mind  that  a  person  may 
refuse  to  rent  a  flat  or  an  apartment  for  any 
legitimate  reason,  such  as  failure  to  pay  rent 
or  abuse  of  facilities;  but  I  am  sure  you  would 
agree  that  race,  creed,  colour,  sex,  nationality 
or  place  of  origin  should  not  be  one  of  these 
reasons. 

Turning  to  the  employment  section  of  the 
code,  this,  as  I  have  said,  has  been  extended 
to  incorporate  the  specific  terms  of  the 

Women's  Equal  Employment  Opportunity 
Act  and  the  Age  Discrimination  Act.  The 
latter  Act  applies  to  workers  between  the  ages 
of  40  and  65  years  where  job  security  is  so 
important.  We  are  particularly  concerned 
about  the  problems  of  discrimination  at  the 
stage  when  people  are  finding  employment. 
It  is  essential  that  they  are  able  to  get  their 
"foot  in  the  door"  without  regard  to  their 
race,  creed,  colour,  age,  sex,  marital  status, 
nationality  or  place  of  origin. 

For  this  reason,  the  section  dealing  with 
job  advertising  will  require  that  publishers 
must  eliminate  from  classified  advertising 
direct  or  indirect  classification  of  jobs,  based 
on  any  of  the  grounds  prohibited  by  the 
code.    In    particular,    help-wanted    columns 
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which  are  classified  according  to  sex,  either 
directly  or  indirectly,  will  not  be  permitted. 

Also  the  prohibition  against  discrimination 
in  membership  of  trade  unions  is  extended  to 

self-governing  professions  and  includes  dis- 
crimination on  the  basis  of  sex,  marital  status 

and  age. 

Finally,  the  employment  section  is  ex- 
panded to  prohibit  differentials  based  on  sex 

in  terms  and  conditions  of  employment.  This 

will  have  wide  application  to  pqlicies  con- 
cerning fringe  benefits  and  differences  therein 

because  of  sex.  In  the  past,  fringe  benefits 
were  not  as  important  as  they  have  become 

in  the  last  15  years;  they  are  of  great  im- 
portance today  in  the  total  wage  package.  In 

Ontario,  statistics  disclose  that  about  one- 
third  of  the  total  labour  force  of  over  three 

million  is  composed  of  women  and  that  two- 
thirds  of  them  are  married. 

At  present,  many  employers  have  equal- 
ized life,  sickness  and  accident  benefits  for 

both  male  and  female  employees.  Our  policy 
is  to  accelerate  this  equalization.  There  are 

employers  who  still  follow  their  past  prac- 
tice in  agreeing  in  collective  agreements  to 

a  lower  face-value  for  life  insurance  for  fe- 

male employees,  as  well  as  a  lower  payment 
for  accident  and  sick  benefits  for  female 

employees,  later  entry  to  pension  plans  and 
other   differences   for  female   employees. 

The  purpose  and  the  intention  of  the 
introduction  of  denial  of  discrimination  upon 
the  ground  of  sex  is  to  do  away  with  these 
existing  practices. 

However,  the  existing  plans  and  benefits 
will  not  be  made  illegal  or  void  immediately. 

Accordingly,  the  enactment  of  the  amend- 
ment concerning  fringe  benefits  has  to  be 

postponed,  but  the  implementation  of  the 

principle  of  equality  in  those  plans,  although 
postponed,  will  serve  as  full  notice  to  all, 
employers  and  unions,  that  the  Legislature 
requires  changes  so  that  the  benefits  for  both 
female  and  male  employees  are  the  same. 

You  will  notice  that  the  maternity  leave 

provisions  of  the  Women's  Equal  Employ- 
ment Opportunity  Act  are  not  incorporated 

in  the  code.  These  will  be  transferred  to  the 

Employment  Standards  Act,  although  the 

Women's  Bureau  will  continue  to  administer 
these  provisions. 

The  code  is  an  embodiment  of  the  policy 

of  this  Legislature  placing  legal  sanctions 
upon  those  few  of  this  province  who  would 
deny  the  multiculturism  of  our  society  in 
Ontario. 

Three  further  provisions  in  the  amend- 
ment  will   help    to   ensure   that   this   policy 

can  be  fully  implemented.  I  am  referring  to 
the  powers  that  will  be  granted  to  the 
commission  to  initiate  an  inquiry  where 
there  are  reasons  to  believe  that  the  code 

has  been  contravened;  secondly,  to  permit 
special  programmes  to  promote  employment 
opportunities  for  minority  groups  where  this 
is  necessary;  and  thirdly,  it  is  proposed  that 

maximum  fines  for  non-compliance  with  the 
code  be  increased.  This  new  amendment 

will  apply  to  the  Ontario  government  and 
its  agencies  as  well. 

CONSTRUCTION  SAFETY  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  propose 

today  to  introduce  a  bill  intituled  the  Con- 
struction Safety  Act  of  1972.  May  I  say 

that  this  bill,  when  enacted,  will  provide 
legislation  to  form  what  we  feel  will  be  an 

effective  base  upon  which  the  accident  pre- 
vention programme  for  the  protection  of  all 

employees  in  the  construction  industry  in 
Ontario  can  be  founded. 

My  purpose  in  introducing  the  bill  at  this 
time  is  to  allow  interested  parties  through- 

out the  province  to  examine  the  various  sec- 
tions during  the  summer  months  and  provide 

my  ministry  with  their  suggestions  on  its 
effectiveness. 

Two  years  ago,  the  construction  safety 
branch  of  the  ministry  began  the  review  of 
its  operation  under  the  existing  three  pieces 
of  legislation:  the  Construction  Safety  Act, 

the  Trench  Excavators'  Protection  Act  and 
the  Department  of  Labour  Act.  This  bill  is 
the  result  of  that  review. 

A  great  many  knowledgeable  and  experi- 
enced individuals  and  groups  made  substantial 

contributions  in  the  presentation  of  this  new 
Act.  Particular  mention  must  be  made  of  the 

contribution  in  the  form  of  briefs  prepared 

by  the  Labour-Management  Safety  Commit- 
tee jointly  sponsored  by  the  provincial  Build- 

ing and  Construction  Trades  Council  of 

Ontario  and  the  Construction  Safety  Associ- 
ation of  Ontario.  These  briefs  in  turn  were 

subjected  to  an  intensive  review  by  the 
Labour  Safety  Council  of  Ontario. 

This  bill  brings  about  two  significant 
changes  in  the  current  programme.  Firstly, 
the  bill  will  replace  the  existing  three  pieces 
of  legislation  and  bring  all  construction  safety 

laws  in  the  province  into  an  all-encompassing 
Act.  At  the  present  time  there  is  a  certain 
amount  of  overlap  between  the  three  existing 
statutes. 

The  second  significant  change  is  that  the 
bill  proposes  to  place  the  responsibility  for 
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the  inspection  programme  clearly  upon  the 
provincial  government  and  to  remove  this 
duty  from  the  municipalities.  This  has  been 
urged  for  many  years  by  many  elements  of 
the  construction  industry.  We  have  been 
discussing  the  implications  of  this  major 
transfer  in  the  responsibility  of  enforcement 

with  the  municipal  liaison  committee,  repre- 
sentative of  municipalities  and  the  province, 

and  a  task  force  is  to  review  the  implications 
this  summer.  In  the  meantime  the  cabinet 

has  authorized  my  ministry  to  immediately 
assume  the  responsibility  for  construction 
safety  inspection  and  enforcement  in  those 
Ontario  municipalities  which  request  us  to  do 
so. 

In  order  to  carry  out  these  new  duties  the 
ministry  will  hire  additional  staff  and  locate 
regional  engineers  in  Hamilton,  London,  and 
Otawa,  as  well  as  in  Toronto. 

The  municipal  inspection  system  has 
worked  reasonably  well  in  many  parts  of  the 

province  but  there  were  difficulties  and  in- 
efficiencies particularly  when  construction 

volume  fluctuated  from  year  to  year  with  the 

corresponding  fluctuation  in  inspection  de- 
mands. 

The  bill  establishes  clearly  the  parameters 
within  which  enforcement  will  take  place, 

and  specifically  defines  the  duties,  responsi- 
bilities, powers,  rights  and  penalties  applicable 

to  all  persons  associated  with  construction 
projects.  It  also  provides  for  the  making  of 

regulations  which  can  be  written  as  per- 
formance standards  which  must  be  achieved 

if  the  duties  and  responsibilities  established 
by  the  Act  are  to  be  fulfilled. 

The  bill  applies  to  all  construction  projects 
in  Ontario  with  the  exception  of  work  being 
done  solely  by  the  owner  in  person,  certain 

projects  carried  out  by  farm  help,  and  con- 
struction activity  to  which  the  Mining  Act 

applies.  Projects  of  the  Crown  are  also 
covered  by  the  Act. 

The  powers  of  the  inspectors  appointed 
under  the  Act  are  carefully  prescribed  to 
ensure  simultaneously  that  the  rights  of  the 
individual  are  not  overriden.  A  system  of 
appeals  from  the  direction  of  an  inspector 

is  established,  and  for  this  purpose  addi- 
tional powers  are  given  to  the  director  to 

assist  him  in  his  review  of  the  appeal. 

The  constructor  of  the  project,  who  in 

common  parlance  is  usually  the  general  con- 
tractor or  the  owner-builder,  is  required  to 

ensure  that  the  various  safeguards  are  pro- 
vided on  the  project  and  that  the  procedures 

prescribed  by  the  regulations  are  carried 
out  by  all  persons  working  thereon.  A  similar 

duty  is  placed  upon  the  subcontractor  to  en- 
sure compliance  with  the  regulations  on  the 

part  or  parts  of  the  project  under  his  direct 
control. 

The  maximum  fine  has  been  doubled  to 

$10,000,  with  an  additional  $500  per  day 

for  failure  to  obey  an  inspector's  order.  Hope- 
fully, however,  prosecutions  will  rarely  be 

necessary  as  contractors,  supervisors  and 
workmen  together  realize  that  it  is  in  their 
best  interests  to  work  in  total  compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  this  new  Act. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  Why 

didn't  the  minister  take  mining  safety  with 
him  in  the  reorganization  of  ministries? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  suggested  that  years 

ago.  It  was  a  good  idea  then 

Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions. 

COMMISSION  INQUIRING  INTO 
HYDRO  PROPOSAL 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  regret  that 

the  Premier's  statement  on  the  appointment 
of  the  royal  commissioner  was  not  accom- 

panied by  a  copy  of  his  remarks.  For  the 

purpose  of  clarity,  in  recounting  the  back- 
ground of  the  royal  commissioner,  did  he  an- 
nounce or  did  he  mention  that  Dr.  Solandt 

had  been  for  a  number  of  years  president 
of  the  Electric  Reduction  Corp.,  which  had 
itself  been  subjected  to  investigation  by  a 

royal  commission  on  the  environment  in 
Dunnville  and,  I  think,  at  Placentia  Bay  in 
Newfoundland  as  well? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 

familiar  with  the  events  in  Newfound- 

land. I  do  know  of  Dr.  Solandt's  in 
volvement  in  a  number  of  areas  over  the 

years.  I  would  just  restate  what  I  said  in  my 
statement  which,  I  think,  is  very  obvious  to 
those  who  are  familiar  with  it.  There  are 

very  few  men  with  Dr.  Solandt's  capacity  to 
deal  with  what  is  a  very  technical  and  com- 

plex issue- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  don't  doubt  his  tech- nical ability. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —without  any  question 
whatsoever,  and  there  is  a  great  deal  of 
technical  information  that  has  to  be  involved 

in  any  such  review.  I  think,  as  a  government, 
Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  indeed  fortunate  in 
being  able  to  obtain  the  services  of  Dr. 
Solandt. 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Does  the  Premier  not  agree  that, 
besides  technical  expertise,  he  is  looking  for 
a  real  commitment  to  environmental  im- 

provement as  well,  and  it  might  even  have 

given  him  cause  to  appoint  a  royal  commis- 
sion with  more  than  one  person  on  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  quite  ob- 

viously, if  we  weren't  concerned  about  the 
environmental  aspect,  we  wouldn't  be  ap- 

pointing Dr.  Solandt  to  undertake  this  re- 
view. I  think  it  is  fair  to  state  that  a  good 

part  of  the  environmental  concern  with  re- 
spect to  the  transmission  facility  relates 

basically  to  the  aesthetics  of  it.  It  is  not  a 
question  of  heat.  It  is  not  a  question  of 
pollution  of  water.  There  is  no  pollution  of 
the  air.  It  is  basically  an  aesthetic  kind  of 
pollution,  where,  if  there  are  answers  to  it, 
the  answers  must  be  basically  technical  in 
nature. 

The  citizens'  coalition,  the  groups  which 
have  made  representations  to  the  govern- 

ment, have  been  related  basically  to  the 
question  of  whether  or  not  portions  of  it 
could  be  transmitted  underground  rather  than 
by  the  present  process.  Some  have  raised 
the  question  of  whether  or  not  transmission 
under  the  water  is  now  technically  feasible. 
I  would  say,  with  respect,  that  if  there  are 
any  answers  or  alternatives  to  the  existing 
proposals  of  Hydro,  they  would  lie  in  the 
field  of  some  different  approach  by  way  of 
technology. 

While  the  routing  certainly  is  relevant, 
you  could  move  the  routing  one  mile  east  or 
one  mile  west  or  five  miles  north,  and  so 
forth,  and  you  might  involve  yourself  in  cer- 

tain economic  changes,  but  you  would,  none- 
theless, be  involved  in  the  same  kind  of 

determination  as  to  which  lands  would  be 

affected.  I  can't  think  of  anyone  who  is 
really  more  fitted  in  this  jurisdiction  to  con- 

duct this  kind  of  review  than  a  person  of 

Dr.  Solandt's  capacity,  and  his  ability  in  the 
field  of  science,  to  deal  with  some  of  these 
matters. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  further  supplementary: 
As  the  terms  of  reference  for  the  commis- 

sioner restrict  him  to  this  one  power  cor- 
ridor between  Nanticoke  and  Pickering,  will 

the  Premier  add  to  those  terms  of  refer- 

ence and  review  a  similar  power  corridor, 
which  must  be  built  in  the  very  near  future, 
connecting  the  Lennox  station  at  Bath  with 
Pickering,  which  we  mentioned  in  the  House 
last  week? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  meant  to 
make  just  an  observation  because  the  Leader 

of  the  Opposition  had  asked  about  the  trans- 
mission corridor  to  the  Lennox  station.  There 

is  no  question  that,  if  in  the  review  of  the 

Pickering  to  Nanticoke  line,  there  are  sug- 
gested alterations  in  technology  or  whatever, 

this  could  have  application  to  the  other  even- 
tual transmission  to  the  Lennox  station.  Cer- 

tainly, while  it  isn't  specifically  related  to 
that,  the  technology  would  be  fundamentally 
the  same,  and  I  would  think  it  would  have 

application    there. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  further  supplementary: 
For  clarification,  is  the  location  of  the  line 

then  set  by  the  Premier  by  the  first  few  sen- 
tences in  his  statement,  which  said  the  gov- 

ernment was  opting  for  the  middle  route,  or 
will  there  be  some  discretion? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are 
not  opting  for  any  route.  What  I  have  said 
in  the  statement  is  that  the  question  of  the 
need  to  transmit  from  Pickering  to  Nanticoke 
is  not  in  dispute.  In  other  words,  the  terms 

of  reference  don't  take  into  consideration  the 
need,  because  we  recognize  the  need  for 
transmission.  The  actual  routing  of  it  can 
be  reviewed  by  Dr.  Solandt. 

As  I  say,  over  the  past  two  years,  there 
has  been  discussion  across  the  northerly  part 
of  the  corridor  whether  it  should  be  farther 
north  or  farther  south.  I  think  that  the  deci- 

sion at  this  moment,  or  the  proposed  line  of 

Hydro  probably,  is  in  between,  or  in  the  cen- 
tral corridor,  but  there  is  nothing  in  the 

terms  of  reference  here  to  prevent  Dr.  Solandt 

from  assessing  whether  some  other  geo- 
graphic location  or  variation  would  be 

acceptable. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  final  supplementary, 

as  far  as  I'm  concerned,  on  this  subject:  Why 
would  the  Premier  be  so  critical  of  the  gov- 

ernment of  Canada  in  not  establishing  an 
environmental  council  when  a  statute  passed 
by  this  Legislature,  now  almost  a  year  ago, 
calls  for  a  similar  council  to  be  appointed 
and  no  action  has  been  taken,  either  by  the 
Premier  or  by  his  Minister  of  the  Environ- 

ment (Mr.  Auld)  in  the  year  since  this  statute 
was  passed?  Surely  there  has  got  to  be  some 
element  of  fairness  in  what  the  Premier 
states? 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  A  little 

hypocritical. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  won't  re- 
read the  whole  statement,  but  I  just  said  here 



JUNE  22,  1972 4065 

—and  there  was  no  criticism  of  the  federal 

government  at  all- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  am  not  worrying  about 
that;  I  am  worried  about  our  environmental 
council.  Where  is  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  With  great  respect,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  indi- 

cated that  I  was  reflecting  criticism  on  the 
federal  government,  and  in  my  statement  I 
did  not. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Premier  said  he 

couldn't  wait  any  longer. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No,  I  didn't  say  that 
either.  I  said  in  my  statement  that  the 
Toronto  Star,  on  June  13  in  an  editorial,  pro- 

posed a  federal  environmental  council  which 

would  not  only  supervise  environmental  im- 
pact studies,  etc.,  but  would  conduct  cost- 

benefit  analyses  of  proposed  major  projects. 
All  I  am  saying  in  my  statement,  Mr.  Speaker, 
is  that  this  probably  would  make  sense. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes,  the  Premier  says  we 
cannot  wait  too  long  for  it.  We  have  waited 

a  year  for  this  government's,  which  was 
passed  through  the  Legislature. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  hon. 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  will  let  me  finish, 
what  I  am  saying  here  is  that  we  are  faced 
with  a  decision  on  the  part  of  Hydro  that 
has  to  be  made  within  the  next  three  or  four 
months,  so  that  while  we  think  there  is  great 
merit  in  some  form  of  federal  environmental 

council,  or  agency,  or  whatever  term  we  may 
wish  to  be  used,  we  have  to  move  ahead 
with  this  review  of  this  particular  Hydro 
situation,  which  we  intend  to  do. 

In  reply  to  the  second  part  of  the  question, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  in  fairness,  the  original 
concept  of  the  environmental  council  that  is 
in  the  Act  states,  I  think  by  and  large,  it  is 
in  an  advisory  capacity,  where  it  will  advise 
the  minister  on  certain  issues.  I  am  somewhat 

of  the  opinion— and  I  phrase  the  statement 
very  carefully— that  we  may  be  looking  to 
some  other  form  of  agency  to  deal  with  major 
problems  like  hydro  transmission  and  others 
—take  James  Bay,  Onakawana— where  there 
may  have  to  be  something  other  than  just  a 
straight  advisory  capacity. 

The  government  has  made  no  determina- 
tion on  this  yet,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  quite 

frankly  we  are  looking  to  this  review  by  Dr. 
Solandt  as  perhaps  pointing  some  of  the 
directions  that  we  might  eventually  take.  To 
me  this  is  perhaps  the  first  time  the  province 

has  done  this.  Hydro,  I  think  it  is  fair  to 
state,  has,  in  the  field  of  hydro-electric  power 
generation  and  transmission,  not  been  subject 
to  certain  environmental  considerations  be- 

cause they  haven't  existed.  I  am  not  being 
critical  of  Hydro  at  all;  I  want  that  clearly 
understood.  But  I  think  that  maybe  from  this 
will  emerge  a  mechanism  that  could  be  very 
helpful  to  us  for  future  determinations. 

Mr.  Reid:  I  wonder  if  the  minister- 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  only  two 
supplementaries.  One  to  the  Premier  first: 

Why  doesn't  the  Premier  amend  the  greatest 
deficiency  in  the  Environmental  Protection 
Act  by  providing  for  public  notice  and  hear- 

ings on  such  matters  which  affect  the  quality 
of  the  environment  before  the  decisions  are 
made,  so  that  the  public  has  an  opportunity 
for  expression  and  we  are  not  forced  into  the 
requirement  of  royal  commissioners? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the 
answer  to  that  is  fairly  obvious,  that  the 
environmental  council  as  it  is  now  envisaged 
can  become  involved,  say,  in  hearings  as 
they  relate  to  those  traditional  areas  that  we 
have  approached  before— water,  sewage,  etc. 
But  it  does  not— 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  it  is  not  even  there.  It 

doesn't  exist. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  all  right.  The  leader 
of  the  New  Democratic  Party  wants  to  say  we 
should  be  appointing  the  council;  we  shall  be, 
but  we  are  in  the  process  of  determining- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  we  passed  the  bill  in 
August  of  1971.  It  is  now  June  of  1972. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  We  are  now  in  the  pro- 
cess of  determining  some  of  the  functions  of 

the  particular  council,  also  related  to  the 
Ontario  Water  Resources  Commission.  I  am 
sure  the  member  is  aware  of  it.  What  I  am 

saying  in  this  is  that  I  think  it's  the  first 
time  as  a  jurisdiction— and  I  think  this 
applies  to  many  other  jurisdictions— that  we 
are  getting  into  a  determination  that  goes 
beyond  just  water  and  sewage  and  certain 
industrial  pollution.  This  is  a  very  major  area 
of  concern,  future  transmission  policies  with 
an  agency  that  has  established  a  world-wide 
reputation,  where  I  think  we  need  some  ex- 

perience and  some  guidance.  To  me  this  is 
really  one  of  the  important  aspects  of  the 
review  that  we  are  undertaking. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  The  second  question,  which  I 

am  reluctant  to  ask,  but  I'm  going  to  any- 
way: Given  Dr.  Solandt's  undoubted  cap- 
acity, was  it  not  possible  in  the  entire  re- 

sources of  the  Province  of  Ontario  to  find  a 

man  who  does  not  have  on  record  the  extra- 
ordinary environmental  destruction  associated 

with  Erco  at  Dunnville— never  mind  Placentia 

Bay,  but  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  itself— 
was  there  no  one  of  equal  technical  capacity 

with  a  better  ecological  record;  more  eco- 
logical sensitivity? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  say 

th  in  the  government's  opinion  there  was  no 
one  more  qualified  to  do  this  particular  task 
than  Dr.  Omond  Solandt.  As  I  said  on  two 

occasions— I  say  it  for  the  third  time— as  a 
government  we  are  very  fortunate  in  having 
a  man  of  his  capacity  who  can  conduct  this 
form  of  review. 

Mr.  Reid:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker, 
if  I  may:  Would  the  Premier  not  agree  that 

he  set  up  this  one-man  royal  commission 
because  the  government  is  not  entirely  satis- 

fied with  the  way  Ontario  Hydro  has  been 
carrying  out  its  responsibilities  in  this  regard? 

Secondly,  in  view  of  the  importance  of 

Hydro  and  the  importance  of  hydro-electric 
and  other  energy  sources  to  the  future  devel- 

opment of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  would  the 

Premier  consider  setting  up  a  select  commit- 
tee of  this  Legislature  which  could  meet  this 

summer  to  study  and  investigate  all  phases 

of  Ontario  Hydro's  operation  and  whose 
terms  of  reference  might  encompass  their 
modus  operandi,  their  environmental  concern, 
their  rate  structure  and  the  future  needs  of 
energy  in  the  Province  of  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  that  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  is  very  suspicious 
of  select  committees,  that  would  not  prejudice 
the  answer  I  am  about  to  give.  The  answer 
is  no,  we  would  not  consider  doing  this  until 

such  time  as  the  task  force  report  on  Hydro— 

the  commission's  report  with  respect  to  energy 
resources  generally— is  available  to  us,  which 
hopefully  will  be  this  fall.  If  there  were  to  be 

a  select  committee,  which  the  hon.  member's 
leader  doesn't  enthuse  over,  that  would  be 
the  more  appropriate  time  to  give  that  con- 
sideration. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Premier  is  impossible! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  In  answer  to  the  first  part 

of  the  question— and  I  want  this  very  clearly 
understood— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Well,  the  Premier  had 
better  get  somebody  else  to  say  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —this  does  not  relate  to 
any  implied  criticism  of  Hydro. 

Mr.  Reid:  Well,  why  do  you  have  a  royal 

commission  to  make  the  decision  if  every- 

thing's fine? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  It  relates  to  the  concern 

of  this  government  and,  I  think,  a  concern 

shared  by  Hydro  and  others- 

Mr.    R.    F.    Nixon:    It    goes    through    the 

Premier's  riding.  That's  what  concerns  him. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —that  a  review  is  con- 
ducted so  that  the  people  who  are  affected 

and  the  public  generally  know  that  there  has 
been  an  objective  analysis  of  the  technology, 
the  techniques  that  are  being  used  by  Ontario 
Hydro  with  respect  to  transmission.  I  think 
that  is  fundamental  to  it,  and  I  want  to  make 

it  clear  it  does  not  reflect— 

Mr.  Reid:  So  it's  a  whitewash! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  It  does  not  reflect  a  criti- 
cism of  Ontario  Hydro,  which  incidentally, 

now  that  the  hon.  member  has  prompted  me 
into  talking  about  Hydro  for  a  minute  or  two, 
has  established  a  worldwide  reputation,  both 
in  terms  of  generation  and  transmission,  that 

is  the  envy  of  a  lot  of  other  jurisdictions. 

Mr.  Reid:  There  are  a  few  shortcomings 
over  there! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Sure,  there  are  shortcom- 

ings, as  in  every  institution.  But  let's  look  at 
Hydro  on  balance,  and  I  would  suggest  with 
respect  to  the  member  for  Rainy  River  there 

are  few  hydro-electric  power  corporations  ex- 
isting anywhere  that  have  established  the  very 

excellent  reputation  enjoyed  by  Ontario 

Hydro. 

Mr.  Reid:  It's  one  of  the  things  that  is 

going  to  put  the  Premier's  party  out  of  gov- ernment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Even  the  member's  own 
leader  thinks  they  are  not  bad! 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  If  it's  so 
great,  why  doesn't  the  Premier  let  us  see  the interim  report? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  We  will.  I  haven't  seen  it 

yet. 
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Mr.  Singer:  When?  After  the  Premier  has 
written  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No,  no. 

Mr.  Singer:  He's  writing  like  mad! 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

REORGANIZATION  OF  LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT  IN  TIMMINS  AREA 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  Minister  of  Intergovernmental 
Affairs,  if  he  has  a  moment,  what  the  pro- 

cesses of  consultation  were  that  led  him  to 
rise  in  the  House  today  and  tell  us  that  today 
he  was  going  to  establish  a  new  city. 

Mr.  Reid:  "Create"  was  the  word. 

Mountjoy.  The  Premier  has  met  this  week 
with  Whitney  and  Tisdale,  and  I  think 
there  comes  a  point  when  we  on  this  side 
of  the  House  are  not  afraid  to  make  up  our 
minds  and  get  on  with  something. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Since 
the  Treasurer  indicated  a  few  weeks  ago— 
because  of  the  importance  of  the  legislation 
which  he  is  finally  deciding  to  bring  before 

the  House,  now  that  it's  late  in  June— that 
we  will  have  an  opportunity  to  sit  through 
the  summer  to  give  it  every  consideration, 
perhaps  he  can  tell  us  when  he  expects  to 
give  this  second  reading. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
would  be  something  that  I  think  might  be 
more  appropriately  directed  to  the  House 
leader. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  "Create"-yes,  even  better.  interjections  by  hon.  members. Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  the  hon.  member  for 
Rainy  River  would  permit  the  leader  of  his 
party  to  proceed. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  is  very  helpful,  Mr. 

Speaker.  "Create"  is  the  word  that  was  used, and  under  the  circumstances  it  has  a  certain 
ring  of  appropriateness. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  The 
member  for  Rainy  River  might  make  it. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
That  is  not  what  he  said. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  second  question:  Was 
the  process  of  consultation  only  the  meeting 
in  the  great  hall  somewhere  up  there  in 
Timmins  where,  no  doubt  with  Wilf  Spooner 
at  his  side,  the  minister  told  the  local  resi- 

dents that  not  only  was  he  considering  this 
sort  of  an  annexation  establishing  a  new  city 
but  the  election  date  was  already  set? 

Hon.    Mr.    McKeough:    Mr.    Speaker,    Mr. 
Spooner  was  not  there.  I  suppose  these  dis- 
cussions- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:   Well,  Mr.  Del  Villano! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  Mr.  Del  Villano 
was  in  the  audience;  he  was  not  on  the  plat- 
form. 

I  suppose  it  would  be  fair  to  say  these 
discussions  began  at  least  four  years  ago; 
there  have  been  a  number  of  meetings  over 
the  years.  The  municipalities  themselves  com- 

missioned a  report  known  as  Roscope  report, 
which  is  a  very  fine  report  indeed.  There 
have  been  resolutions  received  from  Tim- 

mins,   and    discussions    with    Timmins    and 

Mr.  Speaker:  Supplementary,  yes. 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  Mr. 
Speaker,  does  the  minister  not  feel  that  his 
suggestion  today,  as  to  the  method  of  nomi- 

nating candidates  for  council  and  election 
at  large,  will  possibly  add  insult  to  injury 
to  those  areas  that  are  not  now  very  much 
in  favour  of  consolidation;  that  it  might  be  in 
the  better  interests  of  a  harmonious  new  city 
to  devise  a  modified  form  of  ward  election 
where  those  within  the  already  established 
municipalities  could  vote  at  large  for  the 
councillors,  just  in  those  areas,  rather  than 

across  the  whole  new  municipality  that  you're creating? 

Mr.  Foulds:  Good  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 

don't  think  so.  This  is  a  matter  which,  under 
the  legislation,  will  be  dealt  with  by  min- 

ister's order  and  before  it's  finally  resolved, 
before  the  order  is  made,  there  will  be 
discussions  with  four  councils  and  with  the 

statute  labour  boards,  as  far  as  the  un- 
organized   territory    is    concerned. 

I  think  to  some  extent  it  is  comparable  to 
the  now  city  of  Thunder  Bay  where  there  was 
a  certain  amount  of  opposition,  as  I  recall, 
to  that  highly  progressive  move  on  the  part 
of  this  government.  Actually  it  was  their 
suggestion  in  Thunder  Bay  that  there  would 
be  nominations  in  wards,  elections  at  large 

but  guaranteeing  each  ward  a  certain  num- 
ber of  representatives.  I  think  all  of  us,  in  a 

municipality  the  size  of  40,000,  even  100,000 
people,  would  suggest  that  a  ward  system 
may  not  be  desirable  at  all,   that  many  of 
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us  would  feel  that  way  in  terms  of  bringing 
a  community  together. 

On  the  other  hand,  where  you  are  merging 
communities,  I  think  some  guarantee  of 
representation  is  important.  In  the  process 
of  making  one  community,  the  Thunder  Bay 
method  is  very  appropriate  we  think.  As  I 

said,  that's  something  that  we  will  be  dis- 
cussing with  the  councils,  with  the  people 

involved,   prior   to   any   order   being   issued. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  have  more  questions? 

SEARCH   FOR   WIRETAPS    IN 
PARLIAMENT  BUILDINGS 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Premier.  Did  he  authorize  the  so- 
called  electronic  sweeps  of  this  building 
carried  out  by  the  Solicitor  General,  looking 
for  wiretaps  and  electronic  surveillance  ap- 

paratus? And,  whether  he  did  or  not,  what 
were  the  results  of  these  electronic  sweeps? 
Did  they  find  anything? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Three  bus  tokens 
and  a  slug. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Not  to  my  knowledge, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Reid:  Did  you  authorize  them? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe 
there  was  some  discussion  at  cabinet  a  while 
ago,  and  it  was  felt  it  was  perhaps  a  wise 
thing  to  do,  but  I  know  of  no  results  from 
the  so-called  sweeps. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Solicitor  General 
(Mr.  Yaremko)  thinks  somebody  was  listening 
to  him. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  have  further  questions? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  Supple- 
mentary, Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  All  right,  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Prime  Minister,  would 
you  say  that  they  found  nothing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No,  I  said  that  I  didn't 
know  of  anything. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Well,  how  would  we  find  out 
if  they  did? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon. 
member  might  ask  the  Solicitor  General. 
Perhaps  he  would  know  if  they  did  find 

anything,  but— 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  asked  him,  but  he 

wouldn't  tell  us. 

Mr.  Sargent:  He  wouldn't  tell  us  last  night. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well  then,  he  may  have 

good  reason  not  to.  I  don't  know  of  any. 
Mr.  Lewis:  What  do  you  mean  he  had 

good  reason? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I'm  surprised  the 
members  opposite  think  there  was  anything 
worthwhile  listening  to. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  surprises  us  too,  know- 
ing you,  the  Minister  of  Revenue,  as  well  as 

we  do. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  There  were 

none  in  the  minister's  office. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Would  he  tell  us  in  which  party 
offices  he  found  the  apparatus,  do  you  think? 

INVESTMENT  TAX  CREDIT 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  the  Minister  of 
Revenue  a  question?  Does  he  realize  that  in 
the  letter  he  was  good  enough  to  send  me 
relating  to  the  statistics  requested  on  the  five 
per  cent  investment  tax  credit,  he  indicated 
that  40  per  cent  of  the  corporations  that  had 
filed  in  Ontario  used  an  investment  tax  credit 
of  $4.3  million?  The  remaining  60  per  cent 

would,  therefore,  receive  $6.5  million,  total- 
ling $10.8  million  for  the  last  fiscal  year, 

which  is  exacdy  $114.2  million  out  from  the 

projected  target  in  the  Treasurer's  budget. 
How  many  jobs  did  that  extraordinary  dis- 

crepancy create? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  In  the  first  place,  Mr. 

Speaker,  I  didn't  know  the  hon.  member  was 
asking  a  question;  I  thought  he  was  making  a 

speech.  He's  distorted- 
Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  I 

didn't  know  the  minister  was  giving  an 
answer,  I  thought  he  was  making  a  speech. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  He's  distorted  the 
answer  that  he  received  from  me  and  he's 
overlooked  the  most  important  part   of   the 
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Mr.  Lewis:  As  a  matter  of  fact  I  didn't. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —received  from  me 
because  that  pointed  out  that  most  of  the 
corporations  will  not  have  their  returns  in 
until  the  end  of  this  month  anyway.  One 

can't  get  a  correct  estimate  at  this  particular 
stage.  As  to  the  number  of  jobs,  as  far  as  I'm 
concerned,  I  told  him  at  that  time  that  all  the 
government  can  do  is  to  provide  the  proper 

incentives;  but  with  those  incentives,  we  can't 
exactly  decide  how  many  jobs  will  arise 

from  them.  There's  an  assumption  one  can 
make.  As  to  the  exact  number— that's  not 
available,  of  course. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Does  the  minister  realize  that 

a  month-by-month  analysis  of  corporation 
returns,  which  his  department  was  kind 
enough  to  give  my  office  this  morning, 
demonstrates  that  in  the  normal  pattern  of 
corporation  returns  the  average  will  be  main- 

tained across  the  board?  In  fact,  the  40  per 
cent  is  quite  accurate  month-by-month  and 
the  minister  will  not  receive  more  than  $10 
million  or  $11  million  by  way  of  investment 
tax  credit  return?  What  does  that  do  to  the 
figure  of  $130  million  for  this  year? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Could  I  have  one 
question  at  a  time,  Mr.  Speaker? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  all  right.  Well— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  As  to  that  portion  of 

the  question,  I  will  say  that  I  don't  agree 
that  that's  the  kind  of  an  answer  he  got; 
it  may  be  the  interpretation  the  hon.  member 

would  like  to  put  on  it,  but  I  don't  agree 
with  that  as  a  proper  estimate. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Having  been  so  extraordinarily 
far  out  on  the  previous  budget  commitment, 
how  does  the  minister  assume  that  the  $130 
million  built-in  for  this  year  will  be,  in  any 
sense,  expended?  Why  does  he  continue  to 
raise  taxes  when  he  has  all  this  money  that 
he  is  not  paying  out? 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  the  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker- 

Mr.  Singer:  A  question  of  policy. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —the  statements  that 
the  hon.  member  is  referring  to  were,  of 
course,  made  by  my  colleague,  the  provincial 
Treasurer.  I  would  suggest  he  direct  that 
question  to  him. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Sure! 

Mr.  Deans:  A  copout— the  minister  doesn't know. 

LAND  REZONING  APPLICATION 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Natural  Resources,  if  I  may: 
What  is  the  status  of  the  application  by 
Steeley  Industries  for  the  rezoning  of  land 
for  extractive  purpose  in  the  parcel  adjacent 
to  Highway  403  and  Mohawk  road? 

Hon.  L.  Bernier  (Minister  of  Natural  Re- 

sources): Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  sure  that  the  hon. 
member  will  understand  when  I  say  that  there 
are  a  number  of  applications  coming  in  from 

the  extractive  industry.  I  don't  have  the 
information  at  my  fingertips  with  regard  to 
this  particular  application,  but  I  will  get  it 
for  the  member  and  make  sure  it  is  in  his 
hands. 

REMOVAL  OF  SAND  FROM  DUNES 
IN  PRINCE  EDWARD  COUNTY 

Mr.  Lewis:  Thank  you.  Perhaps  I  can  deal 
with  something  that  is  at  his  fingertips.  Can 

he  tell  us  when  Dr.  Tovell's  report  on  the 
Sandbanks  will  be  presented  to  the  Legisla- 
ture? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  I 
pointed  out  before  that  I  had  hoped  the 

report  would  be  in  the  government's  hands 
before  the  end  of  this  session.  Once  we've had  a  chance  to  review  the  contents  and  if 

it's  the  government's  decision  to  table  it,  we would  table  it  before  the  session  comes  to 
a  close,  or  recesses. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Is  that  an  undertaking?  The 
minister  will  table  it  before  the  recess? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  If  it's  the  decision  of  the 
government. 

LAND  PURCHASES  IN 
BLUE  MOUNTAIN  AREA 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  see.  May  I  ask  also,  by  way 
of  a  separate  question,  what  became  of  the 

minister's  investigation  of  the  Blue  Mountain 
escarpment  area  and  the  apparent  threat  to 
it  by  way  of  purchase  by  foreign  firms?  He 
was  looking  into  the  Blue  Mountain  area. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  I  don't  recall  that  at  all, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Deans:  A  supplementary  question,  Mr. 
Speaker:  I  asked  the  minister  over  a  month 
ago  whether,  in  fact,  there  was  a  purchase 
attempt  being  made  by  Kestrel  Developments 
in  the  Blue  Mountain  area  of  Georgian  Bay. 
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He  indicated  to  me  that  he  was  going  there 
that  Friday  to  look  at  it  and  was  going  to 
report  to  the  House. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  I  can  get  the  information 
for  the  member. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  am  sorry,  no,  that  is  all,  Mr. 

Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  No  further  questions?  All 

right,  the  hon.  member  for  York-Forest  Hill 
caught  my  eye  first. 

DWELLING  INSURANCE  INCREASE 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question,  Mr.  Speaker,  of  the 
Minister  of  Commercial  and  Consumer  Re- 

lations: Can  he  report  to  the  House  on  the 
activity  of  his  Superintendent  of  Insurance 
regarding  the  increase  in  premium  rates  for 
habitation  insurance? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr.  Speaker,  we 

had  a  brief  meeting  this  morning  and  I'm 
waiting  for  whatever  statistical  material  it  is 
possible  to  produce  to  be  brought  over  right 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right  now? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Yes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  If  I  ask  this  question  tomorrow 
will  the  minister  be  able  to  produce  the 
documents? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  shall  do  my  very  best. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  sup- 
plementary, has  the  minister  considered  at 

all  the  proclamation  of  those  ancient  sections 

in  the  Insurance  Act— I  think  by  now  they 
have  been  there  40  years  and  are  still  un- 
proclaimed— which  would  give  the  minister 
power  to  control  rising  insurance  rates? 

Hon  Mr.  Winkler:  I  have  a  look  at  it  on 
various  occasions,  yes. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  by  way  of  further  sup- 
plementary, besides  informing  himself,  which 

is  helpful,  is  the  minister  going  to  do  any- 
thing about  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  When  I  am  ready  I 
shall  inform  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  West  have  further  questions? 

Mr.  Lewis:  One  final  question:  Oh,  I  was 
going  to  ask  it  of  the  Minister  of  Tourism 
and  Industry. 

An  hon.  member:  He  has  left. 

YONGE  ST.  MALL 

Mr.  P.  G.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):  Is 
the  House  leader  aware  that  unless  he  calls 
for  the  immediate  second  and  third  reading 

and  royal  assent  of  Bill  161,  it  will  be  im- 
possible for  Toronto  to  proceed  with  its  ex- 

tensive plans  for  the  Yonge  St.  mall?  Does 
he  realize  that  this  is  to  commence  next  Wed- 

nesday, that  two  councils  will  still  have  to 
meet  to  pass  their  qualifying  bylaws  in  order 
to  give  effect  to  this  enabling  legislation, 

and  that  they  can't  do  so  unless  this  bill  is enacted? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
very  pleased  that  the  hon.  member  raised 
the  question.  I  can  assure  him  that,  with  the 
co-operation  that  he  is  indicating  to  me  this 
afternoon,  it  will  have  royal  assent  by  to- 

morrow noon-hour. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ot- 
tawa Centre. 

ALGONQUIN   COLLEGE 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
direct  a  question  to  the  policy  minister  re- 

sponsible for  social  development— I  would 
like  to  thank  him  for  his  letter  to  the  member 
for  York  South,  who  had  to  leave  the  House 
—concerning  the  Algonquin  affair,  the  prob- 

lems of  Algonquin  College,  and  acknowl- 
edge that  it  is  not  a  question  of  the  investi- 

gation of  the  original  conflict  of  interest 
there  that  was  concerning  us  on  this  side  of 
the  House.  Can  the  minister  say  whether 
the  council  of  regents  has  undertaken  an 
investigation  into  the  procedure  by  which 
this  investigation  was  conducted  and  the 
very  irregular  things  that  have  now  hap- 

pened and  that  are  separate  from  the  original 
conflict  of  interest  charges? 

Hon.  R.  Welch  (Provincial  Secretary  for 
Social  Development):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can 
add  nothing  to  what  has  already  been  indi- 

cated in  the  letter  to  the  member  for  York 
South.  I  feel  that  our  position  at  the  moment 
is  to  await  the  results  of  the  investigation 
presently  being  conducted  by  the  chairman 
and  the  president  of  the  said  college. 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker. 
Does  the  minister  not  feel  that  what  has 

happened  in  the  course  of  the  investigation 
and  the  libel  suits  that  have  ensued  and  the 

suggestions  by  various  members  of  the  staff 
that  other  members  be  fired  are  not  so  un- 

usual that  they  now  demand  investigation  by 
the  council  of  regents? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  perhaps 
it  would  be  fair  to  say  that  my  colleague, 
the  Minister  of  Colleges  and  Universities, 
would  be  in  a  better  position  to  assess  that 
once  he  has  the  report  that  the  chairman  and 

the  president  assure  him  will  be  coming 
along  after  they  have  completed  their  study. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  final  sup- 
plementary: I  had  a  letter  from  the  Minister 

of  Colleges  and  Universities  a  few  weeks 
ago  saying  everything  was  all  right.  Can  the 

minister  say  why  he  states  that  isn't  all 
right  and  he  is  awaiting  the  results  of  the 
investigation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't 
know  whether  it  is  a  fair  interpretation  to 
say  that  I  have  indicated  that  everything  is 
all  right.  After  all,  how  could  that  inter- 

pretation be  made  from  a  letter  which  ac- 
knowledges the  fact  that  there  is  an  investi- 

gation  going   on? 

I  don't  think  I  am  in  a  position  to  pass 
judgement  that  everything  is  all  right  or  all 

wrong  until  the  results  of  the  investigation 
are  concluded  and  some  charges  made  and, 
indeed,  the  Minister  of  Colleges  and  Uni- 

versities will  be  in  a  much  better  position  to 
report  to  the  House  once  he  has  the  report. 
These  charges  involve  teachers  who  are  the 

employees  of  a  board  of  governors  of  the 
community  college  and  I  think  it  is  only 
reasonable  to  allow  that  board  an  opportunity 
to  investigate  the  charges  that  are  being 
made  in  connection  with  their  employees. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Minister  of  Govern- 
ment Services  has  the  answer  to  a  previous 

question. 

OPENING  OF  CURTAINS  IN  CHAMBER 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  few  days 
ago  the  hon.  member  for  York  West  (Mr. 

MacBeth)  inquired  as  to  the  possibility  of 
having  the  draperies  in  this  chamber  opened. 
I  have  investigated  this  and  I  find,  sir,  that 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  comes  under  you  as 

the  Speaker  of  the  House.  I  refer  the  ques- 
tion to  you. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  bet  that  took  hours  to  work out. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Grey- Bruce. 

WORKS  PROGRAMME  IN 
SOUTHAMPTON 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  provincial  Treasurer.  In  view  of 

the  fact  that  I  made  a  request  to  the  provin- 

cial Treasurer's  office  on  June  16,  for  an 
extension  of  the  provincial-municipal  employ- 

ment programme  to  June  30;  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  a  high-ranking  official,  an  aide  to 
Mr.  Macdonald,  after  he  reviewed  my  re- 

quest phoned  me  on  June  17  at  10  o'clock, 
a.m.,  and  said  the  extension  had  been  ap- 

proved; in  view  of  the  fact  that  I  immediately 
instructed  the  town  official  in  Southampton 

the  project  had  been  approved  and  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  the  minister  has  seen  fit  to 

cancel  the  authorization,  I  am  now  asking  if 
he  will  revoke  his  decision  and  reconfirm 

the  original  authorization  to  the  extent  of 

$30,000. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  is  my  understand- 
ing, Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  indicated  to  the  House 

yesterday,  that  we  attempted  later  on,  on 
June  17,  to  get  in  touch  with  the  member 
for  Grey-Bruce  but  could  not  do  so  for  the 
next  three  or  four  days,  because  he  had 
departed  somewhere.  Later  on,  on  the  17th, 
we  were  directly  in  touch  with  the  town  of 

Southampton  and  indicated  that  the  instruc- 
tions given  to  the  official  by  Mr.  Sargent 

were  in  error  to  our  regret  and  through  our 
mistake.  I  hardly  think  that  between  the 
morning  and  the  afternoon  of  June  17,  1972, 
that  much  money  could  have  been  spent. 

Mr.   Sargent:    Mr.   Speaker,  if  one  of  my 

employees  makes  a  decision,  I  back  him  up. 
I  am  responsible.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  a 

high- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  The  hon.  member  is 

not  asking  a  question. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Does  the  Treasurer  not  agree, 
then,  that  the  government  should  not  go  back 
on  its  word,  that  it  should  not  renege  after 

a  very  high-ranking  official  makes  a  decision, 
gives  me  an  approval  for  a  programme,  and 
I  immediately  convey  it  to  the  municipality? 
It  is  law  insofar  as  it  is  done  every  day  by 
members  in  this  House.  Because  the  minister 

sees  fit  to  revoke  an  opposition  member's  de- 
cision  he   already   approved   of,   I  want  the 
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$30,000    approved,    because    I   am    going   to 
stand  here  until  I  get  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  Sargent:  This  is  the  only  weapon  we 
have  in  opposition. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  I  think  the  hon.  min- 
ister has  replied  to  the  extent  that  he  is 

going  to  reply. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Okay.  Does  he  ever  reply?  I 
am  on  my  feet. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  minister  has  replied. 
The  Minister  of  Natural  Resources  has  the 

answer  to  a  question  asked  previously. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  going  to 
stay  on  my  feet  until  I  get  this  money. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources. The  Minister  of  Natural  Resources 

has  the  floor  in  answer  to  a  previous  ques- 
tion. The  hon.  member  for  Grey-Bruce  does 

not  have  the  floor. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  have  the  floor  and  I  am 
going  to  keep  the  floor. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  the 
answer  to  a  question- 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  have  the  floor. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  The  hon.  minister  has 
the  floor. 

Mr.  Sargent:  He  would  not  at  any  time 
give  orders  to  a  government  member. 

BAN  ON  TROUT  BAIT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  the 

answer  to  a  question  asked  by  the  member 
for  Waterloo  North  (Mr.  Good).  He  asked  of 
the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Resources  De- 

velopment: "Is  the  Department  of  Natural 
Resources  considering  banning  the  use  of  roe 
or  spawn  in  the  taking  of  rainbow  trout  in 

southern  Ontario  with  bait?"  The  answer  to 
that  inquiry  is— 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  a  member  of 
the  opposition- 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  The  hon.  member  is 
quite   out   of  order. 

but 
Mr.   Sargent:   I  know  I  am  out  of  order 

Mr.  Speaker:  Then  the  hon.  member  should 
be  seated. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I'm  sorry  to  embarrass  you, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  assure  the  hon.  member 
that  I  am  not  the  least  bit  embarrassed,  but 

I  suggest  he  should  take  his  seat.  He  is  out 
of  order. 

An  hon.  member:  Go  outside. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  To  put  it  bluntly, 
you  should  throw  the  clown  out. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  he  wants  to 
leave,  let  him. 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  is  not  democratic.  This 
minister  thinks  he  can  push  everybody 
around.  He  cannot  push  me  around. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  people 
in  the  gallery. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Minister  of  Natural 
Resources  has  the  floor. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  answer 

to  that  question  is— 

Interjections    by   hon.    members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  —that  we  have  con- 
sidered suggestions  to  restrict  the  use  of 

spawn  as  bait  for  rainbow  trout  angling. 
Salmon  and  rainbow  trout  spawn,  especially 
fresh  or  frozen,  is  the  most  popular  and 
seemingly  effective  bait  used  by  rainbow 
trout  anglers  in  the  spring.  To  prohibit  its 
use  would  do  two  things. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  That's  not 
the  answer  to  his  question. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  It  would  probably  re- 
duce the  catch  of  rainbows  by  our  most 

enthusiastic  fishermen. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Come  on,  Mr.  Speaker,  for 
God's  sake. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  am  sorry- 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  don't  have  to  be  sorry. 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  is  about  time  some  of  you 

fellows— 
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Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  is  out  of 
order.  He  will  please  take  his  seat. 

Mr.   Sargent:   I   will   continue  to  stand. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  regret  under  the  circum- 
stances I  am  forced  to  apply  the  provisions 

of  the  standing  orders.  I  hereby  name  the 
member.  I  order  him  to  remove  himself  from 

the  chambers  for  the  balance  of  this  day's sittings. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the  Sergeant  at  Arms 
please  escort  the  member  from  the  chambers. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Soame,  your  predecessor 
drew  his  sword. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  Try  not  to 
hurt  him. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Mr.  Speaker,  do  we  get  an 
extra  five  minutes? 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  is  all  part  of  the  ques- 
tion period. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

An  hon.  member:  Take  him  down  the 
centre. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I'm  sorry,  points  of  order  are 
part  of  the  question  period.  The  hon.  member 
for  Ottawa  East. 

An  hon.  member:  Go  ahead. 

An  hon.  member:  Forget  it. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  Mr.  Speaker- 

Mr.   Speaker:   Order  please!   There  seems 
to  be  some  thought  that  I  missed  the  proper 
alternative— 

An  hon.  member:  No,  everything  is  all 
right. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Did  I  miss  the— all  right 
then,  I  want  to  keep  everyone  happy.  I  recog- 

nize the  hon.  member  for  Wentworth. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  would 
you  throw  the  Minister  of  Natural  Resources 
out? 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker— 

An  hon.  member:  Out,  out,  out! 

Hon.    Mr.    Bernier:    Mr.    Speaker,    on    a 
point  of  order,  in  all  due- 

Mr.  Speaker:  It  seems  to  me  that  the  hon. 
minister,   perhaps   through  my  keener  hear- 

ing  than    that   of   the    other   members,   had 
completed  his  answer. 

The  hon.  member  for  Wentworth. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  I  had  not  finished  my 
answer. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  minister  had  not 
finished  his  answer? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  No!  I  have  not  Mr. 

Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  All  right,  the  hon.  minister 
may  finish  his  answer. 

Mr.  Lewis:  As  a  matter  of  fact,  he  could 
begin  again. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  should 

start  over  again;  because  I'm  sure  the  mem- bers are  interested.  But  considering  that  time 
is  of  the  essence,  I  will  go  back  to  where  I 
left  off: 

Secondly,  it  would  eliminate  a  marketable 
product  of  which  the  demand  has  so  far 
exceeded  the  supply.  We  are  attempting  to 
encourage  our  licensed  private  fish  farmers 
to  supply  this  market.  At  present  frozen  sal- 

mon eggs  are  imported  from  British  Colum- 
bia. The  taking  of  roe  from  wild  spawning 

female  trout  illegally  caught  before  the  sea- 
son is  an  enforcement  problem  to  which 

my  field   staff   are  directing  their  efforts. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  Deans:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
East  should  have  the  floor. 

WAGE  AND  PRICE  CONTROLS 

Mr.  Roy:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  the  absence  of  the  Premier,  I 
have  a  question  of  the  Treasurer.  There  is  a 
report  emanating  from  Ottawa  from  John 

Young,  the  chairman  of  the  Prices  and  In- 
comes Commission,  that  apparently  three 

premiers  from  the  other  provinces  support 
the  wage  and  price  controls  suggested  in 
his  latest  report.  Could  the  Treasurer  advise 
what  the  position  of  this  province  is  in  rela- 

tion to  this  report? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  government  has 
not  had  an  opportunity  to  discuss  the  impli- 

cations of  Dr.  Young's  latest  report.  On  pre- vious occasions  when  this  has  been  suggested, 
I  think  that  the  view  of  the  government  has 
been    that    we    did    not    think    that   it   was 
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necessary.  However,  if  the  government  of 
Canada,  in  its  wisdom,  felt  that  wage  and 
price  controls  were  necessary,  we  would  be 
most  willing  to  sit  down  with  the  government 
of  Canada  and  discuss  how  that  goal  might 
be  achieved.  But  I  think  it  might  be  the  view 
of  the  government  at  this  moment  that  they 
are  not  presently  necessary. 

Mr.  Jloy:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker,  to 
the  Treasurer:  Could  I  interpret  his  answer, 

then,  to  be  that  depending  on  the  circum- 
stances* you  might  give  it  qualified  support; 

as  the  other  premiers  have? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  I  would  think- 
as  I  say,  this  has  not  been  discussed  by  the 

government  since  Dr.  Young's  latest  report 
was  released  yesterday.  I  received  a  copy 
of  it  this  morning. 

But  qur  view  in  the  past  has  been  that 
unless  the  government  of  Canada  indicated 
at  the  beginning  that  they  felt  that  it  was 
necessary,  that  we  did  not  feel  it  was  neces- 

sary, or  in  the  best  interest  of  the  Canadian 
economy  and  the  Canadian  people  to  do  so. 

From  what  I've  read  in  the  paper,  the 
Minister  of  Finance  for  Canada  apparently 
disagrees  with  the  report;  disagrees  with  the 
need  for  controls.  On  that  basis  alone,  I 
would  suggest  the  discussion  is  somewhat 
academic. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 

worth;  and  if  I  did  not  call  him  properly,  I 
do  apologize. 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  okay. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  might  say  I  temporarily 
had  something  else  on  my  mind. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  think  we  all  had.  I  am  almost 

embarrassed  to  be  part  of  the  charade. 

PAYMENTS  TO  WELFARE  BODIES 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Social 

Development.  Would  the  provincial  secretary 
raise  with  the  cabinet  ministers  who  have 

jurisdiction  in  his  area,  and  who  have  juris- 

diction over  the  Children's  Institutions  Act, 
the  Charitable  Institutions  Act  and  the  Mu- 

nicipal Community  and  Social  Services  Act, 
the  need  to  speed  up  the  payments  to  the 
various  organizations  who  fall  within  the 
area  of  jurisdiction  of  these  Acts?  At  this 
time  they  are  about  two  months  behind  in 
payments  and  they  are  causing  bank  over- 
drafts. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  be 

very  happy  to  follow  up  on  the  hon.  mem- 

ber's question.  Indeed,  if  he  has  some  speci- 
fic examples  of  specific  institutions  running 

into  some  problems  because  of  this,  I  would 
like  to  have  them  as  well  and  I  can  assure 

him  that  I  will  follow  up  with  the  ministries 
as  well. 

Mr.  Deans:  One  supplementary  question: 
Would  the  minister  consider,  in  the  area  of 

policy,  permitting  the  charging  of  interest 
under  the  Acts,  as  a  result  of  bank  over- 

drafts  following   delays   in   payments. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  will  be  glad  to  include 
that  in  the  considerations. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Rainy 
River. 

PHILATHEA  COLLEGE  DEGREES 

Mr.  Reid:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  too 
have  a  question  of  the  Provincial  Secretary 
for  Social  Development,  relating  to  Philathea 

College  in  London.  Is  the  minister  now  in- 
vestigating the  degree-granting  programme 

of  Philathea  College,  and  is  he  aware  that 
it  is  a  degree  mill,  if  I  may  use  that  term, 
not  accredited  by  the  AUCC,  and  that  the 

Ministry  of  Colleges  and  Universities  has  re- 
fused to  give  them  such  power?  Is  he  also 

aware  that  this  particular  institution  appears 
to  be  an  embarrassment  both  to  the  people 
of  London  and  the  Province  of  Ontario  in 

general? 
Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  aware 

of  some  of  the  matters  in  connection  with  the 

particular  college  to  which  reference  is 
made,  but  I  am  sure  that  my  colleague  the 
Minister  of  Golleges  and  Universities  (Mr. 
Kerr)  would  be  in  a  much  better  position  to 
comment  on  the  various  questions  raised  by 
the  hon.  member.  This  question  might  be 
better  directed  to  him  on  his  return. 

Mr.  Reid:  Will  the  provincial  secretary 
bring  it  to  his  attention? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Yes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
East. 

UNIVERSITY  TUITION  FEES 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
—if  he  is  not  too  tired— of  the  Provincial  Sec- 

retary for  Social  Development,  in  the  absence 
of  the  Minister  of  Colleges  and  Universities. 
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In  view  of  a  report  yesterday  that  apparent- 
ly university  applications  for  this  year  show 

a  drop  of  some  2,000  from  last  year,  and  in 
view  of  the  statement  by  the  Minister  of 
Colleges  <and  Universities  in  his  estimates 
that  if  there  was  a  drop  in  applications  the 
government  would  reconsider  its  tuition  in- 

crease, could  the  minister  advise  if  his 
department  is  looking  into  this  situation  with 
a  view  to  reconsidering  the  tuition  increase 
for  the  students  at  universities? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  of 
no  immediate  consideration  to  review  the 
question  of  the  student  fee  increase.  If  in 
fact,  as  alleged,  the  minister  made  some  state- 

ment along  that  line,  the  question  might  be 
better  directed  to  the  minister  himself  on 
his  return. 

Mr.  Roy:  Supplementary:  Would  the  policy 
minister,  as  he  is,  not  think  it  a  good  idea 
possibly  to  review  the  tuition  fee  increase  if 
there  is  a  large  drop  in  university  applica- 

tions? Would  he  not  think  that  a  good  idea? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  ques- 
tion is  based  on  the  assumption  that  the  de- 

crease in  the  proposed  enrolment  has  a  direct 

relationship  to  the  matter  of  fees,  and  I  don't 
think  that  fact  has  been  established.  The 
mere  fact  that  if  on  a  preliminary  study  there 
is  a  decrease  in  the  number  of  applicants,  it 

doesn't  necessarily  follow  by  way  of  con- 
clusion that  it  is  all  attributable  to  the  ques- 

tion of  fees. 

There  have  been  some  very  interesting 
studies  which  would  suggest  that  many  stu- 

dents on  completion  of  their  secondary  school 
programme  may  well  have  opted  to  follow 
other  courses  of  activity  rather  than  going  to 
a  post-secondary  institution,  and  I  am  sure 
these  are  the  sorts  of  considerations  that 
would  have  to  be  taken  into  account. 

The  hon.  member  will  know,  since  he  has 
researched  his  question,  I  am  sure,  that  last 
year  the  enrolment  in  the  post-secondary 
institutions  to  which  he  makes  reference  was 
down  a  considerable  number,  in  fact  far  in 
excess  of  the  2,000  that  he  makes  reference 
to,  with  the  fee  schedule  the  way  it  was 
before  being  increased.  So  I  would  question 
the  assumption  on  which  he  bases  his  ques- 
tion. 

Mr.  Roy:  Just  a  final  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  The  report  in  question  suggests  that 
one  of  the  reasons  for  the  drop  in  applica- 

tions was  higher  tuition  fees,  among  other 
things.  Would  he  disagree  with  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  have  no  way  of  know- 
ing. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  time  for  oral  questions 
has  expired. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Mr.  Clement  from  the  standing  administra- 
tion of  justice  committee  presented  the  com- 

mittee's report  which  was  read  as  follows 
and  adopted: 

Your  committee  begs  to  report  the  follow- 
ing bill  with  certain  amendemhts: 

Bill  77,  An  Act  respecting  Municipal  Elec- tions. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  presented  the  third  report 
of  the  Criminal  Injuries  Compensation  Board 
for  the  year  Jan.  1,  1971,  to  Dec.  31,  1971, 
submitted  on  behalf  of  the  chairman  of  the 
board,  the  former  Attorney  General,  Mr. 
Wishart. 

Mr.  Singer:  It's  a  day  late. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier  presented  the  report  of 
the  Niagara  Parks  Commission  for  the  year 1971. 

Mrs.  Birch  from  the  standing  social  devel- 

opment committee  presented  the  committee's report  which  was  read  as  follows  and  adopted: 

Your  committee  begs  to  report  the  follow- 
ing bill  with  a  certain  amendment: 

Bill  144,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Pharmacy 

Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  Bill  144  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  It's  with  a  great  deal  of 
pleasure  that  I  present  a  report  which  has 

recently  been  completed  and  established 
within  my  ministry,  entitled  Lake  Alert: 
Phase  2. 

Lake  Alert  is  a  systematic  approach  to  pro- 

viding cottage  opportunties  without  deterio- 
ration of  land,  water  or  public  recreational 

opportunities  on  lakes  in  Ontario.  This  study 

is  an  example  of  this  ministry's  resolve  to 
anticipate  recreational  needs  and  meet  them 
in  an  environmentally  sound  manner. 
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For  a  number  of  years  now,  the  ministry 
has  been  evolving  more  sophisticated  methods 
of  planning  the  development  of  lakes  for 
summer  cottages.  This  new  methodology  is  a 
complete  change  from  any  of  our  previous 
efforts  in  that  it  tackles  the  problem  of  lake 

development  by  examining  all  factors  of 
waterways  and  examines  their  potential  for 
cottage  development. 

In  other  words,  with  the  assistance  of 
various  other  specialized  agencies,  we  have 
developed  a  system  wfych  should  effectively 
prevent  overdevelopment  of  a  lake  and  leave 
the  environment  intact.  In  order  to  reach  this 

goal  we  have,  as  part  of  the  study,  set  out 
minimum  environmental  and  social  standards 
for  cottages. 

This  is  a  practical  system.  It  is  designed  to 

utilize  existing  information  and  can  be  im- 
plemented quickly.  I  want  to  emphasize,  Mr. 

Speaker,  to  the  members  of  this  House  it 
does  not  require  major  expenditures  for  data 
gathering  or  specialized  staff.  It  can  be 

applied  by  our  present  technical  staff  in  the 
field.  Also,  we  feel  that  this  method  has 
potential  for  wider  application  within  this 
ministry,  in  other  ministries  and  elsewhere. 

We  do  not  pretend  that  this  is  the  last 
word  in  lake  planning.  Indeed,  we  are  now 
looking  to  ways  of  refining  it. 

A  number  of  copies  will  be  placed  in  the 
legislative  library  for  the  use  of  the  hon. 
members.  They  should  feel  free  to  discuss 

the  methodology  and  implications  with  mem- 
bers of  the  staff  of  my  ministry. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 

Introduction  of  bills. 

CITY  OF  TIMMINS-PORCUPINE 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough  moves  first  reading 
of  bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  incorporate  the 

City    of   Timmins-Porcupine 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill: 

PLANNING  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough  moves  first  reading 
of  bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Plan- 

ning Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  per- 
haps a  few  comments  might  be  in  order  on 

this  particular  bill.  Both  this  bill  and  the 
previous  bill  will  be  taken  through  the  House 

by  the  member  for  Ottawa  South  (Mr.  Ben- nett). 

The  principal  amendments  to  the  Planning 
Act  relate  to  the  question  of  maintenance 
and  occupancy  of  property.  You  will  recall 
that  in  July,  1970,  a  report  was  published 

by  the  then  Department  of  Municipal  Af- 

fairs entitled  "The  Maintenance  of  Prop- 

erty;  a  Programme  for  Ontario." 
Mr.  Cassidy:  The  minister  is  not  serious. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  study  leading  up 

to  the  report  was  carried  out  by  Mr.  Mat- 
thew Lawson,  planning  consultant,  formerly 

planning  commissioner  for  the  city  of  To- 
ronto. The  report  was  circulated  widely  in 

the  province  and  many  useful  comments 
were  received  and  taken  into  consideration 

before  the  final  legislation  was  formulated. 
Sections  7  and  8  of  the  bill  introduce 

changes  to  section  36  and  37  of  the  Planning 
Act  which  are  the  sections  giving  power  to 

municipalities  to  pass  maintenance  and  oc- 
cupancy bylaws.  The  main  effect  of  these 

changes  will  be  to  permit  bylaws  to  be  ex- 
tended to  cover  all  types  of  buildings  and 

not  just  residential  property. 

Moreover,  the  power  of  the  property 
standards  committee  will  be  enlarged  to 

permit  a  committee  to  vary  an  order  issued 
by  a  property  standards  officer  in  any  way  it 
deems  to  be  proper.  Previously,  the  property 
standards  committee  had  only  the  power  to 
extend  the  time  during  which  residential 

property  had  to  be  brought  up  to  standard 
in  compliance  with  an  order  issued  by  the 
officer. 

It  is  my  view,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  these 

changes  will  provide  the  means  for  munici- 
palities to  ensure  that  all  property  is  main- 

tained at  an  acceptable  standard  while,  at 
the  same  time,  providing  a  safeguard  to  the 
extended  powers  of  the  committee,  to  ensure 
that  all  property  owners  are  being  treated 
fairly  and  equitably. 

The  other  amendments  to  the  Planning 

Act  make  no  changes  which  could  be  con- 
sidered to  be  basic.  They  are  largely  in  the 

nature  of  housekeeping  amendments  which 
are  necessary  for  all  legislation  from  time  to 
time.  I  will,  therefore,  take  the  time  of  the 
House  to  mention  only  two. 

The  first  involves  the  repeal  of  subsection 

3  of  section  4  of  the  Planning  Act.  This  sub- 
section specified  that  members  of  a  plan- 

ning board  who  are  members  of  a  municipal 
council  shall  not  constitute  the  majority  of 
the  members  of  the  planning  board.  With 
this  restriction  eliminated,  it  will  now  be  a 
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matter  of  local  discretion  to  decide  on  the 

proportion  of  membership  for  municipal 
councils.  This  is  in  line  with  our  wish  to 

strengthen  the  power  of  municipal  councils 
wherever  possible  throughout  the  province. 

The  second  amendment  deals  with  section 
35  of  the  Planning  Act  which  is  the  section 
giving  municipalities  the  power  to  zone  land. 
The  amendment  will  make  it  clear  that  muni- 

cipalities have  the  power  to  regulate  mini- 
mum lot  area  and  density  of  development.  It 

has  been  believed  in  the  past  that  the  present 
wording  of  section  35,  in  fact,  gave  munici- 

palities this  power  but  a  recent  decision  of 
the  Ontario  Court  of  Appeal  has  indicated 
otherwise. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker,  does  the  minister  intend  to  pass  this 
next  week? 

Mr.  Speaker:  That  is  no  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  a  question  of  privilege, 
then. 

Mr.  Speaker:  It  is  no  question  of  privilege. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Could  I  ask  for  clarification 
from  the  minister? 

Mr.  Speaker:  If  the  hon.  minister  wishes 
to  reply  he  may. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  believe  it  would 
be  the  intention  of  the  government,  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  spend  whatever  time  is  necessary 
on  this  legislation,  and  other  pieces  of  legis- 

lation, and  when  that  time  has  expired,  and 
when  the  time  that  is  necessary  for  the  busi- 

ness of  the  House  is  completed,  then  presum- 
ably the  members  would  enjoy  a  fall  or 

summer  holiday. 

Mr.  Deans:  Stop  being  so  self-righteous. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  a  question  of  privilege, 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  suggest  that  this  is, 
in  fact,  an  offence  against  the  privileges  of 
this  House  to  bring  in  major  legislation  a 
week  or  so  before  the— 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  is  out  of 
order.  He  will  please  be  seated.  There  is  no 
privilege. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —session  ends. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  will  please 
be  seated. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  will  please 
be  seated.  For  the  last  time,  will  he  please 
be  seated? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  This  has  happened  far  too 
often. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  hereby  name  the  hon.  mem- 
ber and  I  would  ask  the  Sergeant-at-Arms  to 

escort  him  from  the  House  for  the  remainder 

of  this  day's  sitting. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Reid:  Next,  next. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of 
order,  does  the  Speaker  feel  that  that  rather 
minor  outburst  justifies  a  penalty  so  severe? 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  is  no  point  of  order. 
I  have  made  my  direction.  The  hon.  member 
will  be  escorted  from  the  chamber  as  ordered. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  hope  Mr.  Speaker  is  pre- 
pared to  deal  with  them  on  the  other  side  in 

the  same  way. 

Mr.  Speaker:  All  right. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of  order, 
regarding  your  rulings  on  the  member  for 
Grey-Bruce  and  the  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre,  does  that  mean  that  they  are  ex- 

cluded as  well  from  participation  in  the  com- 
mittee on  the  estimates? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Yes,  by  all  means.  They  are 
escorted  from  the  chambers,  from  the  service 
of  this  House;  the  committee  is  a  part  of  the 
the  House.  Therefore  they  shall  not  be  serv- 

ing in  the  service  of  this  House  or  its  com- 
mittees thereof  for  the  remainder  of  this 

day's  sitting. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Can 

they  use  the  members'  lounge? 
Mr.  Speaker:  If  they  wish. 

MINING  TAX  ACT,  1972 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  the  Mining  Tax  Act,  1972. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Roy:  Now  is  the  time  to  bring  in  the 
bills  on  municipal  reform. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  generally 
speaking,  the  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  update 
and    clarify    the    general    principles    of    the 
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Mining  Tax  Act.  We  are  not  proposing  to 
create  any  substantial  change  in  the  general 
principles  of  the  Act  and  are  basically  re- 

establishing the  policy  that  has  already  been 
established  in  recent  years. 

Of  course,  in  so  doing  we  are  modernizing 
the  wording  of  this  statute  which  has  not 
received  a  substantial  revision  for  some  time. 
Needless  to  say,  in  so  doing  we  are  dealing 
with  procedural  aspects  and  are  creating  new 
procedures  and  bringing  other  provisions  into 
line  with   current  legislative   approaches. 

Included  in  these  last-mentioned  procedural 
changes  are  new  provisions  for  appeals  by 
way  of  stated  case  to  judges  of  the  Supreme 
Court  where  the  ministry  and  the  appellant 
are  in  agreement  of  the  facts. 

We  are  also  removing  the  monetary  re- 
strictions on  appeals  to  the  court  of  appeal. 

Currently  such  appeals  are  restricted  to  situ- 
ations where  the  amount  involved  exceeds 

$1,000.  As  matters  of  principle  are  involved 
in  such  appeals,  we  are  removing  this  $1,000 
restriction. 

The  administrative  provisions  of  the  Act 
are  strengthened  by  clearly  spelling  out  the 
authority  of  the  appointment  of  assistant  mine 
assessors.  The  mine  assessor  will  continue  to 
be  appointed  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in 
Council.  In  addition,  provisions  are  made 
for  court  orders  to  assist  the  assessors  in 
obtaining  information  from  the  records  of 
taxpayers  thereby  enabling  the  assessors  to 
make  inspections  of  records. 

The  Act  now  contains  a  penalty  of  double 
taxation  for  failure  to  make  a  return  and  a 
penalty  of  $50  a  day  for  each  day  that  the 
return  is  late.  The  double  tax  penalty  has 
not  been  used,  at  least  during  the  terms  of 
office  of  our  present  employees.  By  reason  of 
the  stringency  of  the  provision  we  are  remov- 

ing the  double  tax  penalty  but  are,  of  course, 
continuing  the  $50-a-day  penalty.  In  addi- 

tion, we  are  updating  the  other  penalties  of 
the  Act  for  the  offence  of  transportation  of 
mineral  substances  prior  to  giving  notice  of 
the  commencement  of  mining  operations,  and 
for  the  providing  of  false  information,  by 
increasing  the  maximum  penalty  to  $5,000. 
This  maximum  penalty  is  being  increased  from 
$1,000  and  $2,000  respectively. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  will  come  into  effect 
on  royal  assent  and  will  be  effective  for  the 
taxation  years  beginning  on  or  after  Jan.  1, 
1972.  Whether  time  will  permit  the  enact- 

ment of  this  legislation  prior  to  the  summer 
recess,  is  at  this  time  unknown.  I  have  taken 
the  liberty  of  making  this  more  extensive 
statement  on  the  bill  in  order  that  those  tax- 

payers whose  taxation  year  ends  earlier  than 
Dec.  31,  1972,  will  be  aware  of  this  legisla- 

tion and  may  make  any  adjustments  they  may 
consider  necessary  in  their  budgets  or  expen- 
ditures. 

CONSTRUCTION  SAFETY  ACT,  1972 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  the  Construction  Safety  Act, 
1972. 

Morion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

ONTARIO  HUMAN  RIGHTS  CODE 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ontario 
Human  Rights  Code. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

EMPLOYMENT  STANDARDS  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Employ- 

ment Standards  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  first 

two  bills  have  been  explained  in  the  pre- 
vious statement,  and  the  third  one  is  of  a 

housekeeping  nature. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 

VILLAGE   OF  POINT  EDWARD 

Mr.  Meen,  on  behalf  of  Hon.  Mr.  Mc- 
Keough,  moves  second  reading  of  Bill  159, 
An  Act  respecting  the  Village  of  Point 
Edward. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

VILLAGE  OF  WASAGA  BEACH 

Mr.  Meen,  on  behalf  of  Hon.  Mr.  Mo 
Keough,  moves  second  reading  of  Bill  160, 
An  Act  respecting  the  Village  of  Wasaga 
Beach. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion):  On  a  point  of  order,   Mr.   Speaker,   I 
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don't  want  to  talk  about  the  bill  itself;  but 
why  is  it  that  the  hon.  member  is  doing  this 
on  behalf  of  the  Hon.  Mr.  McKeough,  who 
is  here  in  the  House?  Surely  it  is  a  funny 
precedent  to  establish? 

An  hon.  member:  It  is  the  way  it  was 
written  out. 

Mr.  A.  K.  Meen  (York  East):  Well,  Mr. 
Speaker,  addressing  myself  to  the  point  of 
order;  of  course  it  is  a  unique  situation.  This 
is  one  of  the  bills  the  minister  has  referred 
to  me  as  my  responsibility  for  carriage  in 
this  House;  and  so  I  have  the  authority  and 
responsibility  to  make  appropriate  motions, 
such  as  this,  whether  the  minister  is  in  his 
seat  or  not. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  Just  seems 
to  look- 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  On  that 
point  of  order,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  it  within  the 
purview  of  the  minister  to  decide  who  will 
carry  the  bill  forward;  or  is  it  in  the  purview 
of  the  rules  of  the  House?  Perhaps  we  could 
have  your  direction  on  that? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr.  Speaker, 
may  I  speak  to  that  point  of  order?  The  bills 
were  in  fact  introduced  by  the  minister;  and 
at  the  time  of  first  reading  he  did  indicate 
to  the  House  that  the  parliamentary  secre- 

tary would  be  carrying  them  through  the 
House. 

Mr.   Reid:   That  doesn't  make  it  right. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  respect  to  that  point  of  order. 
It  had  appeared  to  me  that  in  the  absence 
of  another  member,  then  a  member  who  was 
present,  or  a  minister,  could  move  a  bill.  But 
I  think,  technically,  where  an  individual  is 
present,  it  is  not  within  our  rules  that  another 
move  the  bill  in  his  name,  or  on  his  behalf. 
It  was  my  understanding,  as  I  said,  that 
only  in  the  absence  of  a  person  would  an- 

other member  do  so;  and  therefore  some 
clarification  might  well  come  from  your 
office. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  With  respect,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  think  you  will  find  it  is  an  estab- 

lished practice  in  other  jurisdictions;  in  the 
federal  House. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  On  that  point  of  order, 
if  we  are  going  to  accept  the  established 

practice  from  that  "other  place,"  then  I  must 
protest  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mind  you  we  will  ask  for  your  ruling,  but 

I  can't  see  any  reason  why  the  hon.  minister 
can't  move  his  own  legislation;  and  his  assis- 

tant, of  course,  can  defend  it,  if  the  minister 
doesn't  choose  to  do  so. 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer,  and 
Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs):  Mr. 
Speaker,  speaking  to  the  point  of  order;  the 
easiest  thing  really  would  be  if  I  would 
absent  myself  from  the  chamber. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  But  in  view  of  the 
circumstances  earlier  this  afternoon,  I  sort  of 
hate  to  leave  under  those  circumstances,  Mr. 

Speaker,  and  I'm  sticking  to  my  seat. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

An  hon.  member:  Let  'er  go! 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  just  briefly  on  the 
point  of  order,  should  not  this  question  be 
clarified  once  and  for  all,  because  you  have 
already  ruled  that  questions  cannot  be  di- 

rected to  the  parliamentary  assistants  in  the 
absence  of  the  minister.  Since  we  cannot 
direct  questions  to  them  for  their  answers 
when  a  minister  is  not  here,  what  is  there 
in  the  standing  orders  that  allows  them  to 
present  legislation  when  the  minister  is  here 
or  is  not  here? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Well,  in  so  far  as  the  oral 
question  period  is  concerned,  if  the  hon. 
member  will  look  at  the  standing  orders, 
he  will  note  that  the  provision  is  for  the 
direction  of  questions  to  the  ministry.  There- 

fore, parliamentary  assistants  not  being  part 
of  the  ministry,  questions  may  not  be  di- 

rected to  them. 

However,  there  is,  to  my  knowledge,  noth- 
ing in  our  standing  orders  which  provides 

for  parliamentary  assistants  to  steer  or  move 
or  do  anything  with  legislation.  I  must  agree 
that  no  provision  has  been  made  to  have 
these  parliamentary  assistants  undertake  to 
guide  the  legislation  through  or  to  do  any- 

thing with  it,  and  I  do  believe  that  perhaps 
there  should  be  some  clarification  or  agree- 
ment. 

Now,  I  could  be  wrong  in  that.  I  don't think  there  has  ever  been  any  clarification, 
since  the  standing  orders  were  drawn  long 
before  parliamentary  assistants  were  estab- 

lished in  this  House.  Perhaps  we  should 
defer  anything  further  on  this  until  I  have 
an  opportunity  to  search  into  it  and  to  make 

a  definite  ruling.  I'm  not  prepared  to  make 
a  positive  ruling  at  the  moment  on  it.  Cer- 
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tainly  there  is  no  provision  in  the  standing 
orders  for  such  a  procedure. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Give 

him  a  learner's  licence. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Why  doesn't  the  minister 
move   second   reading? 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  may  direct 
one  further  thought  with  respect  to  this 
point  of  order. 

As  I  understand  the  rules,  the  member  of 
the  House  who  moves  second  reading  is  the 
person  who  really  has  the  right  to  reply  at 
the  end  of  the  debate  which  follows  the 
motion.  And  it  is  for  that  purpose,  more  than 
anything  else,  that  I  rose  to  move  second 
reading  of  this  bill,  and  will  be  doing  the 
same  with  other  bills  as  well.  Simply  be- 

cause I'm  cloaked  with  responsibility  for  this 
and  some  of  these  other  bills,  I  have  that 
right  to  reply  after  the  other  hon.  members 
have  addressed  themselves  to  the  motion. 

Mr.  R.  Gisborn  (Hamilton  East):  Just  get 
the  rules  cleared  up. 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  is  no  doubt  about  it; 
the  hon.  member  for  York  East  is  probably 
quite  right  in  his  contention.  However,  it 

doesn't  alter  the  fact  there  is  nothing  in  our 
standing  orders  to  cover  it. 

Mr.   Gisborn:   That's   right. 

Mr.  Speaker:  And  it  doesn't  alter  the  fact that  there  has  been  no  definite  direction  to 
do  this. 

In  the  absence  of  any  objection,  I  was  not 
going  to  object  myself  to  the  procedure.  But 
since  there  has  been  objection  on  the  part 
of  some  hon.  members,  therefore  I  do  believe 
we  should  get  it  clarified  and  obtain  the  con- 

sent of  the  House  or  have  a  motion  intro- 
duced to  provide  for  this  sort  of  procedure. 

Therefore,  in  view  of  the  objection  on  the 
part  of  some  members  of  the  House,  unless 
the  hon.  minister  wants  to  move  the  motion 

for  second  reading,  I'm  afraid  that  it  would be  out  of  order  to  do  so  at  this  time. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Well,  on  a  similar  point 
of  order,  I  would  just  suggest  to  Mr.  Speaker 
that  we  have  no  regulation,  no  rule,  nor  any 
custom,  for  an  hon.  member  to  move  a  bill 
in  the  presence  of  the  hon.  minister  who  has 
the  final  responsibility  for  the  legislation.  I 
can  assure  you  that  I  could  see  no  objection 
to  the  hon.  member  who  may  be  answering 
questions  and  defending  the  bill  in  speaking 
at    the    end    of    second    reading— I    for    one 

would  not  object  to  that— but  I  do  object  to 
the  hon.  minister  being  here.  The  procedure 
normally  is  that  in  the  absence  of  Mr.  X, 

Mr.  Y  does  the  moving.  I  don't  think  we  can 
follow  that  precedent  in  the  presence  of  the 
minister.  He  should  move  it  himself. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  speak  to  a  further  point  that  goes  beyond 
what  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  has  said. 
Would  it  not  also  be  necessary  that  a  min- 

ister of  the  Crown  move  this  legislation 
rather  than  a  parliamentary  assistant  in  this 
circumstance,  because  where  government 
legislation  is  being  introduced,  must  it  not 
be  introduced  through  the  reading  stages  by 
a  member  of  the  ministry? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  we've  been 
doing  that. 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  point,  if 
I  may,  if  precedent  has  any  bearing  in  this 

House,  I've  had  the  pleasure  of  moving  five 
other  bills  in  this  very  session  of  the  House, 
on  behalf  of  the  minister. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  In  the  absence  of  the 
minister.   The  minister  was   not  present. 

Mr.  Meen:  Yes,  but  the  point- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:   It  is  just  one  member 
getting  up   in   the    absence  of   another   and 
moving  a  bill  standing  in  his  name. 

Mr.  Meen:  The  point  made  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Kitchener  was  that  in  the 
absence  of  a  minister  the  bill  should  be 
moved  by  one  of  his  colleagues  in  cabinet. 

That  is  the  point  I'm  addressing  myself  to; 
that  I've  had  the  pleasure  of  moving  five 
bills  already,  on  behalf  of  the  minister. 

Mr.  Reid:  If  I  may  speak  to  that  point, 
Mr.  Speaker.  While  a  precedent  may  have 
been  set  or  slipped  through  or  went  by  some 
way  or  other,  surely  the  fact  remains  that 
this  is  a  responsible  government,  that  the 
ministry  is  responsible  for  the  legislation  that 
passes  through  this  House,  and  that  the  min- 

ister responsible  should  carry  and  move  the 
bill  in  the  House- 

Mr.  Roy:  Or  another  member- 

Mr.  Reid:  —or  another  member  of  the 
cabinet.  Surely  our  whole  system  of  govern- 

ment is  based  on  this  theory  of  responsible 
government,  and  the  minister  responsible  or 
another  cabinet  minister  should  carry  through 
this  legislation. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  I  can  only  repeat  that  there 
is  no  provision  in  the  standing  orders  for  the 
procedure  that  is  being  taken.  The  hon. 
member  for  York  East  did,  in  fact,  move 
certain  bills  previously,  at  which  time  there 
was  no  objection- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  minister  was  norTin 
his  seat. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Whether  or  not  the  hon. 

minister  was  in  his  seat,  I  can't  recall. 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  can. 

Mr.  Speaker:  If  he  was  in  his  seat  then 

there  has  been,  in  fa,ct,  a  precedent  estab- 
lished in  this  House. 

Whether  or  not  it's  a  correct  precedent  is 
something  else  again.  If  the  hon.  members  of 
the  opposition  are  going  to  object  to  the  pro- 

cedure that  is  proposed  I  have  no  alternative, 
in  view  of  their  objection,  to  defer  the  entire 
matter  until  an  order  can  be  brought  in  or 
until  a  clarification  tomorrow. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  On  a  further  point  of 
order,  I  would  suggest,  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
are  three  things  possible:  You  can  defer  it  as 
you  suggested;  you  can  ask  for  unanimous 
consent  which  would  mean  that  we  would 

say,  "I  guess  it's  not  important  and  we'd 
better  proceed  with  the  bill";  or,  of  course, 
there  is  the  third  alternative— the  minister 
who  sits  in  his  seat  could  get  up  and  move 
the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Is  that  a  suggestion? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  what 
stage  is  this  bill  at? 

Some  hon.  members:  Second  reading! 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  might  say  that  the  hon. 
member  for  York  East  has  moved  second 

reading  of  the  bill,  at  which  point  the  objec- 
tions arose. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  could 
we  suggest  that  the  hon.  member  for  York 
East  withdraw  his  moving  of  it.  I  will  then 
move  second  reading,  then  leave  the  House 
and  the  hon.  member  for  York  East  will  carry 
on  with  the  rest  of  the  bills. 

An  hon.  member:  Actually  we  should  get 
a  ruling— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No.  We're  talking— 
with  great  respect,  the  hon.  member  for 
Kitchener  and  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
are  on  two  different  points. 

The  Leader  of  the  Opposition  objects,  and 
I  would  have  some  agreement  with  it,  that 
if  I  am  sitting  in  my  place  the  hon.  member 
for  York  East  should  not  move  the  bill. 

The  hon.  member  for  Kitchener,  as  I  have 
listened  to  this  discussion,  has  carried  that 
further  and  says  that  we  need  a  ruling— which 

I  don't  think,  with  respect,  the  Speaker  has 
said;  nor  has  his  leader  said— that  we  need  a 
ruling  whether  the  member  can  carry  the  bill 
through  the  House.  He  has  suggested  that 

perhaps  some  other  minister  must  move  sec- 
ond reading  rather  than  the  parliamentary 

assistant. 
I  would  disagree  with  that.  I  think  that  we 

do  have  the  precedent,  as  the  hon.  member 
from  York  East  pointed  out;  and  I  believe 
other  parliamentary  assistants  have  carried 
bills  through.  We  have  that  precedent.  I 
think  the  only  matter  under  discussion  is 
whether  or  not  I  should  be  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think,  in  answer 

to  the  Speaker's  question  or  query,  to  my 
knowledge  I  have  not  been  here  when  the 
parliamentary  assistant  has  moved  second 
reading.  I  may  have  been  skulking  in  the 

background,  but— 

Mr.  Reid:  That's  the  right  word. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —I  was  not  here. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Speaker,  want  to  com- 

ment on  what  the  minister  has  said;  I'm  not 
questioning  the  right  of  the  parliamentary 

assistant  to  do  so.  I'm  simply  asking  that  the 
matter  be  regularized  so  that  we  are  proceed- 

ing in  a  good  form. 

Mr.  Reid:  May  I  just  add  one  word  to  that, 
Mr.  Speaker?  May  I  suggest  that  both  the 
matters  of  parliamentary  assistants  and  their 
responsibilities  in  this  Legislature,  as  well  as 
what  has  arisen  today,  be  referred  to  the 
standing  committee  on  rules  and  procedures 
of  the  Legislature  with  a  view  perhaps  of 
amending  the  rules  of  the  House. 

VILLAGE  OF  WASAGA  BEACH 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  160,  An  Act  respecting  the  Village  of 
Wasaga  Beach. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 
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MUNICIPALITY  OF  METROPOLITAN 
TORONTO  ACT 

Mr.  Meen,  in  the  absence  of  Hon.  Mr. 
McKeough,  moves  second  reading  of  Bill  161, 
An  Act  to  amend  the  Municipality  of  Metro- 

politan Toronto  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  only  comment  I  have  on  this 
bill  is  that  there  is  a  provision  here  which 
increases  the  area  to  any  area  within  the 

province  where  the  Municipality  of  Metro- 
politan Toronto  may  dump  garbage.  If  the 

municipality  where  it  wants  to  dump  the 

garbage  doesn't  like  the  idea,  it  now  can 
appeal,  I  believe  to— 

Mr.  Meen:  It  is  to  be  by  agreement. 

Mr.  Deacon:  I  beg  your  pardon? 

Mr.  Meen:  If  I  may  just  interject  at  this 
point,  it  must  be  with  the  agreement  of  the 
adjacent  municipality. 

Mr.  Deacon:  But  if  it  doesn't  receive  that 
agreement,  then  it  can  go  to  the  OMB  to  get 
such  authorization.  I  submit  that  where  muni- 

cipalities do  not  wish  someone  else's  garbage 
to  be  dumped  on  their  lands  this  is  a  responsi- 

bility the  province  should  assume,  so  that  it 
is  clearly  the  provincial  government  that  is 
taking  action  to  look  after  wastes  rather  than 
leaving  it  in  the  hands  of  the  municipality  of 
Metropolitan  Toronto. 

I  think  it  is  wrong  for  us  to  have  situ- 
ations develop  where  one  municipality  is 

battling  with  another  one.  I  really  feel  the 
province  should  intervene  and  take  action 
under  these  circumstances. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  hon.  member 
wish  to  speak  to  this?  If  not.  does  the  hon. 
parliamentary  assistant  have  anything  to  say? 

Mr.  Meen:  Yes  Mr.  Speaker;  this  is  actually 
a  carriage  into  the  Metropolitan  Toronto 
Act  of  authority  accorded  to  every  other 
municipality  under  the  Municipal  Act.  Here- 

tofore, and  under  the  existing  Metropolitan 
Act,  there  was  no  authority  to  contract  with, 
to  own  property,  or  to  make  any  other  ar- 

rangements with  any  other  municipality  on 
the  same  basis  and  on  the  same  kind  of  ar- 

rangement as  that  available  to  every  other 
area  municipality  in  Ontario  under  the  gen- 

eral amendments  made  recently  to  the  Muni- 
cipal Act.  So  this  is  really  just  an  attempt 

to  bring  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  Act  into 
line  and  to  give  Metro  Toronto  the  same 
kind  of  authority  as  that  accorded  to  every 
other  municipality. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

REGIONAL  MUNICIPALITY  OF 
YORK  ACT 

Mr.  Meen,  in  the  absence  of  Hon.  Mr. 
McKeough,  moves  second  reading  of  Bill 
140,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Regional  Munici- 

pality of  York  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  hon.  member  wish 
to  speak?  The  member  for  York  Centre. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  checked  into 
matters  in  regard  to  Bill  140  with  other 
municipal  representatives  in  the  region  of 
York  and  they  feel  that  these  are  important 
housekeeping  improvements,  and  therefore 
I  feel  we  can  support  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Wentworth. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Yes,  Mr. 
Speaker,  like  the  member  for  York  Centre 
we  approve  of  the  housekeeping  amendments. 
We  too  will  support  the  bill. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Mr.  Meen:  Oh,  excuse  me,  Mr.  Chairman- 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  apologize.  I  didn't  avail  my- self of  an  opportunity  to  speak  on  this.  May 
we  revert  slightly  in  this  matter? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  we  have  the  permission 
of  the  House? 

Agreed. 

Mr.  Meen:  There's— 
Mr.  Deans:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 

member  has  an  amendment  he  can  move  it  in 
committee. 

Mr.  Meen:  I  wanted  to  tell  the  members 
what  I  propose  to  do. 

Mr.  Deans:  Well,  it  is  too  late  then,  I 

guess. 
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Mr.  Meen:  I  think  that  I  would  ask  that 
this  be  taken  to  the  committee  of  the  whole 
House. 

Mr.  Deans:  Why  should  it  be  taken  to  the 
oommittee  of  the  whole  House  when  in  fact 
we  agreed  for  it  to  go  to  third  reading? 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  there  is  any 
problem  on  this  regard  it  is  not  a  serious 
amendment  and  it  can  stand  over.  I  have  no 
serious  objection  to  it  going  to  third  reading. 

MUNICIPAL  EMPLOYEES' 
RETIREMENT  SYSTEM  ACT 

Mr.  Meen,  in  the  absence  of  Hon.  Mr. 
McKeough,  moves  second  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ontario 

Employees'  Retirement  System  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Just  briefly,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  want  to  say  we  approve  of  and  support  the 
concept  in  this  bill  that  extends  the  pension 
to  elected  councillors.  It  occurred  to  me,  how- 

ever, that  there  are  a  number  of  elected 
councillors  presently  sitting  in  the  House,  and 
although  legislation  has  been  introduced 
which  in  fact  gives  them  only  single  status, 
presumably  as  members,  I  wanted  to  know 
whether  or  not  they  and  others  who  have 
had  some  considerable  municipal  service  in 
the  past  would  have  the  right  to  opt  for 
some  of  the  pension  benefits. 

I  feel  quite  free  in  putting  this  to  the 
minister,  Mr.  Speaker,  not  by  any  stretch  of 
the  imagination  having  any  entitlement  my- 

self. I  wondered  if  this  had  been  considered 
and  how  it  would  affect  those  members  of  the 
House  who  are  presently  members  of  councils. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  Deans:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  There 
are  a  number  of  housekeeping  amendments 
in  this  bill.  The  one  dealing  with  the  recog- 

nition of  common  law  marriage  and  the  set- 
ting of  the  period  of  time  which  it  must  have 

been  in  force  is  useful  and  ought  to  have 
been  made  some  time  ago. 

Unlike  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition,  I  find 
myself  to  some  extent  in  opposition  to  that 
section  which  makes  provisions  for  council 
members  to  participate  in  OMERS,  and  I 
want  to  get  clear  just  exactly  what  it  is  that 
is  going  to  happen.  Perhaps  the  parliamentary 
secretary  can  enlighten  us.  I  can  well  under- 

stand the  need  to  provide  that  facility  for 
mayors  of  major  municipalities  and  full-time 
political  people  at  the  municipal  level,  but  I 
do  wonder  seriously  at  the  validity  of  pro- 

viding it  for  part-time  jobs. 
Should  we,  in  fact,  be  making  provision 

that  will  enable  persons  who  devote  some 
spare  time  to  council  work  to  participate  in 
OMERS?  I  would  have  to  say  that  without 
some  amendment  to  make  it  clear  that  this 

would  only  be  in  effect  for  full-time  positions, 
we  might  find  ourselves  in  the  position  of 
having  to  vote  against  that  section  because  it 
does  provide  many  opportunities  for  indivi- 

duals who  are  devoting  some  of  their,  what 
we  might  call  play-time,  spare  time— whatever 
you  want  to  call  it— to  the  service  of  the 
municipality,  for  which  they  are  reimbursed. 

I'm  not  at  all  sure  that  we  set  a  good 
precedent  in  making  available  to  those  part- 
time  people  the  opportunity  to  avail  them- 

selves of  the  pension  benefits  of  the  Ontario 

Municipal  Employees'  Retirement  System. 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  York  Centre. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  would  seem 
to  me  that  the  amount  that  we  are  talking 

about  in  this  is  very  insignificant,  it's  a  very small  percentage. 

Mr.  Deans:  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Pardon?  Well,  if  they  are 
going  to  increase  the  amount,  I  am  sure  it 
would  proportion  for  everyone  concerned 
and  it  will  be  right  across  the  board.  Since 
these  people  do  receive  just  a  very  modest 
compensation,  surely  what  we  are  talking 
about  here  is  not  of  a  significant  nature.  I 

don't  think  that  there  should  be  any  objection to  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Sandwich- 
Riverside. 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  insignificant  amount  is  in  the 
order  of  $7,500  in  many  municipalities;  that 
hardly  seems  insignificant. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  in  years 
gone  by,  until  recently  in  fact,  members 
of  the  board  of  education,  members  of  the 
public  utilities  commissions,  acted  free  of 
any  remuneration;  and  the  remuneration  for 
municipal  councillors  was  a  modest  one. 
Now  this  whole  trend  has  taken  place,  in 
the  last  few  years,  in  which  public  service 
has  become  a  kind  of  means  of  livelihood;  or 
a  means  of  moonlighting,  almost.  And  I 

see— 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Is  the  member  casting 
the  first  stone? 

Mr.  Burr:  Pardon? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Is  the  member  casting 
the  first  stone? 

Mr.  Burr:  Yes. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  mean,  these  people 
are  paid  for  the  work  that  they  do.  Is  the 

member  saying  they  shouldn't  be  paid? 

Mr.  Burr:  Yes!  They  are  paid  for  what 
they  do.  Right! 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sand- 
wich-Riverside has  the  floor.  Could  he  con- 

tinue? 

Mr.  Burr:  I  think  that  we  are  encouraging 
a  trend  that  we  should  not  be  encouraging. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Kitchener. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  been 
interested  in  hearing  the  comments  made  by 
the  members  so  far,  especially  with  respect 
to  this  particular  matter  of  eligibility  under 

the  Ontario  Municipal  Employees'  Retire- 
ment Scheme.  It  would  seem  to  me,  Mr. 

Speaker,  that  the  member  for  Sandwich- 
Riverside  makes  a  good  point  when  he  says 
that,  whereas  individuals  in  the  recent  past 
have  been  volunteering  their  services,  now 
these  various  posts,  of  councillor  particularly, 

and  especially  in  the  larger  cities,  are  draw- 
ing a  fairly  substantial  remuneration. 

I  would  like  to  concur  with  the  comment 

that  was  made  concerning  the  possible  neces- 
sity of  a  full-time  councillor  or  a  mayor  who 

has  given  up  another  form  of  livelihood  and 
accepted  this,  to  receive  a  possible  benefit 
under  a  normal  retirement  programme.  But 
I  think  that  we  are  sort  of  in  a  middle 

ground  here,  Mr.  Speaker. 

I  think  that  we  are  either  going  to  be 
burdening  ourselves  with  a  large  number 
of  very  small  accounts,  or  else  we  are  going 
to  be  encouraging  municipalities  to  raise 
the  stipends  for  their  councillors  who  in 

turn  are  looking  to  this  as  a  full-time 
job  and  worthy  of  some  retirement  benefit. 

I  don't  know  which  way  the  government 
intends  to  go  on  this  particular  subject,  but 
I  think  that  we  should  have  some  idea  from 
the  member  for  York  East  to  advise  us  which 

of  these  two  plans  he  foresees. 

Does  the  ministry  now  expect  that  there 
are  going  to  be  many  thousands  of  small 
pension  accounts  that  are  going  to  be  started 

for  councillors?  And  if  that  is  the  case,  is  it 
all  worth  the  trouble,  or  would  we  be  all 

better  off  to  pay  them  another  $50  per  year 
now? 

On  the  other  hand,  if  we  are  talking 

about  the  mayor  of  a  city  such  as  Hamilton 
or  Windsor,  or  perhaps  even  Kitchener,  who 
is  spending  almost  his  full  time  at  this  task, 
he  perhaps  should  be  receiving  some  benefit. 

Could  the  parliamentary  assistant  advise 
us  as  to  what  the  thinking  of  the  government 
has  been  that  has  brought  this  into  place,  and 
the  numbers  of  people  who  are  going  to  be 
involved;  and  I  suppose  as  well,  the  possible 
expense  to  the  system  of  government  within 

the  province?  I  think  if  we  had  that  infor- 
mation and  comment  we  could  more  intel- 
ligently decide  just  which  of  the  two  sides 

of  this  coin  we  see  as  being  the  more 

important. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  hon.  member 
wish  to  speak  to  this  bill?  If  not,  the  member 
for  York  East. 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  try  to  direct 
my  comments  in  the  order  in  which  questions 
were  asked  of  me.  The  member  for  Brant 

asked,  I  think,  what  about  the  members  here 
in  the  House.  It  is  my  expectation  that  on  a 

passage  of  bill,  when  it  becomes  an  Act,  the 
municipalities  which  presently  have  OMERS 

pension  plans— and  I  expect  that  they  all 
would  have— will  then  be  able  to  pass  a  by- 

law which  will  extend  the  plan  in  their 

municipality  to  cover  their  members  of 
council;  that  is,  the  aldermen,  the  members 
of  the  board  of  control  and  the  mayor  or 
reeve,  as  the  case  may  be. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Will  it  be  a  retroactive 
benefit? 

Mr.  Meen:  Yes,  it  can  be  retroactive- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  How  far? 

Mr.  Meen:  —as  far  back  as  January  of  the 
year  in  which  the  bylaw  is  passed.  This  is 
a  present  regulation  of  the  OMERS  plan. 

Therefore,  to  answer  the  question  raised 

by  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition,  yes,  a  mem- 
ber of  this  House  who  is  presently  a  member 

of  a  municipal  council,  or  who  was  a  member 
as  of  the  date  to  which  the  bylaw  is  made 
retroactive,  could  then  be  treated  as  a 

member  of  the  plan.  Thus  he  would  be 
entitled,  pursuant  to  the  other  provisions  of 
the  OMERS  Act  and  of  the  regulations 

passed  under  it,  to  make  back  payments  for 

prior  service  even  though  very  shortly  there- 
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after,  pursuant  to  the  amendments  to  the 
Legislative  Assembly  Act  already  before  this 
House,  he  might  retire  from  that  council  be- 

fore the  expiration  of  the  term. 
As  long  as  he  was  a  member  of  the  council 

of  the  municipality  on  the  date  to  which  that 
bylaw  relates,  he  will  be  entitled  to  pay  up 
arrears.  I  have  checked  this  with  the  adminis- 

trators of  the  OMERS  scheme,  and  they  have 
advised  me  that  this  would  be  an  acceptable 
provision  to  them. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Just  on  a  matter  of 
clarification,  would  the  member  permit  a 

question? 

Mr.  Meen:  Yes  I  would,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  If  a  member  of  this 

House  is  a  member  of  a  council  in  the  period 
from  the  dating  of  the  bylaw  until  the  passage 

of  the  Act,  can  he  make  back  payments  be- 
yond the  dating  of  the  bylaw  to  the  be- 

ginning of  his  service? 

Mr.  Meen:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  could  date 
back  to  the  time  when  he  joined  the  council 
of  the  municipality.  It  would  not  relate  to  his 
having  had  service  on,  say,  the  board  of  edu- 

cation or  the  public  utilities  commission  of 
that  same  municipality,  however;  and  it 
would  relate  only  to  that  particular  munici- 
pality. 

Mr.  Deans:  Does  the  member  mean  it  could 

go  back  10  years  or  15  years? 

Mr.  Meen:  Oh  yes,  just  as  the  employees 
of  the  municipalities  also  could  make  pay- 

ments for  back  service  antedating  1966,  if 
that  was  the  year— I  think  it  was  about  then 
—when  the  OMERS  scheme  came  into  effect; 
they  could  pay  in  the  amount  related  to  their 
prior  service.  It  does  not  apply  only  to 
current  service. 

If  the  hon.  member  has  read  the  Act,  he 
will  see  that  in  effect  we  define  a  member  of 

council  in  the  same  category  as  an  employee. 
And  if  he  then  looks  at  the  basic  Act  itself, 
he  will  see  the  provisions  there  for  employees. 
So  in  that  sense  we  are  treating  them  exactly 
the  same  way  under  the  OMERS  scheme  as 
though  they  were  employees. 

Going  on,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon.  member 
for  Wentworth  talked  about  part-time  jobs. 
Well,  of  course,  the  indemnity  they  have 
received  relates  to  the  amount  of  time  they 
have  spent.  A  short  while  ago  I  interjected 
the  suggestion  that  in  the  same  sense  perhaps 
we  should  be  considered  as  having  part-time 
jobs. 

Mr.  Deans:  Some  of  us  should! 

Mr.  Meen:  Yes,  I  think  perhaps  some  of 
us  should. 

Mr.  Deans:  But  there  are  others  who  work 
here  all  the  time. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please! 

Mr.  Meen:  If  we  relate  back  a  few  years 
ago,  when  this  House  sat  but  a  few  weeks 
a  year,  it  might  have  been  far  more  valid 

than  it  is  today.  In  any  event,  I  don't  think 
any  of  us  in  this  House  seriously  thinks  that 

the  assignments  we've  taken  on  are  part- time    assignments. 

Mr.  Deans:  For  some  it  is  still  part-time. 

Mr.  Meen:  In  any  event,  the  compensa- 
tion available  to  members  of  council,  gen- 

erally speaking,  reflects  the  amount  of  time 
they  have  to  devote.  Be  it  a  day,  a  week, 
an  evening  a  week  or  two  or  three  days  a 
week,  by  the  time  they  have  sat  on  their 
various  planning  boards  and  committees 
and  attended  other  functions  on  behalf  of 
their  municipalities,  it  is  far  more  than  just 
an  hour  or  so  on  a  casual  basis. 

In  any  event,  the  indemnities  which  they 
receive,  in  some  fashion  or  other,  reflect 
the  amount  of  time  which  they  have  to  take 
from  their  other  duties. 

I  reject  the  suggestion  that  this  should 
apply  only  to  those  who  can  be  classed  as 
full-time  employees  of  the  municipality.  It 
seems  to  me  that  if  we  have  given  them 
under  the  Municipal  Act  the  right  to  set 
their  own  indemnities,  they  are  accountable 
to  the  people,  and  they  will  be  accountable 

to  the  people  in  this  sense  as  well.  I  can't 
imagine  that  they  would  increase  their  in- 

demnities to  any  unreasonable  amount  sim- 
ply for  the  purpose  of  increasing  the  amount 

of  the  pension  which  they  would  then  ac- 
cumulate. Recognize,  too,  reverting  to  the 

amount  of  the  back  payment,  they  have  to 
pay  back  into  the  fund  the  percentage  of 
their  indemnity  which  they  received  over 
that  period  of  time,  plus  interest  in  order 
that  it  would  have  the  same  effect  as  though 
they  had  been  paying  into  it  over  the  entire 
term  during  which  they  had  served  on  their 
council. 

One  other  point,  which  wasn't  mentioned by  anyone,  and  I  must  confess  I  thought  it 
would  be,  was  whether  members  of  the  board 
of  education  and  utilities  might  also  be 
qualified.  In  this  regard  I  want  to  express 
the  view  of  the  government  that,   although 
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the  committee  which  went  into  this  did 
recommend  that  similar  provision  to  this  also 
be  extended  to  boards  of  education,  and  in 
fact  to  all  local  boards  and  commissions,  for 
the  present  time  the  government  felt  that 
it  would  stick  with  this  provision,  see  how 
it  works  and  perhaps,  maybe  as  early  as  next 

year  but  in  the  not  distant  future,  take  an- 
other look  at  this  to  determine  whether  a 

similar  provision  might  be  extended  to  other 
members  of  boards  and  commissions  of  an 

elective  nature,  but  not  of  the  appointed 

type. 

Mr.  Deans:  For  some  it  is  more  of  a  rip- 
off  than  being  a  member  of  the  Legislature. 

Mr.  Meen:  The  member  for  Kitchener  ask- 
ed a  question  and  I  am  not  sure  that  I  got 

the  import  of  this  fully,  I  would  be  grateful 
if  he  would  repeat  it  for  me. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  If  I  may,  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  comment  which  I  had  was  simply  how 
the  government  foresaw  what  in  fact  was 

going  to  develop.  Did  we  expect  a  large 
number  of  councillors  with  small  accounts, 
or  in  fact  was  this  meant  for  the  permanent 

type  of  job  person  that  seems  to  be  develop- 
ing, especially  in  the  larger  communities? 

Mr.  Meen:  No,  we  do  anticipate  that  there 
will  be  wide  acceptance  of  this  scheme,  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  indicated  earlier,  I  expect  that 

virtually  every  municipality  is  now  partici- 
pating under  the  OMERS  scheme;  so  all 

this  really  amounts  to  is  the  addition  of  a 
few  names  to  the  list  that  goes  into  the 
OMERS  board  every  month  or  so,  together 

with  the  remittal.  We  don't  anticipate  any 
significant  increase  in  the  administrative  as- 
spect  of  the  matter.  Those  conclude  my  com- 

ments, Mr.   Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 
reading  of  Bill   162. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for  third  reading? 

Mr.  Meen:  Committee  of  the  whole,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Committee  of  the  whole. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  15th  order;  second 
reading  of  Bill  167,  An  Act  to  establish  the 
Regional   Municipality  of  Waterloo. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  wonder  if  it  would  be  convenient 
if  the  hon.  minister  would  call  order  14  in- 

stead of  order  15.  The  member  for  Waterloo 

North  has  stepped  out  for  a  moment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:   Oh   I  am  sorry.  Cer- 
tainly, I  will. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  If  the  minister  wants  to 

do  it  that  way,  that  is  all  right 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  don't  know  why  the 
request  came.   Order  14  is  fine  and  dandy. 

REGIONAL  MUNICIPALITY  OF 
SUDBURY 

Mr.  Bennett,  in  the  absence  of  Hon.  Mr. 
McKeough,  moves  second  reading  of  Bill  164, 
An  Act  to  establish  the  Regional  Municipality 
of  Sudbury. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 

position. 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  intend 

to  support  this  bill,  although  I  should  say 
that  we  have  some  substantial  reservations 

in  the  particulars   here   enunciated 

For  many  years  there  have  been  com- 
plaints expressed  in  this  House— and  I  re- 

member most  vividly  hearing  the  former 

member  for  Sudbury  speaking  about  them 

and  to  be  fair,  his  successor  as  well— about 
the  distribution  of  financial  assets  and  re- 

sponsibilities among  the  various  municipal 
governments  in  the  Sudbury  basin;  and  the 
problems  that  were  experienced  because  of 

the  special  costs  of  maintaining  local  gov- 
ernment when  the  facilities  are  all  built  on 

or  carved  into  the  bedrock  of  the  Canadian 
shield.  It  has  been  interesting,  certainly,  to 
hear  the  problems  that  the  cities  and  some 
of  the  more  rural  areas  have  experienced  in 

trying  to  put  in  the  water  and  sewage  facili- 
ties, and  even  to  meet  the  special  costs  of 

carrying  on  government  let  alone  the  or- 
dinary responsibilities  of  carrying  on  life  it- 

self in  a  very  large  metropolitan  area  in  the 
northern  part  of  this  province. 

During  the  last  few  years  there  has  been 
more  and  more  of  a  call  for  substantial  and 

meaningful  reform.  To  be  fair,  I  feel  that  this 
bill  is  substantial,  and  its  reforms  are  anything 
but  superficial. 

The  former  member  for  Sudbury,  with  all 
of  his  great  oratorical  abilities  used  to  call 
in  this  House  for  reforms  of  the  type  em- 

bodied in  Bill  164.  He  also,  of  course,  would 
call  for  the  sort  of  recognition  of  northern 
problems  by  this  government  that  would  mean 
that  the  people  who  decide  to  live  and  raise 
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their  families  in  the  Sudbury  basin,  or  in  fact 
in  any  part  of  northern  Ontario,  would  not 
have  to  pay  the  extra  costs,  particularly  of 
those  involved  in  local  governments  so  often 
associated  with  the  very  expensive  provision 
of  municipal  services. 

It's  natural  that  we  on  this  side  would  be 
wary  of  the  government's  approach  to  region- 
alization  in  the  area  without  satisfying  our- 

selves, as  far  as  possible,  that  the  government 
is  aware  of  the  cost  responsibilities  that  will 
be  imposed  upon  the  people  living  in  the 
Sudbury  area  as  a  result  of  this  regionaliza- 
tion. 

After  questions  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Waterloo  North  as  to  the  availability  of  addi- 

tional funds  to  more  or  less  grease  the  wheels 
as  they  begin  to  turn  in  this  new  form  of 
government,  we  were  assured  by  the  minister 
that  the  regional  municipal  grants  provisions 
would  take  into  consideration  these  special 
costs;  not  only  in  a  new  form  of  government 
for  the  area,  but  once  again  in  a  further 
recognition  of  the  special  requirements  in  the 
Sudbury  basin. 

One  specific  complaint  that  we  have  re- 
ceived from  time  to  time  on  visits  to  the 

Sudbury  area— political  and  otherwise^has 
been  from  people  living  in  Copper  Cliff,  who 
have  objected  strenuously  to  being  absorbed 
in  the  larger  area  of  government  that  is 
envisaged  in  Bill  164.  As  is  so  often  the  case, 
the  people  have  an  attachment,  not  only  to 
their  local  insitutions  but  in  many  cases  to 
a  favourable  position  that  has  been  estab- 

lished for  one  reason  or  another,  financial  and 
otherwise,  over  the  years. 

I  regret  that  it  was  not  possible  to  maintain 
some  of  these  advantageous  positions,  but 

obviously  if  we're  going  to  impose  a  broad 
regionalization  there  has  to  be  a  sharing  not 
only  of  the  assets  but  of  the  liabilities  and 
responsibilities.  Frankly,  I  can  see  that  aspect 
of  the  decision  embodied  in  Bill  164  must  be 
mandatory  if  the  bill  was  going  to  be  other 
than  just  a  superficial  rearrangement  of  the 
status  quo. 

I  appreciate  also,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  there 
are  others  in  the  Legislature  with  immediate 
knowledge  of  the  specific  problems  faced  in 
Sudbury,  and  who  represent  the  people  there 
themselves.  On  behalf  of  our  party  I  simply 
want  to  say  that  we  intend  to  support  the 
legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Nickel 
Belt. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

We  too  are  in  general  agreement  with  the 
bill.  I  feel  also  that  it  does  indeed,  or  is  going 
to,  bring  about  some  meaningful  reform  in 
the  Sudbury  basin. 

There  are  some  things  that  bother  me  a 

great  deal.  I  couldn't  help,  when  I  was  read- ing the  bill  over,  and  that  was  an  experience 
in  the  time  involved— from  the  time  this  bill 
was  introduced  and  the  time  it  was  printed 
to  the  time  it  was  made  available  to  the 
people  involved,  the  mayors,  reeves  and 
councillors  in  the  Sudbury  basin.  It  is  some- 

thing that  the  ministry  really  must  apologize 

for.  A  lot  of  people  didn't  even  get  a  copy 
of  the  bill  until  today. 

How  in  the  world  does  this  ministry  expect 
the  members  of  the  Legislature  from  the 
Sudbury  area  to  speak  on  behalf  of  those 
people  when  they  get  the  copy  of  the  bill 
for  the  first  time  today?  This  is  the  first 
chance  to  read  it,  because  of  the  conference 
that  was  held  in  Ottawa  this  week.  So  I  think 
that  this  was  no  accident  today. 

If  I  may  stray  a  little  bit  here,  Mr.  Speaker, 
it  is  an  example  of— and  this  word  is  becoming 
common  in  discussing  this  ministry— the 
"arrogance"  of  the  ministry  in  allowing  only 
this  length  of  time  before  the  bill  goes  to 
second  reading.  It  is  perhaps  exemplified  also 
by  the  fact  that  both  members  of  the  Legisla- 

ture who  were  named  today  were  in  dispute 
with  that  particular  minister. 

Getting  back  more  directly  to  the  principle 
of  the  bill,  Mr.  Speaker- 

Mr.    Speaker:    The   principle   of   the    bill, 

please. 
Mr.  Laughren:  —which  I  am  about  to  do 

directly,  the  ministry  has  failed  to  sell  to  the 
people  in  the  Sudbury  basin  the  entire  con- 

cept of  regional  government  in  the  area;  even 
though  I  think  that  most  people  will  support 
it. 

There  is  a  very  uneasy  feeling,  because  the 
bill  does  not— nor  does  the  accompanying 
publicity  from  this  ministry— show  to  the 
people  what  the  short-term  benefits  are 
versus  the  short-term  costs;  nor  has  there 
been  very  much  communication  as  to  what 
the  long-term  benefits  and  the  long-term  costs will  be. 

I  think  that  is  a  major  failing,  because  it  is 
critical  that  this  bill  receive  the  co-operation 
of  all  those  in  the  Sudbury  basin.  As  I  said, 
I  think  the  principle  is  good;  and  that  is  why 
we  are  supporting  it,  of  course.  But  it  really 
is  incumbent  upon  this  ministry  to  indicate 
this  in  a  better  fashion  to  the  people  of  the 
Sudbury  basin. 
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I  think,  for  example,  that  putting  sewer 
and  water  and  garbage  disposal,  and  planning 
and  roads  under  the  regional  tier,  is  good  for 
the  Sudbury  area  because  of  the  very  serious 

problems  in  that  area  regarding  these  facil- 
ities. 

But  it  must  be  kept  in  mind  that  the  Sud- 
bury basin,  other  than  the  city  of  Sudbury 

itself,  consists  of  a  series  of  fairly  small  towns 

anywhere  from  3,000  up  to  about  10,000. 
Most  of  these  people  have  lived  in  a  small 
town  atmosphere  all  their  lives.  I  think  that 
it  is  very  difficult  to  show  those  people  just 
how  they  are  going  to  benefit. 

If  the  municipality  is  primarily  rural— and 
a  lot  of  this  region  that  is  being  brought 
under  regional  government  is  a  rural  type  of 

area— then  it  is  very  difficult  to  show  these 
people  how  they  are  going  to  benefit  from 

the  increased  costs  that  are  going  to  be  in- 
volved for  them  with  the  advent  of  regional 

government.  I  don't  think  anyone  doubts 
that  there  will  be'  increased  costs;  and  they could  be  substantial. 

I  think  perhaps  some  more  money  could 
have  been  spent  on  selling  the  whole  concept 

in  the  Sudbury  area.  For  heaven's  sake,  a 
hospital  in  Sudbury  has  a  public  relations 
officer.  I  am  not  sure  why  a  hospital  deserves 
that;  but  when  you  look  at  the  requirements 

of  getting  co-operation  from  municipalities  in 
something  like  regional  government,  I  think 
that  there  could  have  been  more  money 
spent  on  communicating  with  the  people  in 
the  area. 

I  am  assuming  this  bill  is  going  to  com- 
mittee and  will  be  discussed  section  by 

section. 

But  more  specifically,  I  am  not  talking  just 
generally  when  I  talk  about  failure  to  com- 

municate with  people.  For  example,  the  em- 
ployees of  the  various  municipalities,  who 

are  primarily  organized  by  the  CUPE  union, 
have  not  been  brought  into  discussions.  At 
this  point  in  time  there  is  no  indication  as  to 

what  kind  of  protection  there  is  going  to  be 
for  employees  who  are  now  employed  by  the 
area  municipalities  and  who,  with  the  advent 
of  regional  government  will  then  become  em- 

ployees of  the  regional  government.  We  shall 
be  moving  an  amendment  in  oommittee  on 
this. 

Remaining  more  specific,  the  appointment 

of  an  administrator  we  find  repugnant,  be- 
cause I  think  the  area  would  be  better  off 

with  department  heads  as  opposed  to  that. 
Really,  what  you  are  saying  is  you  are  going 
to  appoint  a  city  manager  for  the  region.  We 
disagree  with  that. 

I  can  assure  you  also  that  we  will  be 

waiting  with  bated  breath  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  chairman  of  the  regional  council 

for  the  first  appointed  term.  I  am  sure  you  are 
aware  that  people  are  very  concerned  that 
the  appointment  be  one  that  is  based  on  the 

qualifications  and  the  experience  of  the  indi- 
vidual involved  and  nothing  else.  There  are 

some  very  grave  doubts  about  that  already. 

I  would  also  like  to  express  my  concern 
over  the  cost  of  some  of  the  facilities  that 

are  going  to  be  assumed  by  the  region.  My 
colleague  from  Sudbury  will  speak  more 
specifically,  I  am  sure,  on  how  it  affects Sudbury. 

For  example,  we  have  already  seen  what 
is  going  to  happen  or  what  is  happening  to 
the  cost  of  the  water  project  in  Valley  East. 
The  Act  states  that  the  cost  of  the  water 

project  will  be  absorbed  by  the  region.  If 
that  region  is  expected  to  pick  up  that  total 
bill  for  the  cost  of  water  which  I  under- 

stand could  go  as  high  as  $40  million,  that 
of  course  is  totally  unacceptable. 

I  urge  you  to  provide  some  provincial 
guarantee  for  the  cost  of  certain  facilities 
such  as  sewer  and  water,  keeping  in  mind 
the  unusual  costs  involved  in  Sudbury  for 

servicing  the  people  with  water  and  sewer 
systems— because  of  the  terrain  and  the 
distances,  because  of  the  scattered  population, 
and  in  general  because  of  poor  planning  in 
the  past.  That  is  why  all  this  has  come  about, 
although  I  am  talking  now  about  the  distances 
between  population  centres. 

I  would  also  like  to  express  my  concern 

regarding  the  section  in  the  bill  that  refers 
to  the  assignments  of  roads  to  the  regional 
government.  I  am  very  leery  of  what  could 
happen  if  the  province  decides  to  assign  a 
fairly  high  mileage  of  roads  to  the  region. 
The  region  just  cannot  absorb  those  kind  of 
costs,  and  there  is  no  protection  in  this  Act 
that  such  a  decision  by  the  government  will 
be  reasonable  in  terms  of  what  these  ex- 

penses would  be  to  the  region  and  to  the 
areas  involved. 

One  area  that  is  not  clear  is  the  entire 

policing  problem.  For  example,  if  I  could  be 
more  specific,  in  Dowling  there  is  an  OPP 
detachment  that  polices  the  area.  What  is 

going  to  happen  when  they  pull  out?  Does 
that  mean  a  large  number  of  cruisers  will 
have  to  be  bought  by  the  region  with  that 
total  cost  being  absorbed  by  the  region?  It 

is  just  not  fair. 

I  think  that's  another  area  where  the  prov- 
ince must  step  in  and  provide  some  guar- 

antees. It  is  not  as  though  there  were  little 
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area  municipality  police  forces  in  all  the 
little  towns  which  could  be  brought  into  the 
region  to  become  part  of  the  regional  police 
force. 

We  are  not  faced  with  that  kind  of  situa- 
tion in  some  of  the  towns.  I  urge  you  to 

provide  some  kind  of  guarantee  that  the 
region  will  not  have  to  buy  20  or  30  cruisers 
and  hire  the  required  number  of  men  to 
replace  the  OPP  officers  who  are  moved  out 
from  their  particular  detachments. 

I  am  very  perplexed,  Mr.  Speaker,  over 
the  breakdown  in  the  election  of  councillors 
for  the  various  areas.  In  some  cases,  the 
minister  states  they  will  be  elected  by  wards 
with  one  or  two  councillors  elected  in  a 

general  vote.  In  others,  he  says  it's  a  general 
vote;  and  in  others  he  says  it's  a  combination 
thereof.  I  don't  understand  why  he  is  not 
more  consistent  in  that  respect. 

I  would  conclude  my  remarks  by  saying, 
reiterating,  that  we  do  intend  to  support  this 
bill  but  our  reservations  over  the  different 
sections  I  have  mentioned  and  the  ones  my 
two  colleagues  will  bring  up,  are  very  serious 
and  we  urge  the  government  to  give  them 
the  consideration  that  they  deserve. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please! 
I  wonder  if  the  hon.  member  would  permit 

me  a  few  moments  to  refer  to  the  incident 
that  happened  a  short  while  ago  in  the 
House. 

The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  (Mr. 
Cassidy),  as  you  will  recall,  was  named  and 
suspended  from  the  service  of  the  House 

for  the  remainder  of  the  day's  sitting,  which 
would  be  until  the  House  adjourns  at  10:30 
tonight. 

In  thinking  the  matter  over,  I  recall  there 
was  a  great  deal  of  commotion  and  noise 
in  the  House  at  the  time  and  I  suspect  that 
the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  perhaps 
did  not  hear  my  admonition  to  him  that  for 
the  last  time  he  should  take  his  seat.  I  be- 

lieve, too,  that  I  may  have  been  somewhat 
short  in  making  my  pronouncement  to  name 
the  hon.  member. 

Therefore,  while  I  can  find  no  precedent 
in  the  rules— I  may  be  creating  a  new  prece- 

dent—nevertheless I  will  retract  the  suspen- 
sion of  the  hon.  member  and  if  the  hon. 

leader  of  the  New  Democratic  Party  will 
convey  the  message  to  him,  he  may  return 
to  the  chamber. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  On  a 
point  of  order,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  consider 
naming  and  suspension  a  serious  matter  in 
this  party,   and   I   think  it  is   true  that  the 

member  for  Ottawa  Centre  did  have  a  sense 
of  unjust  treatment.  I  do  not  believe  that 
he  intended  to  provoke  the  Speaker  of  the 
Legislature,  in  fact  I  think  he  regards  the 
Speaker  most  highly. 

I  very  much  appreciate  your  reconsidera- 
tion, sir,  and  I  will  call  the  member  for 

Ottawa  Centre  back  to  his  seat.  It  is  par- 
ticularly propitious,  since  we  are  discussing 

bills  which  lie  within  his  jurisdiction  in  the 
caucus. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  behalf  of  our 
party,  I  can  think  of  no  precedent,  as  you 
said,  where  a  suspension  from  the  House  has 
been  dealt  with  at  a  subsequent  time  and 
the  person  been  allowed  to  come  back  in. 
May  I  remind  you  that  we  in  this  party 

had  a  member  named  and  suspended  from 

the  Legislature  for  the  rest  of  today's  sitting; 
and  in  my  view  the  circumstances  were  quite 
substantially  different  in  the  expulsion  of  the 
two  members.  One  was  dealing  with  the 
matter  between  our  member  and  a  minister 
of  the  Crown,  and  the  Speaker  sat  as  a 
bystander  making  a  ruling  on  the  case.  The 
other  confrontation  was  directly  between  the 
member  for  Ottawa  Centre  and  Mr.  Speaker 
himself,  and  it  was  in  defiance  of  Mr. 
Speaker  himself  when  he  was  asked  to  be 
seated. 

If  you  are  ruling  leniently  in  one  instance, 
I  think  you  should  give  consideration  to  rul- 

ing the  same  way  on  the  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce  (Mr.  Sargent). 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  appreciate  the  words  of 
the  hon.  member  for  Waterloo  North,  but  I 
would  point  out  to  him  that  in  my  opinion 
the  circumstances  were  vastly  different  in  the 
matter  of  the  naming  of  the  hon.  member 
for  Grey-Bruce.  I  have  no  intention  of  re- 

tracting that  ruling. 
The  hon.  member  for  Sudbury. 

Mr.  M.  C.  Germa  (Sudbury):  Mr.  Speaker, 
there  is  probably  no  event  in  the  past  50 

years  in  the  jtity  of  Sudbury  which  has  cre- 
ated so  much  interest  as  the  proposal  which 

is  presently  before  the  House  in  the  form  of 
Bill  164. 

After  discussion  began,  probably  in  1969 

when  the  then  government  of  the  day  com- 
missioned Mr.  Kennedy,  the  chairman  of  the 

Ontario  Municipal  Board,  to  conduct  a  sur- 
vey and  look  into  the  problems  which  had 

been  plaguing  the  city  of  Sudbury,  their 
financial  problems  were  becoming  well  known, 
as  well  as  their  lack  of  services,  their  inability 

to  meet  the  needs  of  the  people  and,  gener- 
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ally  speaking,  their  downgraded  standard  of 

living.  The  city  has  reached  a  substantial  size 
—it  is  crowding  100,000  people— yet  the  serv- 

ices and  the  amenities  enjoyed  by  this  large 
number  of  people  have  been  neglected  for  up 

to  75  years,  and  there  has  been  a  public  out- 
cry to  get  something  done. 

Even  though  active  discussion  commenced 
as  late  as  1969,  the  thought  of  correcting  the 
problem  goes  a  long  way  back,  because  the 
situation  in  the  city  of  Sudbury  is  probably 
unique  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  Probably 

it's  unique  in  more  than  one  area,  but  the 
whole  financial  structure  of  this  area,  which 

supports  about  150,000  people,  is  based  on 
only  two  industries.  Thus  we  had,  in  effect, 

a  sort  of  feudal  system  where  the  "lord  of  the 
manor,"  through  his  minions  or  handmaidens, 
would  dictate  what  would  happen  throughout 
the  entire  community.  This  came  right  down 

into  every  facet  of  life.  This  very  large  indus- 
try had  such  predominance  that  it  was  virtu- 
ally impossible  for  the  people  of  the  area  to 

execute  any  form  of  democratic  control  as  the 
situation  existed. 

When  regional  government  finally  was 
brought  into  the  open,  it  was  a  naughty  word 

for  many  years  around  the  area.  The  Inter- 
national Nickel  Co.,  which  is  the  major  em- 

ployer in  the  area  and  the  major  extractor  of 
wealth  from  the  area,  consistently  resisted 
sharing  the  wealth  generated  by  those  people 
with  the  people  who  were  performing  the 

labour.  There  was  an  "iron  curtain"  around 
the  International  Nickel  Co.  properties.  Due 
to  an  anomaly  in  the  Assessment  Act,  which 
at  that  time  and  since  1904,  I  believe,  forbade 
municipal  councils  from  sending  tax  bills  to 

mining  corporations  in  Ontario— this  is  the 
only  industry  that  ever  had  such  a  privilege 

granted  to  it— Inco  was  not  subject  to  a 
municipal  levy.  It  was  for  this  reason  that  the 

people  of  the  city  of  Sudbury  and  the  sur- 
rounding area  suffered  financial  loss. 

Certainly  there  were  probably  3,000  people 
who  lived  within  the  confines  of  the  feudal- 

ists system  run  by  the  International  Nickel 
Co.  who  reaped  great  benefit  from  living 
within  the  town  of  Copper  Cliff.  And  when 

regional  government  was  talked  about,  natur- 
ally these  people  rose  in  great  indignation 

when  this  privilege  that  they  had  enjoyed  for 
so  long  was  finally  going  to  be  challenged. 
Mr.  Speaker,  when  this  bill  becomes  law, 
effective  on  Jan.  1,  1973,  the  town  of  Copper 
Cliff  will  disappear  as  an  entity  and  will  join 
with  the  city  of  Sudbury. 

It  has  been  a  very  difficult  birth  for  various 
reasons.  It  seems  that  the  mayor  of  the  town 

of  Copper  Cliff  happens  to  be  the  adminis- 
trative assistant  to  the  vice-president  of  the 

company.  I've  lived  in  the  area  all  of  my  life. 
I  think  I  moved  into  that  town  in  1930  as  a 

young  fellow,  and  I  can  guarantee  that  since 
1930  at  least  there  has  not  been  a  municipal 
election  in  the  town  of  Copper  Cliff;  there 
has  never,  in  my  memory,  been  an  elected 
council  in  the  town  of  Copper  Cliff.  That  is 
how  tight  a  control  the  company  has  had  on 
this  little  feudal  empire! 

No  one  would  dare  stand  for  nomination 

to  the  town  council,  and  I  don't  blame  them, 
because  the  land  in  the  town  of  Copper  Cliff 

is  100  per  cent  owned  by  the  International 
Nickel  Co.  True,  there  are  some  people  who 
have  acquired  rental  rights  and  they  have 
constructed  houses.  Probably  10  per  cent  of 
the  houses  are  privately  owned,  but  they  are 

sitting  on  a  30-day  lease,  and  any  time  that 
you  might  upset  the  administration  of  the 

town  you  might  be  told,  "Remove  your  house 
from  my  lot  in  30  days."  Just  this  great 
threat  or  fear  is  enough  to  keep  most  people 

quiet. The  other  90  per  cent  of  the  people  are  in 
an  even  worse  predicament  in  that  the  nickel 
company  owns  90  per  cent  of  the  houses,  I 
presume,  and  anyone  who  lives  there  then 
has  to  pay  rent  to  the  nickel  company;  and 
of  course  they  behave  on,  probably,  threat 
of  eviction. 

So  you  can  see  why  the  situation  has  exist- 
ed in  Copper  Cliff,  which  will  now  be  com- 
ing into  Sudbury.  As  a  Sudbarian  now,  I  can 

see  that  a  great  educational  job  is  going  to 
have  to  be  done  on  the  residents  of  Copper 

Cliff  to  persuade  them  that  it  is  probably  in 
their  best  interests  that  they  should  absorb 
a  fair  share  of  the  costs  of  running  the  area; 

that  they  should  no  longer  evade  this  and 
that  they  should  share  this  wealth  with  the 
other  125,000  of  us  who  are  outside  this 
perimeter  and  have  been  subjected  to  very 
high  taxation  and  very  low  living  standards 
these  many  years.  So  what  was  the  tempo  or 
the  attitude  of  the  area  when  discussions 
started  in  1969. 

Mr.  Kennedy,  when  he  made  his  report  in 
May,  1970,  made  a  very  fine  report.  It  has, 
since  that  day,  been  refined  quite  a  bit,  and 
I  notice  the  most  recent  proposal  has 

strengthened  what  Mr.  Kennedy  recommend- 
ed, in  that  the  two-tier  system  will  designate 

more  power  to  the  upper  tier  than  Mr.  Ken- 
nedy had  every  envisaged. 

I  think  it  was  probably  a  tactical  move 

on  his  part,  in  that  he  didn't  want  to  shock 
the  people  too  much  by  not  only  introducing 



JUNE  22,  1972 4091 

a  regional  system  of  government  but  by  put- 
ting us  into  a  one-tier  system.  I  think  the 

effect  would  have  been  traumatic  and  prob- 
ably we  would  have  had  more  trouble  con- 

vincing people  that  it  was  in  our  best  in- 
terests to  go  to  a  regional  type  of  govern- 

ment. 

The  redeeming  fact,  or  that  one  feature  of 

regionalism  which  appeals  to  everyone  out- 
side of  the  feudalistic  town  of  Copper  Cliff, 

is  accessibility  to  assessment.  The  major  in- 
stallation of  this  major  company  is  in  the 

town  of  Copper  Cliff,  and  even  though  the 
Assessment  Act  and  the  Municipal  Act  has 
been  changed  two  years  now,  the  majority 
of  residents  still  have  not  had  access  to  this 

assessment  because  this  major  installation  is 

still  outside  the  bounds  of  the  city  of  Sud- 
bury and  we  therefore  have  no  right  of  taxa- 
tion. So  that  by  bringing  Copper  Cliff  into 

the  city  of  Sudbury  you  also  bring  in  this 
major  portion  of  assessment,  of  which  there 
was  certain  criticism  when  the  government 
of  the  day  decided  to  change  its  mind,  after 
40  years,  and  allow  assessment  of  mining 
companies. 

Of  course,  they  had  never  engaged  in  this 
job  of  assessing  a  smelter.  I  admit,  if  you 
have  never  done  a  thing  before,  the  first  time 
you  do  it  you  have  to  practice  a  little  bit. 
There  are  bound  to  be  errors  made. 

Anyway,  the  government  of  the  day  did 
go  in  and  try  to  assess  the  smelter,  and  I 
think  this  was  the  first  mistake  they  made. 
They  made  an  error,  and  they  erred  on  the 
side  of  the  International  Nickel  Co.  I  think 

the  assessment  they  came  out  with  was  some- 
thing like  $125  million,  when  probably  any- 
body knows  that  the  installation  could  not 

be  replaced  for  less  than  $800  million. 

I  think  the  former  member  for  Sudbury 

told  us  several  years  ago— and  he  had  some 
good  facts  to  back  it  up— that  the  smelter  at 
that  day  was  worth  about  $600  million. 
There  has  been  continual  expansion  going 
on.  I  know  that  the  original  installation  in 
1930,  when  the  first  building  was  put  up, 
was  worth  $300  million— that  was  the  con- 

struction cost.  Expansion  has  never  ceased 
since  that  day. 

So  for  the  life  of  me  I  cannot  see  how  the 

assessment  department  came  out  with  the 
figure  of  $125  million.  This  is  where 

we  are  going  to  get  into  trouble,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, when  we  do  accept  this  regional  govern- 

ment. We  are  going  to  have  trouble  unless 
this  assessment  figure  is  adjusted  to  some- 

thing more  in  keeping  with  the  value  of  the 
installation,   because   $125  million  just  does 

not   represent   the    value    which   is    invested 
there. 

Also,  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  a  weakness 
within  the  Assessment  Act  which  does  not 

allow  for  underground  assessment.  Now  in  a 

mining  operation,  certainly  we  have  a  mining- 
smelting-refining  operation.  The  smelting 
and  refining  part  of  it  are  on  the  surface. 
Certainly  this  area  can  be  assessed.  But  the 

mining  part  of  it,  as  you  well  know,  is  under- 
ground, some  of  it  as  deep  as  8,000  feet. 

Just  because  an  installation  is  8,000  feet  or 

a  mile  below  ground  doesn't  mean  to  say 
that  we  cannot  go  down  there  and  make  an 
assessment  of  it. 

We  really  haven't  got  a  true  picture  of 
the  total  investment  in  the  area  until  we  go 
underground  and  assess  what  has  been  done 
down  there.  I  think,  at  last  count,  within  the 

regional  area  I  would  suspect  we  have  prob- 
ably 13  operating  mines.  Now  in  a  mine  you 

have  all  sorts  of  installations.  You  have  rail- 
way tracks,  somewhat  similar  to  what  we  see 

on  the  surface,  something  like  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  would  run. 

Sure  it's  narrow  gauge,  but  it  is  laid  on 
ties,  and  they  are  made  out  of  steel.  If  we 

can  assess  the  railways,  and  make  an  assess- 
ment of  their  evaluation  on  the  surface,  I  am 

sure  we  can  go  down  there  and  we  can 
make  an  evaluation  of  the  miles  and  miles  of 

railway  tracks  which  are  installed  down 
there.  Believe  me,  there  are  several  hundred 
miles  of  it  down  there,  because  some  of 
these  drifts  stretch  for  miles  and  miles  under- 

ground. It  sometimes  takes  an  hour  and  a 
half  to  get  to  the  work  face. 

We  have  rapid  transit  in  Sudbury.  Un- 

fortunately, it's  way  down  there.  They  have 
passenger  trains  down  there.  Sure,  you  have 

to  crunch  in  a  little  bit  to  get  it,  and  it's 
only  that  wide.  It's  just  made  out  of  rusty 
steel,  but  it  is  something  like  a  subway.  You 
pile  a  couple  of  hundred  men  on  it,  and  you 
tear  off  down  the  drift,  and  you  might  go 
two  or  three  miles. 

It  is  something  like  the  subway  you  have 

here.  This  is  assessable.  I  just  can't  under- 
stand why  the  government  sees  fit  that,  be- 

cause we  can't  see  this  thing  sitting  on  the 
surface,  we  have  to  forget  about  it  and  say, 

"Oh,  that's  a  mining  installation,  and  it's  not 
assessable  because  you  have  to  go  down  the 

hole  to  see  it."  To  get  down  in  the  hole,  what 
have  you  got  there?  You  have  got  an  elevator. 
We  call  it  a  skip,  or  we  call  it  a  hoist.  It 

doesn't  only  go  20  floors,  it  doesn't  go  six  or seven  hundred  feet,  like  these  little  elevators 

we  see  in  our  high-rise  buildings  here.  These 
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elevators  will  drop  you  8,000  ft  in  about  a 
minute-and-a-half.  These  things  are  pushing 

you  down  underground  at  40  miles  an  hour. 
These  things  are  worth  $1  million  per  installa- 

tion and  there  are  at  least  six  of  those  hoists. 
As  a  worker  in  those  plants,  I  have  worked 
on  them  myself  and  I  know  that  those  in- 

stallations of  hoisting  equipment  alone— just 
for  hoisting  the  ore— would  cost  $1  million 
apiece.  That  was  the  price  when  the  new 
automatic  types  were  installed  probably  10 
or  12  years  ago.  Now,  there  is  more  sop- 

histicated equipment  being  installed;  and  the 
values  we  could  get  out  of  assessing  just 
the  elevating  capacity  of  these  mines  is 
tremendous. 

There  are  crushers  down  there,  Mr. 
Speaker.  If  a  man  is  mixing  cement,  he  has 
a  crusher  in  his  plant,  it  has  certain  value. 
He  is  only  crushing  little  boulders  like  this. 
He  digs  it  out  of  the  gravel  pit  and  he 
crushes  it.  He  has  got  a  little  two-bit  crusher 
with  about  a  12-in.  jaw  on  it.  We  are  running 
4-ft  crushers.  We  are  putting  in  pieces  of 
rock  48  inches  square.  A  4-ft  chunk  of  rock 
will  go  into  a  crusher;  so  you  can  imagine 
the  valuation  you  could  get  just  on  one 
crusher  alone.  We  have  several  of  those 
scattered  all  over  the  place  in  those  mines. 

There  are  other  facilities  underground. 
There  is  the  fresh  air  system;  on  the  surface 
you  call  it  air-conditioning.  It  is  an  assess- 

able item  in  any  building.  It  adds  to  the  value 
of  a  building. 

But  you  only  have  a  small  fresh  air  system. 
We  have  a  system  that  has  to  push  the  air 
down  8,000  ft.  Not  only  that,  it  has  to  be  a 
powerful  system;  because  men  are  working 
down  there;  drilling,  making  dust,  blasting. 
You  have  to  get  rid  of  the  fumes  and  the 
gas  so  the  installation  is  expensive. 

Mining  is  an  expensive  game.  The  value  is 
there;  the  wealth  is  there  to  pay  the  assess- 

ment. For  the  life  of  me,  I  don't  see  why  we 
cannot  at  least  triple  the  assessment  of  $125 
million  or  $130  million  that  we  presently 
come  up  with.  Because  if  we  do  not  get  a 
change  in  this  assessable  installation,  then 
there  is  going  to  be  a  short-fall  in  revenue 
in  the  city  of  Sudbury  alone. 

In  the  new  amalgamated  city  of  Sudbury 
—which  is  only  one  of  the  seven  areas  in  the 
regional  complex— there  is  going  to  be  a  short- 

fall of  $7.7  million  in  the  first  year  of  opera- 
tion. This  is  exclusive  of  startup  costs.  Start- 

up costs  of  the  regional  government  has  been 
assessed  at  $4  million. 

But  even  on  a  continuing  basis,  using  the 
present  criteria,  this  one  community  of  the 

seven  is  going  to  have  a  short-fall  of  $7.7 
million. 

This  is  where  I  fall  into  criticism  of  the 
bill.  While  I  support  regional  government,  I 
have  to  criticize  the  bill  in  that  it  does  not 

supply  these  communities  with  a  viable 
financial  base  with  which  they  can  conduct 
their  affairs. 

Now,  I  have  heard  the  minister  in  his 
various  travels  around  the  province  stating 
that  he  is  going  to  relegate  more  authority 
to  the  local  governments.  He  is  going  to  sup- 

ply them  with  a  financial  base  that  will  make 

them  independent  and  that  they  won't  be like  orphans  to  the  provincial  government. 
In  order  to  understand  this  bill,  I  have 

had  consultations  with  people  on  the  staff  of 
the  city  of  Sudbury.  The  Treasurer,  for 
instance,  who  is  responsible  for  carrying  the 
debt  load  in  the  city  of  Sudbury,  for  paying 

the  debentures,  for  collecting  the  taxes— this 
is  a  knowledgeable  man^and  it  is  he  who  has 
supplied  me  with  the  information  that  the 
present  situation  as  it  is  envisaged  in  the  bill 
just  will  not  solve  the  problem  that  the  bill 
sets  out  to  alleviate. 

What  is  really  going  to  happen,  unless 
there  are  some  major  changes,  is  that  instead 
of  bringing  any  relief  to  the  misery,  it  is 
going  to  be  a  case  of  share-the-misery,  or 
equitability  of  misery. 

Because  there  is  no  way  in  this  bill  that  our 
financial  problems  are  going  to  be  solved. 
Certainly  there  are  going  to  be  ministerial 
orders  made,  but  I  have  to  warn  you,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  there  is  certain  scepticism  in 
the  city  of  Sudbury  about  this  government.  I 
think  the  events  of  last  October  21  reflect 
the  mistrust  that  the  people  have  of  this 
government;  and  I  go  back  to  1961  when  the 
city  of  Sudbury  was  forced  to  amalgamate  the 
McKim  township  and  the  west  half  of  Neelon 
and  Garson. 

At  that  time,  we  wanted  to  get  a  hold  of 
the  International  Nickel  Co.  smelter  and  we 
made  suggestions  that  we  could  handle  the 
west  half  of  Neelson  and  Garson  and  McKim, 
provided  you  gave  us  the  smelter  for  an 
assessable  base  to  supply  us  the  revenue  to 
put  the  services  in. 

Of  course,  that  was  when  International 
Nickel  Co.  was  resisting  any  sharing  of  the 
wealth  and  the  government  went  along  with 
it.  They  carved  out  a  map.  Geographically 
the  smelter  falls  right  within  the  city  of 
Sudbury,  but  in  1961  this  map  was  drawn  so 
that  the  city  of  Sudbury  would  take  in  McKim 
township  and  the  west  half  of  Neelon  and 
Garson. 
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Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  And  the 
Chairman  of  the  Management  Board  was 
Treasurer  then. 

Hon.  C.  S.  MacNaughton  (Chairman,  Man- 
agement Board):  Probably! 

Mr.  Germa:  This  really  created  a  dilemma. 
This  was  really  the  beginning  of  the  end,  in 
1961.  The  order  was  made  by  the  govern- 

ment and  these  outlying  areas,  McKim  and 
Neelon  and  Garson,  or  the  west  half  of 
Neelon,  did  not  have  sanitary  facilities.  They 

were  using  septic  systems  and  the  terrain— it's 
rock,  muskeg,  swamp,  sand— it's  really  not 
conducive  to  running  a  private  sewage  dis- 

posal system,  so  that  these  systems  all  became 
defunct,  and  the  effluent  was  running  into 
Lake  Ramsay  which,  of  course,  was  our  water 
supply. 

It  was  on  this  basis  that  the  government  of 
the  day  forced  us  into  taking  under  our 
wing— that  is  the  city  of  Sudbury  had  to  take 
under  its  wing— McKim  Township  and  the 
west  half  of  Neelon. 

That's  when  the  money  started  flying.  We 
in  the  centre  core  of  the  city  had  a  city 
which  was  100  per  cent  complete;  all  our 
sewers  were  in,  all  our  watermains  were  in, 
our  sidewalks  were  in,  all  our  streets  were 

paved.  We  didn't  have  a  sewage  disposal 
plant.  We  had  a  small  water  plant,  but  we 
were  only  servicing  50,000  people.  So  to  all 
intents  and  purposes,  our  major  expenditures 
had— while  they  were  still  hanging  on  our 
back  in  debenture  form— at  least  these  things 
were  in  the  ground  and  we  were  struggling 
like  hell  to  pay  them  off. 

But  here  we  have  now  a  township  and  a 
half  with  nothing  in  them;  not  one  foot  of 
sewer  pipe,  not  one  foot  of  water  pipe;  and 
we  had  to  start  on  this  great  adventure  of 
supplying  sewage  and  water  services  to  these 
two  townships  in  order  to  protect  our  own 
water  supply,  because  they  were  within  the 
watershed  of  the  Lake  Ramsay  basin. 

We  had  to  curtail  any  expenditures  in  the 
centre  core  in  1961,  so  that  we  could  pump 

every  dollar  we  had  into  this  newly  amalga- 
mated area— amalgamated  against  our  wishes, 

remember.  I  think,  if  memory  serves  me 
right,  the  last  time  I  tabulated  what  we 
had  pushed  into  these  two  townships  it  was 
about  $21  million  in  11  years,  in  sewer  in- 

stallation alone. 

This  fell  on  the  backs  of  the  people  who 
had  just  installed  their  own  equipment,  so 
that  the  city  of  Sudbury  residents,  in  fact, 
have  bought  two  systems  already.  We  bought 

our  own  system  away  back— it's  not  paid  for 

yet;  then  we  bought  the  Neelon  and  McKim 

system. 
Mr.  Martel:  The  former  Treasurer  sat 

through  it  all. 

Mr.  Germa:  So  that's  the  mistrust,  then, 
of  what  happened  in  1961.  The  people  still 
remember  what  they  considered  was  a  dirty 
trick— and  I  think  it  was  a  dirty  trick.  It  took 

a  weight  off  the  government's  back,  because 
the  government  was  under  severe  criticism 
to  clean  up  the  mess  that  urban  sprawl 
causes.  We  all  know  that  without  planning, 
without  designating  where  your  population 
goes,  you  get  strip  development,  you  get 
urban  sprawl,  you  get  pollution  and  you  end 
up  with  a  great  mess. 

Precisely  what  regional  government  is  all 
about  is  to  try  to  bring  some  planning  to  a 
larger  area,  so  that  these  things  that  we  have 

seen  and  suffered  in  the  past  just  won't  con- 
tinue to  happen.  I  think  it  is  a  step  in  the 

right  direction,  but  I  am  sorry  that  it  has 
come  so  late.  It  is  like  locking  the  bam 
door  after  the  horse  has  gone. 

Sharing  the  wealth  produced  up  there 
could  easily  have  happened  40  years  ago 
and  we  would  be  well  on  the  road.  Inability 
to  assess  mining  companies  still  bugs  me. 
Even  though  the  legislation  has  been 

changed,  we  still  haven't  got  one  dollar  out 
of  that  new  legislation  yet.  I  think  we  did 
get  a  couple  of  bucks,  because  a  couple  of 
the  smaller  plants  are  within  the  geographic 
boundaries  of  the  city  of  Sudbury.  So,  we 
have  got  a  little  bit  out  of  the  change  in 
the  Assessment  Act. 

I  would  like  to  comment  on  the  composi- 
tion of  our  regional  council.  I  believe  that 

representation  by  population  should  be  a 

prime  principle  that  we  shouldn't  break, unless  we  really  have  to.  Here  I  see  that  this 
principle  has  been  broken  by  the  setup  as 
envisaged  in  the  bill,  in  that  even  though 
the  city  of  Sudbury  represents  58  per  cent 
of  the  population,  we  have  less  than  50  per 
cent  of  the  vote  on  the  regional  council. 

What  it  turns  out  to  be  is  that  the  minority 
is  going  to  rule  the  majority.  We  in  the 

city  just  can't  accept  that.  We  don't  want  to 
get  the  reputation  that  the  city  of  Toronto 
has,  that  it  is  the  big  frog  in  the  small 
puddle;  but  I  still  think  if  you  are  carrying 
58  per  cent  of  the  population  and  if  we  are 
going  to  carry  68  per  cent  of  the  debt  load 
or  of  the  operating  costs  of  regional  govern- 

ment, certainly  there  must  be  a  case  for  us 
in  the  city  of  Sudbury  carrying  at  least  51 
per  cent  of  the  vote  on  the  council.  Yet  we 
are  carrying  less  than  50  per  cent. 
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So,  there  is  great  fear  in  the  hearts  of  the 
people  of  Sudbury.  It  is  not  that  we  mistrust 
the  people  in  the  outlying  area;  it  is  just 
that  it  was  felt  that  the  principle  had  to 
prevail.  I  might  say  to  the  person  responsible 
for  listening  to  these  criticisms  that  the  city 

of  Sudbury  will  not  have  the  majority  for- 
ever. The  city  of  Sudbury  has  pretty  well 

reached  its  limit  of  population.  Certainly 
we  have  58  per  cent  of  the  area  population 
now,  but  the  outlying  areas,  the  township 

areas,  are  building  at  a  rapid  rate.  It  won't 
be  too  many  years  before  the  city  of  Sud- 

bury's percentage  is  going  to  be  less  than 
50  per  cent,  maybe  in  10  years,  maybe  in 
12  years. 

At  that  time,  I  wouldn't  mind  if  the  city 
of  Sudbury  had  to  take  a  secondary  position 
to  the  rest  of  the  areas,  but  as  it  presently 
stands,  I  think,  because  we  are  going  to 
be  carrying  such  a  large  percentage  of  the 

cost  of  operation,  there  should  be  some  re- 
consideration to  reconstructuring  the  council. 

I  am  not  going  to  say  whether  it  should  be 
25  members  or  18  members,  but  I  still  main- 

tain that  the  city  of  Sudbury  should  main- 
tain a  majority  of  51  per  cent  representation. 

I  won't  ask  for  58  per  cent,  I'll  ask  just 
for  51  per  cent  so  that  we  may  protect 
ourselves. 

As  the  population  shifts,  I  think  the  reg- 

ional council's  composition  should  shift.  The 
council  should  be  representative  of  the  popu- 

lation, on  a  geographic  basis.  There  is  no 
reason  i  why  this  thing  has  to  be  constituted 

so  severely  that  it  can't  be  changed.  Let  the 
council  shift  as  the  population  shifts,  and 
there  is  naturally  a  migration  to  the  outer 
perimeter  of  the  city. 

Another  principle  that  I  hold  dearly  has 

been  abrogated,  and  this  is  the  ward  prin- 
ciple. The  member  for  Nickel  Belt  also 

mentioned  that.  Even  though  the  ward  sys- 
tem is  in  effect  in  some  municipalities,  it 

still  does  not  accomplish  everything  that  I 
think  it  should,  in  that  there  is  no  residency 
clause  in  the  Municipal  Act  which  says 
that  to  represent  a  ward  an  alderman  must 
live  in  the  ward.  I  have  seen  cases  where  a 

majority  of  council  have  sat  in  one  ward, 
which  shifts  the  power  balance  away  to  one 
corner  of  the  city.  To  abandon  the  ward 
principle  altogether  in  some  of  the  amal- 

gamated areas  is  just  beyond  my  compre- 

hension. I  don't  know  why  some  of  the 
areas  would  be  on  a  ward  basis.  I  think 
five  of  them  are  on  a  ward  basis  and  one  is 

elected  at  large;  some  have  five  aldermen 
elected  on  the  ward  basis  and  then  one 

alderman   elected   at   large. 

It  has  never  been  explained  to  me  how 
this  is  going  to  be  more  representative  of 

the  population.  You  have  really  got  a  mixed- 

up  bag  here.  You've  got  oranges  and  bananas 
in  the  same  bag  and  they  don't  sell  together. 

I  agree  with  the  principle  that  the  first 
chairman  should  probably  be  an  appointed 

person. 
Mr.  Martel:  I'm  going  to  hold  that. 
Mr.  Germa:  Pardon? 

Mr.  Martel:  I'm  going  to  hold  that. 

Mr.  Germa:  But  I'm  going  to  lay  down 
certain  stipulations. 

I  feel  he  should  be  an  experienced  man, 

a  man  with  experience  in  municipal  govern- 

ment, and  I'm  going  to  demand  that  he  be  a 
local  man.  I  think  any  carpetbagger  sent  in 
there— and  I  have  heard  various  names  arum.l 

the  province  of  people  who  should  receive 
this  largess.  Believe  me,  if  I  read  the  tempo 
of  the  area,  I  think  the  carpetbagger  from 

any  place  outside  the  area  is  just  not  ac- 
ceptable; not  only  to  the  individual  on  the 

street,  I  think  the  elected  members  of  those 

various  councils  would  make  life  pretty  diffi- 
cult for  him.  Not  that  they  would  have  any 

personal  animosity  towards  him,  it  is  just 
that  we  do  not  think  an  expert  is  somebody 

who  comes  from  50  miles  away— 

Mr.   Martel:    Carrying  a  briefcase! 

Mr.  Germa:  —because  experts  sometimes 

can  be  growing  right  next  door  to  you.  Every- 
body who  is  imported  is  not  necessarily 

expert.  That  theory  just  doesn't  wash  with us. 

So  he  must  be  an  experienced  man  and  he 
must  be  a  local  man;  and  believe  me,  there 
are  a  few  in  the  city  who   could  be  used. 

Another  thing— this  one  really  upsets  me 
and  it  is  something  that  has  never  come  up 
since  Mr.  Kennedy  started  his  original  survey 
in  1969.  At  no  time  did  anyone  ever  criticize 
the  administration  of  our  municipalities.  Our 

problem  was  lack  of  finance,  lack  of  assess- 
ment, lack  of  financial  ability,  and  lo  and 

behold,  I  was  quite  surprised  to  hear,  when 
the  minister  stood  in  this  place  and  said  that 
he  was  going  to  introduce  the  administration 

type  of  government,  which  is  city  manage- 
ment type  of  government,  and  the  very  next 

day  when  he  was  introducing  the  Waterloo 
bill  he  reversed  his  position  again  and  he  is 
not  putting  an  administrator  into  Waterloo. 

When  the  question  was  put  to  him  he  said, 

"Well  you  guys,  have  never  had  county  gov- 
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ernment."  I  don't  know  what  relationship 
there  is  to  us  having  an  administrator  and  not 
having  a  county  form  of  government. 

Whether  we  have  had  a  county  form  of  gov- 

ernment or  not  doesn't  mean  to  say  we  can't 
run  our  city.  I  am  sure  the  city  of  Sudbury 
has  a  bigger  budget  and  more  people  and 
has  more  problems  than  a  lot  of  counties,  so 
that  his  explanation  of  why  we  should  be  put 

under  administration  just  doesn't  wash  with me. 

I  don't  know  if  the  members  of  this  House 
realize  where  the  administration  on  city 
manager  form  of  government  comes  from. 
This  city  manager  form  of  government  is  a 

slop-over  from  south  of  the  49th  parallel.  It 
was  invented  in  the  United  States  for  a  very 

specific  reason.  Back  in  the  "dirty  Thirties" 
when  mob  rule  was  in  force,  when  gangsters 
used  to  elect  councils  or  shoot  them  out  or 

get  control  of  them  in  one  way  or  another: 
In  order  to  get  any  semblance  of  reality  at 

the  municipal  level,  they  appointed  adminis- 
trators. The  Capones  of  the  day  had  cor- 

rupted every  elected  politician  in  the  United 
States,  or  almost  every  one  of  them.  That  was 

the  birth  of  the  city  manager  form  of  govern- 
ment. I  think  that  situation  does  not  exist  in 

the  city  of  Sudbury  or  in  that  region. 

I  will  admit  there  are  a  few  fast  buck  boys, 

but  I  haven't  seen  a  machine  gun  up  there 
in  I  don't  know  how  many  years.  There  are 
a  few  hoodlums  around,  but  I  can  say  pretty 
generally  that  most  of  the  politicians  are  free 
agents.  They  are  not  corrupted  as  they  were 
in  the  United  States  in  the  1930s  when  this 

type  of  government,  the  city  manager  form, 
was  invented.  I  see  no  reason  for  it.  The 

minister  has  not  explained  it  and  it  will  take 
some  explaining  to  me  before  I  can  accept 
that  principle. 

There  is  also  a  double  standard  enunciated 

in  the  bill.  I  notice  in  one  section  of  the  bill, 
dealing  with  police,  there  is  a  regional  police 
force  coming  in.  The  police  themselves  are 
very  well  taken  care  of.  It  is  enunciated  quite 
clearly  that  they  shall  not  suffer  any  loss  and 
that  the  regional  government  shall  begin 

negotiations  with  the  policemen's  union  on 
a  certain  specific  day  and  that  the  union  has 
rights. 

An  ordinary  municipal  employee  is  left  out 
in  the  boat;  he  is  not  anchored  at  all.  In  fact 
there  is  no  protection  provided  for  him  except 
that  in  the  first  year  he  is  provided  with 
certain  protections  in  that  his  pension  plan 

won't  be  terminated,  he  will  not  lose  salary, 
and  a  couple  of  little  things.  But  recognition 
of  his  union,  guarantee  of  his  seniority  rights, 

things  that  are  vital  to  a  working  man,  should 
be  spelled  out  in  the  bill.  The  minister  can 
rise  in  his  place  and  tell  me  for  the  next  six 

months  that  he  plans  on  making  it  by  regu- 

lation or  by  ministerial  order.  I  still  don't 
trust  him  that  much,  that  he  is  going  to  guar- 

antee the  seniority  rights  of  the  people  who 

are  now  presently  working  in  the  munici- 

palities. 
What  has  a  working  man  got  in  this  world 

other  than  his  seniority?  He  has  no  invest- 
ment; he  has  never  earned  enough  money  to 

get  financial  investment,  so  his  seniority  is  his 
investment,  his  seniority  and  his  pension  plan. 
That  must  be  guaranteed  because  if  a  man 
has  worked  for  25  years  the  only  reason  he 

stayed  there,  the  only  thing  he  had  for  his 
future,  the  only  thing  that  is  going  to  feed 
him  in  his  old  age,  is  his  pension;  and  his 

pension  is  tied  to  his  seniority.  This  should 
be  guaranteed  by  legislation,  and  I  will  not 
accept  any  promises  from  anyone,  even  from 
the  Premier  (Mr.  Davis)  himself.  I  think 
that  legislation  alone  will  guarantee  this 
safely. 

There  are  a  few  other  things  I  would  like 
to  talk  about.  When  I  was  talking  about 

police;  I  would  like  to  say  a  little  more  on 
that.  Within  the  bill  any  assets  or  liabilities 

or  buildings  or  appurtenances  or  heredita- 
ments—whatever that  means;  I  never  found 

out  what  a  hereditament  is— all  of  those 

things  are  left  there  and  the  regional  govern- 

ment doesn't  have  to  pay  for  them.  They 
inherit  them;  they  inherit  the  assets  and 
they  inherit  the  debts.  In  the  case  of  police, 
most  of  the  oudying  area,  as  you  know,  is 
governed  by  the  Ontario  Provincial  Police. 

There  are  100  OPPs'  presently  policing  that 
area  which  is  going  to  come  into  the  re- 

gional area,  so  theoretically  these  people 
have  to  be  replaced.  Every  policeman  seems 

to  have  a  car  and  a  gun  and  a  police  sta- 
tion. There  are  probably  a  half  a  million 

dollars  of  investment  there  that  the  new 

area  is  going  to  have  to  replace.  I  don't  know what  20  cruisers  would  cost,  at  $6,000  or 

$7,000  a  cruiser. 

As  far  as  all  the  other  municipal  services 
are  concerned  in  all  the  areas,  the  regional 

government  doesn't  have  to  go  out  and  buy 
or  replace,  doesn't  have  to  pay  anybody  for 
them.  I  think  if  there  are  16  cruisers  in  the 
area  now  there  should  be  16  cruisers  in  the 

area  when  we  take  it  over.  We  shouldn't 
have  to  go  out  and  build  new  police  stations 
and  buy  new  cars  and  new  guns.  I  think  we 
have  already  paid  for  them  through  our 
taxation. 
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There  is  another  anomaly,  as  I  read  the 
bill.  This  is  supplying  sewer  and  water  serv- 

ices to  various  areas.  If  I  read  the  bill 
properly,  in  the  case  of  sewage,  which  is 
going  to  be  a  regional  responsibility,  none 
of  the  areas  have  the  right  to  collect  or  in- 

stall or  treat  sewage,  it  is  a  regional  respon- 
sibility. There  is  a  provision  where  there  is 

a  user  charge  against  that  area;  a  certain 
rated  area  can  be  designated  and  if  this 
person  is  the  user  then  he  is  the  person  who 
carries  the  load  and  it  is  not  spread  on  a 
regional  basis.  It  gives  some  equitability  to 
those  people  who  have  already  bought  one 
service;  and  as  I  mentioned  earlier  then  they 
bought  the  second  service. 

If  the  City  of  Sudbury  has  to  go  into 
Broder-Dill— and  we  have  to,  because 
Broder-Dill  is  an  unorganized  township 
coming  into  the  city— the  cost  of  putting 
sewage  in  is  estimated  at  $12  million.  I 
would  hate  to  have  to  buy  the  third  system 
although  I  believe  there  is,  if  I  read  the  bill 
correctly,  a  user  charge-back  basis  which 
will  levy  the  cost  on  those  people  who  have 
the   benefit. 

I  noticed  when  reading  the  bill,  in  the 
section  under  water,  which  also  is  regional, 
that  no  area  in  the  municipality  has  the  right 
to  install,  distribute  or  do  anything  with 
water.  There  is  no  provision  for  charge-back 
on  a  user  basis  as  far  as  water  is  concerned. 

I  am  thinking  of  the  installation  which  is 
presently  going  in  and  could  cost  as  high  as 
$40  million.  It  is  servicing  a  certain  desig- 

nated area  and  I  think  there  should  be  some 
provision  there  to  charge  it  back  to  those 
people  who  are  in  the  benefitting  areas. 
Otherwise  the  cost  to  those  people  Who  have 
already  paid  goes  beyond  reason;  and  why 
should  they  continue  to  pay? 

I  said  earlier  that  there  was  going  to  be 
in  the  city  of  Sudbury  a  $7.7  million  short- 

fall; several  suggestions  have  been  made  as 
to  how  this  could  be  overcome. 

Probably  if  you  don't  live  in  a  mining 
municipality  you  have  never  dealt  with  min- 

ing revenue  payments.  It's  sort  of  a  silly  way 
of  giving  a  municipality  money  which  they 
have  no  legal  right  to  get.  It  is  sort  of  cap- 
in-hand. 

The  government  doesn't  allow  us,  or 
didn't  allow  us,  to  assess  mining  companies, 
but  they  did  give  us  some  money.  They  said 
you  fellows  are  pretty  hard  up  because  you 

can't  assess  that  mine,  so  come  on  down 
with  your  cap  in  your  hand  and  we  will  put 
a  few  shekels  in  it  every  year.  They  call  this 
mining  revenue  payments,  and  to  this  day  I 

have  never  found  anyone  who  knew  how  to 
figure  out  the  formula.  Even  the  city  treas- 

urer, for  my  nine  years  on  council  used  to 
guess  at  what  the  library  board  was  going 
to  get  from  mining  revenue  and  what  this 
area  was  going  to  get  and  what  the  city  was 
going  to   get. 

There  is  a  formula  though.  Who  knows 

what  it  was?  I  don't  know.  Somebody  down here! 

Anyway,  someone  suggested  that  if  the 
formula  can  be  that  flexible,  this  would  be 

one  way  to  pick  up  the  short-fall  that  we  are 
going  to  have.  Change  the  formula,  so  that 
mining  revenue  payments  would  be  somewhat 
commensurate  with  that  short-fall  which  we 
see.  I  accept  that  as  a  reasonable  way  to 
overcome  it. 

The  second  way  it  could  be  overcome  is  on 
the  sparsity  grant.  The  sparsity  grant,  I  think, 
could  be  increased  to  overcome  the  short-fall 
and  also  the  police  grant.  I  think  the  police 
grant  is  $1.75  per  capita. 

So  there  are  at  least  three  areas  where  the 

government  could  put  enough  money  in  the 
hands  of  the  local  councils  to  handle  their 
own  affairs.  I  throw  that  out  as  a  suggestion, 
because  without  this  extra  financing  we  are 

going  to  be  in  worse  trouble  in  five  years 
than  we  are  right  now. 

The  1972  estimates  for  running  the  city  of 
Sudbury,  as  it  is  presently  constituted,  were 
for  a  budget  of  $27  million.  There  may  have 
been  a  couple  of  hundred  thousand  off  of 
that.  Our  estimated  costs  for  the  city  of 
Sudbury  area  will  be  $39  million.  So  we  have 
a  major  rise  in  cost  against  the  people  of 
that  one  area,  and  without  some  more  money 
the  bill  is  just  not  going  to  accomplish  what 
we  had  hoped  it  would. 

I  think  with  those  few  remarks,  Mr.  Chair- 
man—I have  various  specific  questions  I  want 

to  ask  when  we  go  into  a  clause  by  clause 
study— I  will  give  up  the  floor. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sudbury 
East. 

Mr.  Martel:  Thank  you  Mr.  Speaker. 

I  was  at  a  meeting,  unfortunately,  and  I 
missed  the  enlightening  comments  of  the 
member  for  Nickel  Belt,  but  I  was  fortunate 
enough  to  hear  my  colleague  from  Sudbury 
spell  out  what  has  happened  in  the  great 
nickel  basin 

An  interesting  comment,  before  I  start  Mr. 
Speaker.  The  nickel  basin  is  the  richest  area 

of  the  province,  and  yet  it's  probably  the area  that  is  in  the  most  financial  difficulty  of 



JUNE  22,  1972 4097 

them  all.  Of  course  regional  government  was 
supposed  to  rectify  some  of  this,  so  that  in 
fact  we  would  have  the  ability  to  plan  and 
proceed  with  bringing  the  amenities  which 
are  so  short  in  the  Sudbury  area. 

Unfortunately,  when  the  assessment  came 
out  a  year  ago— or  an  indication  of  what  the 
assessment  would  be— Inco  was  so  under- 

assessed that  it  shocked  everyone.  There  was 

just  no  way.  I  believe  it's  $125  million  or 
$130  million.  The  capital  investment  is  in 
the  neighbourhood  of  $1.3  billion.  A  fair 

assessment  don't  you  think? 

But  this  is*  so  typical  of  this  government 
when  it  deals  with  Inco.  It's  a  hands-off,  kid- 
glove  affair.  It  is  almost  like  a  romance.  When 

Inco  says  "bow,"  the  government  of  Ontario bows. 

My  colleague  was  correct  when  he  said 
that  up  until  1968  the  International  Nickel 
Co.  opposed  assessment  of  the  smelters  and 
the  refinery.  The  government  of  Ontario  went 
along  with  it. 

Then  the  Smith  committee  reported  and 
they  found  out  they  could  claim  municipal 
tax  against  the  corporate  tax.  Immediately 

"Big  Daddy"  got  on  the  bandwagon  and 
they  wanted  to  be  assessed.  In  fact,  they  held 
a  bash  in  Sudbury  and  they  invited  all  the 
local  politicians  and  the  members  of  Parlia- 

ment and  the  MPPs.  Everyone  was  invited  to 
this  bash  as  Inco  made  its  great  announce- 

ment. After  40  years  of  opposing  paying 
municipal  tax,  they  decided  it  was  time  they 
paid  their  fair  share  like  good  corporate 
citizens.  But  for  40  years- 

Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the  hon.  member  for 
Sudbury  come  back  to  Bill  164? 

Mr.  Martel:  I  am  right  on  the  bill.  We  are 
talking  about  regional  government,  and  part 
of  the  reason  for  regional  government  was  to 
provide  the  wherewithal  with  which  to  de- 

velop the  city  and  the  surrounding  area 

properly.  I  am  saying  that  the  underassess- 
ment of  the  International  Nickel  Co.  and  the 

Falconbridge  Nickel  Co.  do  not  provide  the 
wherewithal  with  which  to  do  any  of  the 
planning. 

You  can  plan  like  mad,  but  if  you  don't 
have  the  greenbacks  to  do  the  job  you  are 
wasting  your  time;  and  that  is  the  predica- 

ment we  are  in.  If  that  isn't  on  the  bill  I 
don't  know  what  would  be  on  the  bill,  Mr. 
Speaker,  with  the  greatest  of  respect. 

But  as  my  colleague  from  Sudbury  says, 
we  have  had  it  put  to  us  so  often  that  un- 

less you  come  up  with  some  capital  and  the 

means  with  which  to  obtain  capital,  then  you 
might  as  well  throw  the  bill  away,  you  might 
as  well  not  go  on  with  second  reading  from 

this  point  on,  or  even  consider  the  clause-by- 
clause  study,  because  it  is  doomed  to  failure 
without  more  money. 

The  present  system  of  assessing  Inco  and 
Falconbridge  is  dooming  it  to  failure  unless 
there  is  a  greater  return  from  those  sources. 
Nowhere  in  this  bill  do  you  really  spell  out 
what  we  are  going  to  get.  Like  the  other 
regional  government  bills,  it  is  trust  in  the 

benevolence  of  the  Treasurer.  Well  I  don't 
trust  the  Treasurer  in  his  benevolence,  be- 

cause we  have  seen  in  the  Sudbury— and  I 

suggest  to  you— 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Martel:  I  suggest  to  the  member  for 
Durham  that  he  might  come  to  the  Sudbury 
area  and  see  municipality  after  municipality 
without  sewers,  water,  sidewalks,  streetlights 
as  a  result  of  the  stupid  mining  revenue  pay- 

ment which  was  always  inadequate. 

An  hon.  member:  Probably  he  was  on 

council,  wasn't  he? 
Mr.  Martel:  Well,  I  ask  the  member  to  talk 

to  the  gentleman  he  is  standing  beside,  and 
he  will  tell  him  the  same  applies  in  his 
area.  The  mining  revenue  payment  has  never 
given  adequate  funds  with  which  to  provide 
amenities  for  the  people  in  northern  On- 

tario, it  has  been  a  phoney  system  from  the 
beginning. 

I  suggest  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 
present  assessment  will  do  nothing  to  assist 
the  successful  implementation  of  this  bill. 

I  was  fortunate  to  be  around  when  this 
idea  was  first  introduced  and  some  of  the 
most  interesting  political  games  have  gone 
on— the  former  member  for  Nickel  Belt  play- 

ed politics  with  it,  but  they  now  have  good 
representation.  He  went  into  Copper  Cliff 
and  he  told  the  residents  of  Copper  Cliff  on 
one  occasion  that  they  should  go  west,  and 
that  would  be  an  Inco  bloc,  straight  solid 
Inco,  Lively,  Creighton,  Waters,  and  Copper 
Cliff. 

Well  then,  he  had  a  vision  one  night  and 
he  got  back  on  television  a  little  time  later 

and  he  said,  "No,  I  was  wrong,  they've  got 
to  go  to  Sudbury."  At  last  he  didn't  know where  he  was  going.  It  took  its  toll  though, 
he  is  not  here. 

Interestingly  enough,  the  former  Minister 
of  Municipal  Affairs  got  in  on  the  act.  Yes 

sir,   just   before    last   year's    election   he    an- 
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nounced  that  Rayside  and  Balfour  would  be 
separate;  that  is  what  Rayside  and  Balfour 
wanted  and  the  minister  accommodated  them 
on  the  eve  of  the  election.  The  irony,  of 
course,  is  that  the  government  has  now  gone 
back  to  its  original  position,  it  has  decided 
that  Balfour  and  Rayside  should  be  together. 

Well  it  didn't  help  the  former  member  for 
Nickel  Belt,  he  is  no  longer  here,  but  it 
shows  the  duplicity  of  the  government.  What 
kind  of  games  were  you  playing  on  the  eve 
of  the  election?  What  kind  of  games  were 
you  playing  that  you  would  tell  Balfour 
and  Rayside  they  would  be  separate? 

An  hon.  member:  That  is  what  the  people 
wanted  to  hear. 

Mr.  Martel:  That  is  what  the  people 
wanted  to  hear;  so  you  told  them.  Then 
after  the  election  you  changed  your  mind. 

It's  a  little  sickening,  I  would  suggest  rather 
strongly,  a  little  sickening  that  you  would 
play  games  with  people  like  that.  I  took  a 
firm  position  on  this  bill. 

Right  in  my  own  municipality,  you  know, 
I  got  credit  the  other  night  on  television  in 
the  Sudbury  area  for  being  able  to  influence 
the  government  to  force  Copper  Cliff  into 
Sudbury.  Yes,  that  is  the  credit  I  received 
from  that  strong  group  of  Tories  up  there  led 
by  Betty  Grooms,  whom  I  am  sure  the 
member  for  Ottawa  has  met.  The  Premier 
was  kind  enough  to  send  for  them  several 
weeks  back  and  the  Treasurer  was  in  attend- 
ance. 

I  never  changed  my  position.  I  said  they 
had  to  go  to  Sudbury  because  they  had  the 
assessment  in  the  plants. 

But  the  government  played  games  with  it 
all  along.  Why?  It  nauseates  me  a  little  to 
see  that  this  government  would  reduce  itself 
to  that  type  of  petty  politics.  The  member 
for  Nickel  Belt  got  involved  and  he  played 
petty  politics  until  he  walked  himself  out 
of  office. 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  (Timiskaming):  Some 
guys  talk  themselves  out  of  it! 

Mr.  Martel:  Well,  I  suggest  to  the  mem- 
ber, when  he  gets  55  per  cent  of  the  votes- 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  The 
member  will  be  at  the  head  of  that  list. 

Mr.  Martel:  —he  won't  have  anything  to 
worry   about. 

Mr.   Havrot:    That   is   right. 

Mr.  Martel:  Well,  that  is  what  mine  is,  so 
I  am  not  worried  about  it. 

I  was  told  that  last  time  by  the  Tories 
over  there,  that  I  would  talk  myself  out  of 
it;  but  the  plurality  went  from  38  to  55  per 
cent.  I  suggest  to  you  I  am  still  here. 

An  hon.  member:  What  majority  does  the 
member  have? 

Mr.  Martel:  Only  8,500  majority.  The 
member  for  Ontario  South  (Mr.  W.  Newman), 
who  stands  behind  this  member,  used  to 
tell  me  that  every  day. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  this  part  of  a  bill? 

Mr.  Martel:  They  are  provoking  me,  Mr. 
Speaker.  If  they  insist  on  provoking  me,  I 
have  to  take  the  time  of  the  House  to  rebuff. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  knows  that 
interjections  are  out  of  order. 

Mr.  Martel:  I  wish  you  would  call  them 
out  of  order  then.  As  I  say,  these  little  in- 

teresting games  of  politics  went  on  when  this 
bill  was  being  drafted,  Mr.  Speaker.  Knowing 
what  a  sincere  individual  you  are,  you  would 
have  never  condoned  that  sort  of  petty  poli- 

tics. I  know  you  would  have  never  condoned it. 

I  want  to  ask  the  member  who  is  bringing 
in  the  second  reading  why  the  government, 
in  drafting  this  bill  has  failed  to  discuss  in 
any  meaningful  way  or  set  up  any  meaning- 

ful dialogue  with  the  unions  which  will  be 
involved  in  implementing  this.  They  will  do 
all  the  work.  There  are  lots  of  chiefs  around, 
but  it  is  the  Indians  who  do  the  work.  There 
has  been  no  dialogue. 

You  had  a  20-minute  meeting  with  them 
this  morning.  You  are  having  a  meeting  on 
Monday  with  all  the  regional  people.  Yet  the 

one  group  which  is  excluded  from  that  meet- 
ing is  going  to  be  the  CUPE  reps  who  would 

like  to  have  a  full  and  thorough  explanation 
of  the  bill,  as  do  the  local  municipal  offi- 

cials, but  they  are  excluded. 
In  fact,  when  I  asked  the  Treasurer  if  they 

could  at  least  send  representation,  the  answer 

was  no.  They  can't  even  have  representation 
at  the  meeting  on  Monday  to  hear  the  bill 
explained  in  detail  so  that  they  in  fact  know 
what  is  involved. 

As  I  say,  they  will  do  much  of  the  work  in 
bringing  this  bill  into  fruition  and  you  are 

going  to  exclude  them.  That's  callous,  in  my 
opinion,  because  if  we  want  to  introduce  the 
bill  in  a  very  smooth  introduction,  we  are 

certainly  going  to  have  to  count  on  the  assist- 
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ance  of  all  of  those  people  who  belong  to 
those  various  unions.  Yet  you  exclude  them. 
I  ask  the  member  who  is  bringing  this 
through  to  give  us  some  logical  explanation 
why  they  are  being  excluded. 

In  my  opinion,  the  bill  doesn't  go  far 
enough.  You  have  left  a  vacuum.  In  the 
Sudbury  area  we  have  a  regional  school 
board,  we  have  a  regional  health  board,  we 
have  a  regional  board  for  homes  for  the 
aged— Pioneer  Manor.  It  is  an  economic  re- 

gion, so  what  do  you  do?  You  leave  out 
many  municipalities  where,  I  would  say,  60 
per  cent  of  the  people  who  work  in  those 
municipalities  work  in  the  smelters  or  in  the 
mines  in  the  Sudbury  area.  I  talk  about  the 
Noelville-French  River  area,  Markstay, 
Hagar,  Warren,  where  the  men  commute 
daily  40  and  50  miles  to  work.  The  health 
board  goes  down  that  far,  the  regional  school 
board  goes  that  far,  the  board  for  the  old 
folks  home  goes  that  far.  Yet  you  start  to 
slice  off  the  regional  government. 

You  talk  about  economic  planning  and 
you  leave  out  great  chunks  where  the  people 
live  but  are  employed  in  the  plants.  I  want 
to  know,  before  we  are  through,  how  you 
intend  to  allocate  funds  to  those  municipali- 

ties which  you  are  leaving  out. 

In  fact,  what  you  are  creating  is  going  to 
be  a  push  to  exactly  what  has  happened  in 
the  Sudbury  area  now.  People  have  left  the 
built-up  communities  and  moved  into  the 
unorganized  townships.  What  you  are  going 
to  find  now  is  that  more  people  are  going  to 
move  into  unorganized  townships  through  a 
variety  of  means.  They  will  have  to  get  clear- 

ance and  they  will  have  to  get  severance 
for  their  land  approved  by  the  minister  and 
so  on,  but  the  push  will  be  out  there. 

In  a  not  too  distant  future,  I  would  sus- 
pect, you  will  bring  in  a  regional  government 

for  North  Bay  that  will  go  far  as  Sturgeon 
Falls,  and  so  on,  to  include  them.  If  you 

don't  do  it  adequately  now  to  have  the  two 
border  on  each  other,  you  are  going  to  have 

a  no  man's  land  in  between  North  Bay  and 
the  regional  government  of  Sudbury  which 
is  just  going  to  have  the  same  problems 
created  over  the  next  five,  eight,  or  10  years, 
that  now  exist  in  the  Sudbury  basin  because 
of  inadequate  planning. 

I  suggest  to  you  that  you  must  take  in  the 
same  territorial  area  as  is  covered  by  all  of 
the  boards,  so  that  we  can  plan  logically  and 

we  don't  have  a  repetition  of  the  unorgan- 
ized planning  and  the  chaos  which  exists  in 

the  area  which  we  are  now  bringing  under 

some    type    of    planning;    and    you    are    not 
going  to  be  able  to  do  that  planning. 

Mr.  Kennedy  in  his  original  report  went 
that  far.  He  considered  the  French  River 
area,  and  his  original  recommendation  was 
that  the  regional  government  should  facili- 

tate the  collection  of  taxes,  the  payments  to 
school  boards;  the  whole  business. 

Mr.  Deans:  He's  a  wise  man. 

Mr.  Martel:  Yet  you  have  ignored  it  now 

in  the  bill  and  you've— I  might  say  you've 
castrated  it.  Because  in  fact  the  problems 
will  now  mount  and  the  pressures  will  be 
even  present  for  people  to  be  allowed  to  go 
to  the  unorganized  townships  to  build  homes. 
I  would  urge  that  the  government  reconsider 
and  redefine  the  boundaries  so  that  we  can 
have  an  economically  viable  unit  right  from 
the    beginning. 

Like  my  colleague  from  Sudbury  I  am 
somewhat  concerned  about  the  water  and 

sewer  system.  My  friend  from  Welling- 

ton-Dufferin's  ( Mr.  Root )  department,  through 
some  rather  poor  advice  from  one  of  the 
firms  doing  the  soil  testing,  has  put  the 
township  of  Valley  East  in  such  a  financial 
bind  the  Minister  of  the  Environment  (Mr. 

Auld)  doesn't  know  how  he  is  going  to  get 
out  of  that  predicament. 

In  four  years,  the  costs  of  the  sewage 
system  for  that  area  have  gone  from  $4 
million  to  $24  million.  No  one  knows  how 
they  are  going  to  pay  for  it. 

I  think  my  colleague's  fears  are  right.  The 
city  of  Sudbury  and  the  other  people  who 
have  sewers  and  water  are  going  to  be  faced 
with  trying  to  share  part  of  that  cost.  Some 

18,000  people  simply  can't  afford  it  under 
the  present  regulations,  and  again  we  are 
doomed   to   failure. 

The  mistake  was  made  by  that  depart- 
ment. I  say  it  is  $24  million  for  the  sewer 

system  alone.  The  sewage  lagoons  which 
were  planned  have  been  kicked  out  because 
they  are  not  going  to  be  adequate.  That 
means  a  sewage  treatment  plant,  that  is 
another  $3  or  $4  million,  plus  20  miles  of 
waterline,  at  what  cost,  to  serve  the  sewer 
system.  That  is  for  18,000  people. 

The  water  also  will  go  up  to  Rayside  and 
Balfour  and  serve—how  many  up  there  Floyd 
-13,000,  14,000?  How  in  the  world  we  are 

going  to  pay  for  that  I  don't  know.  I'm  hope- ful that  we  will  get  some  answers  now. 

When  the  present  Minister  of  Colleges  and 
Universities  (Mr.  Kerr)  had  that  portfolio  back 
in    December,    the    member    for    Waterloo 
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North  was  good  enough  to  show  me  where 
he  made  the  statement  they  would  increase 
the  grant  to  75  per  cent,  he  thought,  and 
the  announcement  would  be  forthcoming  any 
day.  Well  that  was  December  16  or  14;  and 
we  are  still  waiting. 

Without  some  announcement  there  is  just 
no  way  that  Valley  East  township  can  carry 
$24  million,  $28  million,  $35  million  at 
least— my  colleague  from  Sudbury  says  $40 
million  before  it  is  finished. 

I  want  to  know;  and  the  residents  and  the 
people,  the  politicians  that  are  going  to 
run  this  new  government,  are  going  to  want 
to  know  where  the  greenbacks  are  going  to 
come  from  just  to  pay  for  that  one  system 
alone;  let  alone  putting  them  in  Broder  and 
Dill,  or  putting  the  sewage  system  in  Rayside 
or  Balfour  or  Dowling.  There  have  got  to  be 
some  answers  forthcoming,  and  they  sure 

aren't  spelled  out  in  this  bill.  I  hope  you  can 
provide  a  few  of  the  answers. 

Another  problem  that  concerns  me  in  the 
bill:  you  spell  out  that  the  roads  will  come 

under  the  regional  government.  I'd  like  to 
know  how  they  are  going  to  be  allocated. 
What  roads  the  municipalities  become  re- 

sponsible for  and  which  roads  the  Ministry 
of  Transportation  and  Communications  re- 

tains. Because  again  we  run  into  the  prob- 

lem in  the  Sudbury  area  that  it  isn't  the 
usual  type  of  building  that  goes  on  there.  It 
is  not  all  that  simple.  If  you  are  going  to 
burden  the  municipalities  with  roads,  which 

they  simply  can't  afford,  again  it's  doomed  to 
failure.  I  don't  know  how  much  consultation 
you  intend  to  do  with  the  regional  govern- 

ment, as  to  what  roads,  or  what  criteria  you 
will  use  to  determine  which  roads  will  belong 
to  the  regional  municipality  of  Sudbury.  But 
I  suggest,  rather  strongly,  that  there  is  going 
to  have  to  be  some  rather  tough  negotiation 
on  that,  because  in  fact  the  regional  muni- 

cipality  can   afford  virtually  little. 
The  city  of  Sudbury  today  finds  itself  15 

years  behind  the  eight-ball  with  respect  to 
roads,  simply  because  of  the  annexation 
which  was  forced  on  them  in  1961,  wherein 
the  government  forgot  to  provide  the  neces- 

sary funds  in  order  to  provide  the  facilities, 
and  the  residents  of  the  city  of  Sudbury  had 
to  pick  up  the  tab  for  Neelon  and  Garson 
and— what  was  the  other  place? 

Mr.  Germa:  McKim! 

Mr.  Martel:  McKim;  right!  They  picked 
up  the  tab. 

It  is  one  of  the  arguments  I  used  against 
the  people  in  Copper  Cliff  in  trying  to  take 

a  positive  position  on  that.  They  couldn't understand  why  the  roads  were  so  bad  in 

Sudbury.  Well  it's  understandable.  Those 
roads  were  built  for  municipalities.  They 

weren't  roads  built  for  traffic  to  carry  10,000 
or  12,000  workers  a  day  down  arteries  which 
were  meant  for  residential  purposes. 

That's  what,  in  fact,  has  happened.  I 
suggest  rather  strongly  that  this  government 
is  going  to  have  to  retain  a  good  deal  of  the 
road  system  and  improve  it.  I  would  hope 

that  we'll  have  some  explanation  of  how  the 
government  intends  to  proceed  with  the 
allocation  of  roads. 

I  want  to  come  to  an  area  that  I  disagree 
with  violently— slightly,  even,  with  my  col- 

league from  Sudbury.  I  am  not  at  all  con- 
vinced that  bringing  a  man  in  from  Missouri 

is  going  to  do  anything  to  improve  the 
managerialship,  or  the  chairmanship,  in  the 
Sudbury  region.  Personally,  I  think  the  man 
should  be  elected. 

I  make  the  point  elected  because  he  is 
then  accountable  to  the  people.  You  can 
bring  in  a  carpetbagger,  and  at  the  end  of 
his  four-year  stint,  he  packs  up  his  suitcase 
and  he  leaves.  Whereas  a  local  official  elected 
to  that  chairmanship  job  is  answerable  to 
the  public  in  the  area. 

I  know  some  of  the  names  that  have  been 
suggested;   and  they  frighten  me. 

I  think  of  Uncle  Wilf  Spooner,  you  know, 
that  ex-defeated  Tory  candidate,  or  ex- 
minister.  Are  you  going  to  foist  him  on  the 
people  of  Sudbury? 
The  name  of  the  former  member  for 

Nickel  Belt  is  being  bandied  around.  The 
people  just  kicked  him  out.  Are  you  going 
to  foist  him  on  us? 

You  have  got  another  defeated  Tory  can- 
didate who  is  in  prominence  for  the  run- 

ning, a  lawyer  by  the  name  of  Desmarais. 

He  too  was  defeated.  That's  the  type  of 
individual  that  you  should  appoint,  eh?  You 
make  it  elected! 

But  if  we  have  to  go  the  route— and  I 
would  oppose  it— but  if  we  have  to  go  the 
managerial  route,  I  think  there  is  only  one 
person  who  can  handle  the  job,  and  that 
would  be  Mr.  Kennedy,  who  I  understand 
is  finished  as  chairman  of  the  Ontario  Mu- 

nicipal Board.  He  is  originally  from  Sud- 

bury. A  fairer  man  I  don't  know. 
If  we  have  to  have  a  chairman,  it  would 

seem  to  me  that  he  would  be  the  logical 

person  to  get  that  job.  But  don't  foist  de- feated candidates  on  us. 
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There  is  another  one  in  the  running  but 
he  is  a  defeated  Liberal  candidate;  Mike 
Solski.  I  hear  there  is  great  pressure  to  have 
old  brother  Mike. 

Mr.  Reid:   Good  man! 

Mr.    Martel:    Good  for  nothing;   right! 

An   hon.   member:    He's   defeated,  too. 

Mr.  Martel:  But  he's  defeated,  too.  I  had 
the   distinct   pleasure   of  defeating  him. 

An  hon.  member:  Elie's  better  than  him. 

An  hon.  member:  Elie's  father-in-law; 
keep  it  in  the  family! 

Mr.  Martel:  No,  no!  I  won't  suggest  my 
father-in-law.  No  way.  I  want  him  to  be 
elected. 

Mr.   Reid:    Speaking  of  good-for-nothings! 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  We'll 
send  you,  Wilf! 

Mr.  Martel:  The  member  for  Cochrane 
South  would  like  to  get  rid  of  Wilf.  He  is 
a  kind  of  burr  in  the  saddle  up  there,  you 
know. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  I  finished  him  off  last  time. 

Mr.  Martel:  But  I  would  implore  the  gov- 
ernment to— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Martel:  Do  you  hear  all  these  inter- 

jections, Mr.  Speaker?  I  can't  speak  to  these 
interjections. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  should 
disregard  them. 

Mr.  Martel:  I  can't  even  hear  myself,  and 
I  like  to  hear  myself. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Martel:  At  least  I  am  honest  enough 
to  admit  it.  Most  people  like  to  hear  them- 

selves but  say  they  don't. 
Well  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  hope  that  the  gov- 

ernment would  consider  someone  of  Mr. 

Kennedy's  calibre,  if  we  have  to  have  a chairman  that  is  the  calibre  of  man  we  want. 
He  has  no  strings,  nor  does  he  owe  any 
political  favours  to  anyone.  He  is  immacu- 

lately fair.  The  government  might  consider, 
if  we  have  to  go  the  route  of  an  appointee, 
that  he  be  the  appointee. 

I  would  dare  to  say  that  I  would  even 
suggest  a  second  name.  It  might  be  political 

heresy,  but  I  would  suggest  that  if  you  have 
to  go  the  route,  you  might  even  consider 
the  former  member  for  Sudbury  (Mr. Sopha. ) 

I  make  that  statement,  because  at  least 

he'd  have  the  fortitude  to  stand  up  and  be 
counted.  He  wouldn't  knuckle  under  the 
pressures   which  are  going  to  be  there. 

There  are  other  people  who,  I  would  sug- 
gest to  you,  have  so  many  debts  owing,  in 

the  bank,  and  IOUs  —  and  I  don't  mean 
monetary— that  they  would  not  be  able  to  do 
the  type  of  job  that  is  going  to  be  necessary. 
So  if  you  have  got  to  have  a  pair,  a  chair- 

man and  a  manager,  you  might  consider 
Sopha  and  Kennedy,  but  not  defeated  local 

politicians,  because  it's  just  not  going  to  gel 
with  the  people  and  I  think  you'll  be  into 
a  conflict  before  day  one  even  begins. 

With   those   few  remarks,   all  very  impor- 
tant   and   pertinent,    and   to   the   point,    Mr. 

Speaker- 
Mr.  Ferrier:   It's  a  wonderful  speech. 

Mr.  Martel:  —in  my  opinion,  and  I  am 
entitled  to  my  opinion. 

An  hon.  member:   In  your  opinion! 

Mr.  Martel:  The  people  of  Sudbury  East 

like  it,  and  that's  what's  important. 

An  hon.  member:  It's  an  impression  of the  NDP  view. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  We  like  it  down  here  too. 

An  hon.  member:  It  is  not  as  fine  up  here. 

Mr.  Martel:  There  will  be  some  questions 
as  we  go  through  the  clause-by-clause  study, 
which  I  want  to  raise  for  clarification,  but  I 
would  hope  that  we  could  get  some  of  the 
answers  to  some  of  the  issues  which  have 

been  raised  today,  particularly  the  green- 
backs. I  think  we  should  talk  very  seriously 

about  them  as  we  get  a  reply  now. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  speak  to  the  bill?  If  not,  the  hon.  member 
for  York  East.  I  am  sorry,  the  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre— Ottawa  South! 

Mr.  Martel:  Organized  confusion  over 
there. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  It's  his 
maiden  speech  in  the  House,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  C.  Bennett  (Ottawa  South):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, referring  to  some  of  the  comments  by  the 
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hon.  members  of  the  opposition,  I  am  de- 
lighted to  hear  that  the  member  for  Brant 

says  that  he  will  support  the  bill.  Certainly, 
it  would  be  far  wrong  if  for  some  reason  we 
did  not  hear  people  say  they  had  objections 
to  the  way  the  bill  is  drafted.  May  I  try  to 
cover  the  comments,  without  going  through 
each  speaker  individually,  because  some 
covered  the  same  points. 

First  of  all,  referring  to  the  chairman  of 
the  regional  council  and  the  appointment  by 
the  government,  the  decision  to  appoint  the 
chairman  has  been  discussed  with  the  local 

municipal  representatives.  They  have  ex- 
pressed to  the  minister  that  they  would  pre- 

fer that  the  initial  chairman  be  appointed  by 
the  Lieutenant  Governor  for  a  four-year 
period.  There  have  been  a  great  number  of 
names  cast  about  in  the  last  few  weeks,  some 
of  them  representing  candidates  for  various 
organizations  and  parties. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  has  been  no  decision 
made  by  the  government  as  to  who  the 
chairman  will  be  for  the  Sudbury  region.  But 
I  could  assure  the  House  that  within  a  very 
short  period  of  time  after  the  royal  assent  to 
the  bill  it  is  the  intention  of  the  minister  to 
indicate  who  will  be  the  chairman  for  the 

first  four-year  period  of  this  regional  opera- 
tion. 

Mr.  Laughren:  How  can  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  make  that  decision? 

Mr.  Reid:  He  knows  who  he  is  right  now. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  happen  to 
know  who  he  might  be,  it  would  not  be  my 
position  nor  privilege  to  announce  it.  That  is 
left  to  others.  As  for  the  administrator,  there 
has  been  some  indication  that  some  would 

criticize  the  position  of  appointing  an  ad- 
ministrator in  the  first  term. 

Mr.  Deans:  Give  us  a  hint! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Bennett:  The  appointment  of  an  ad- 
ministrator has  been  discussed  with  the  mu- 

nicipal politicians.  The  minister  said  in  his 
introduction  of  the  bill,  on  pages  7  and  8  of 
his  remarks,  that  he  felt  that  since  there  had 
not  been  a  county  system  of  government  in 
the  Sudbury  area,  that  would  strengthen  the 

position  by  the  appointment  of  an  adminis- 
trator. 

Mr.  Martel:  How  do  you  get  rid  of  him 
after  you  have  gained  the  experience? 

Mr.  Bennett:  The  fact  remains  Mr.  Speaker 
—if  the  member  would  read  the  bill  he  would 

find  out  that  the  further  extension  of  the  ap- 
pointment is  by  the  municipal  council  of  the 

year  1977.  The  situation  is  that  the  adminis- 
trator is  appointed  for  a  four-year  period. 

After  his  initial  term,  if  the  regional  council 
of  the  day  wishes  to  select  him  or  reappoint 
him,  that  is  their  privilege.  On  the  other 
hand,  his  term  automatically  ceases  at  the 
end  of  the  period  for  which  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  appointed  him. 

Mr.  Martel:  Once  the  camel  is  inside  the 

tent,  it  is  hard  to  get  him  out. 

Mr.  Bennettt:  That  might  be  so,  Mr. 
Speaker,  but  you  must  remember  that  the 
camel  can  always  back  out  as  well. 

Mr.  D.  R.  Timbrell  (Don  Mills):  Take  away 
the  tent. 

Mr.  Bennett:  With  regard  to  the  servicing 
of  the  regional  area,  it  is  the  feeling  of  the 
government  that  by  the  amalgamation  of 
communities,  and  may  I  indicate  here  to  the 

members  of  the  House  that  maybe  the  short- 
comings of  some  of  the  other  regional  areas 

are  due  to  the  fact  that  we  did  not  take  the 

initiative  to  amalgamate  municipalities.  We 
allowed  them  all  to  continue  to  amalgamate 

municipalities.  We  allowed  them  all  to  con- 
tinue to  exist  and  to  have  some  representa- 

tion, or  a  portion  of  representation,  within  a 
regional  council.  I  think  the  fact  that  the 
government  has  taken  the  initiative  in  the 
introduction  of  this  bill  to  reduce  the  number 

of  municipalities  from  15  to  seven  will 
strengthen  the  effectiveness  of  this  regional 
government  once  it  is  in  operation. 

I  admit  that  Copper  Cliff  has  for  some 
time  been  causing  concern  because  they  did 
not  wish  to  join  with  Sudbury.  I  also  admit 
that  they  have  made  numerous  trips  to  the 
city  of  Toronto  to  speak  to  the  Minister  of 
Intergovernmental  Affairs,  as  well  as  to  the 
Premier,  to  find  out  if  he  would  relent  and 
allow  them  to  remain  as  an  individual 
municipality.  That  is  not  the  feeling  of  the 
government.  They  are  going  to  see  to  it  that 
Copper  Cliff  becomes  part  of  the  new  city 
of  Sudbury. 

It  was  mentioned  by  the  member  for 
Nickel  Belt  that  the  particular  bill  was  not 
submitted  to  the  members  until  the  last  day 
or  so.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Friday  of  last  week 
the  bill  was  printed  and  by  special  delivery 
it  was  sent  to  Sudbury— 

Mr.  Martel:  They  had  it  Tuesday  night. 



JUNE  22,  1972 

4103 

Mr.  Bennett:  —to  our  field  representative. 

Mr.   Martel:    They  had  it  Tuesday  night. 

Mr.  Laughren:  You  knew  they  were  in 
Ottawa  for  a  conference. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Our  field  representative  made 
sure  that  the  bill  was  distributed  to  the  mem- 

bers   of    the   various    municipal   councils    on 

Monday- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Big  deal,  big  deal! 

Mr.  Bennett:  And  as  far  as  we  know,  Mr. 

Speaker- 

Mr.  Martel:  The  press  had  it  the  Tuesday 
before. 

Mr.  Bennett:  As  far  as  we  know,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  bill  was  delivered  to  them,  and 
we  trust  they  have  been  studying  it. 

I  will  admit  that  the  reason  for  our  delay 
in  going  to  Sudbury  to  discuss  the  bill 
further  with  the  local  municipal  repre- 

sentatives on  the  intergovernmental  commit- 
tee was  the  simple  reason  that  there  has 

been  a  conference  in  the  city  of  Ottawa,  and 
it  was  obvious  that  if  we  were  to  go  up  in 
the  early  part  of  this  week  there  would  be 
a  number  of  members  of  the  local  council 

who  would  not  be  available  to  sit  with  gov- 
ernment people  to  discuss  the  bill. 

It  has  been  the  decision  of  government- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Why  didn't  you  bring  the  bill 
in  a  month  and  half  ago? 

Mr.  Bennett:  It  is  the  decision  of  the  gov- 
ernment, Mr.  Speaker,  that  on  Monday  of 

next  week  we  shall  have  the  opportunity  of 
sitting  and  discussing  the  bill  with  the 
municipal   representatives. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Bit  late  by  then!  It  is  a  bit 
late. 

Mr.  Bennett:   So  I  make  no  apologies  for 
the  government  and  its  time  of  introduction 
of  the  bill.  There  has  been  opportunity,  Mr. 

Speaker- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Someone  had  better  apologize. 

Mr.  Bennett:  There  has  been  an  oppor- 
tunity, Mr.  Speaker,  over  the  past  number 

of  months  for  members  of  local  councils  in 

the  region  of  Sudbury  to  discuss  various 
aspects  of  the  bill.  They  knew  the  draft  re- 

port that  came  in  from  Mr.  Kennedy.  The 
present  Attorney  General  (Mr.  Bales)  spoke 
with  them  a  year  ago.  The  Minister  of  Inter- 

governmental Affairs  has  constantly  been  in 
touch   with   them   in   regard   to   the   various 

aspects  of  the  bill  and  what  the  government 
was  likely  to  do  at  its  introduction. 

There  has  been  time  for  discussion  and 
consideration.  We  met  some  two  months  ago 
and  reviewed  the  proposed  legislation  and 

indicated  what  the  government's  intentions 
would  be  in  this  particular  session. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  minister  might  have  sent 
it  over  here! 

Mr.  Martel:  Let's  talk  about  money. 

Mr.  Bennett:  May  I  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
in  regard  to  the  money  situation,  and  cer- 

tainly we  will  talk  about  it— 

An  hon.    member:   All   in   the  fullness   of 

time- Mr.    Bennett:    —the    major    responsibilities 
of  municipal  government  are  now  transferred 
to  the  new  council,  and  I  think  it  is  a  wise 
move.   Let  me  remind  the  members  of  this 
House  that  the  local  budgeting  will  rest  with 
the  municipal  politicians.  If  they  so  wish  to 
increase  the  services,  and  increase  the  debt 

load,  and  the  cost  load- 

Mr.    Laughren:    The   word  is   arrogance! 

Mr.  Martel:  Let's  talk  about  money. 

An  hon.  member:  Public  or  privy? 

Mr.  Bennett:  If  they  so  wish,  Mr.  Speaker, 

to  increase  the  cost  of  operating  their  muni- 
cipality  by   taking   on   new   and   reasonable 

projects- Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Bennett:  —they  will  be  responsible 
for  the  cost  of  that  operation.  I  make  no 

apologies  for  that.  We  have  experienced  from 
other  municipal  and  regional  areas  that  when 
they  get  into  operation,  each  municipality 

joining  the  region  felt  that  they  were  de- 
serving of  an  improved  and  increased  servic- 

ing. Each  one  made  their  pitch  within  their 

regional  council  and  as  a  result- 

Mr.  Martel:  No.  They  had  a  municipal 
tax  base  all  along. 

Mr.    Bennett:    —undoubtedly,   the    cost   of 
operating    the    municipal    services    rose    and 

the  number  of  projects- 

Mr.    Martel:    They   had    a    municipal    tax 
base  all  along. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  order! 

Mr.  Bennett:  The  anticipated  projects  also 
increased.  This  Province  of  Ontario  has  only 
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one  opportunity,  and  that  is  when  it  comes 
to  the  municipal  board  for  approval  of  their 
capital  budgets.  But  they  direct  the  selection 
to  increase  the  number  of  projects  within 
the  regional  area,  each  one  believing  they 
required  the  additional  services.  Let  me  say, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  as  far  as  the  regional  area 
goes,  this  new  council  will  have  to  have  the 
backbone  to  decide  what  services  should  be 
extended  within  the  regional  area,  and  at 
what  period  of  time. 

Mr.  Martel:  That  has  nothing  to  do  with 
it.  You  have  shafted  us  for  years. 

Have  you  got  the  backbone  to  tax  Inco? 

Mr.   Bennett:    It   is  fine,   Mr.    Speaker- 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  Bennett:  —for  each  and  every  one 
to  start  talking  about  local  services.  It  will 
be  the  local  council,  the  regional  council  that 
will  decide  on  the  extension  and  the  period 
of  time  in  which  it  will  be  extended. 

May  I  only  say  that  as  far  as  assessment 

goes,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  comes  within  the  De- 
partment of  Revenue. 

Mr.  Martel:  Right! 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  am  not  sure  that  discuss- 
ing the  assessment  question  has  any  relevance 

to  this  bill. 

Mr.  Martel:   It  has  every  relevance. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  Bennett:  Because,  Mr.  Speaker,  assess- 
ment, whether  it  be  a  regional  government 

or  an  individual  municipality,  sir,  it  would 

have  the  same  drawback  or  gain— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.   Bennett:    —and  so  it  is  not  directly 
related  to  regional  bills. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  Cassidy:   It  is  a  package  deal. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sud- 
bury East  had  his  opportunity  to  speak. 

Mr.  Martel:  Tell  him  not  to  give  us  such 
garble. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have,  for  an 

hour-and-a-half  listened  to  some  garble,  and 
so  I  suppose  it  would  be  in  order  to  return 
it. 

Someone  raised  the  point,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  believe  it  was  the  member  for  Nickel  Belt, 

regarding  CUPE  and  its  opportunity  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  discussion  of  the  bill.  CUPE 

last  week  sent  a  letter  to  the  minister  ask- 
ing that  they  be  consulted  on  the  bill.  May 

I  hasten  to  add,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  as  far  as 
I  know,  in  drafting  legislation,  it  does  not 

involve  a  union.  It  involves  a  municipal  gov- 
ernment and  the  Province  of  Ontario.  We 

did  not  go  to  outside  corporations  and  or- 
ganizations such  as  Inco  and  ask  for  their 

advice  and  guidance  on  how  the  bill  should 

be  drafted— 

Mr.  Martel:  You  drafted  it  for  a  year. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  Bennett:  —and  we  do  not  intend, 
Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  ministry  or  government 
to  start  drawing  in  the  unions  and  asking 
them  how  they  would  propose  the  benefits 
or  the  operations  of  this  regional  operation 
should  be  conducted. 

Mr.  Martel:  You  had  better  look  at  the 

tax  base.  They  were  the  ones  that  ran  it. 

Mr.  Bennett:  We  are  delighted  to  have 

them  attend  with  us  and  discuss  their  prob- 
lems, but  we  do  not  intend  to  turn  over  to 

them  the  responsibility  of  drafting  the  bill 
or  putting  certain  sections  together. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  didn't  give  the  people 
a  voice  either. 

Mr.  Bennett:  We  will  consult,  Mr. 

Speaker,  with  the  municipal  governments 

and  their  representatives  and  their  em- 
ployees, but  it  is  not  our  intention  to  start 

discussing  the  bill  with  CUPE. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Why  discuss  it  with  Cop- 

per Cliff? 

Mr.  Bennett:  May  I  say  that  they  had  cer- 
tain reservations,  or  suggestions,  and  we  took 

them  under  advisement  this  morning- 

Mr.   Martel:    You   discussed   it   with   Inco 
though. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  Bennett:  —and  if  there  are  amend- 
ments to  be  made  they  will  be  noted  in  this 

House  in  due  course. 

I  come  to  a  question  that  was  raised  again 
by  the  member  for  Nickel  Belt,  which  deals 
with  Valley  East.  I  suppose  we  should  deal 
with  the  servicing  of  the  regional  area  on  a 
general  basis.  Definitely,  the  water  and 
sewers    are    completely   the   responsibility   of 
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the  regional  council.  There  have  been  indica- 
tions that  there  will  be  fantastic  increases 

in  costs  of  operation. 

Again,  I  come  back  to  the  point,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  decision  of  extending  serv- 

ices, or  installing  new  services  or  upgrading 
services,  will  be  the  responsibility  and  the 
decision  of  regional  council.  They  know  the 
financial  limitations  to  which  they  have  to 
work. 

Mr.  Martel:  The  department  pulled  a 
boner. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Let  us  remember  this,  that 
there  are  mining  revenue  payments,  and  the 
capitalized  cost  that  comes  as  the  result  of 
increased  services  or  new  services  will  be 
accounted  for  under  the  grant  payment  and 
the  mining  revenue  grants. 

Mr.  Martel:  Whose  engineering  was  faulty? 

Mr.  Bennett:  May  I  also  say  that  50  per 
cent  of  the  capital  cost  of  installation  of 
services  is  paid  for  directly  by  the  Province 
of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Martel:  Whose  engineering  was  faulty? 
The  municipality  or  OWRC? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  Bennett:  Fifty  per  cent  is  paid  for  by 
the  province,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  the  mining 
revenue  payments  are  still  in  operation.  I 
hasten  to  remind  the  members  that  the  min- 

ing revenue  payments  at  this  particular  time 
have  been  guaranteed  to  the  regional  areas 
and  their  municipalities  at  levels  no  less  than 
they  were  in  the  year  1972. 

Mr.  Martel:  They  have  never  been  suffi- 
cient. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Costs  are  going  to  be  more. 

Mr.  Bennett:  But  if  there  should  be  an  in- 
crease it  would  also  be  accounted  for. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please!  Can  the  hon. 
member  finish  his  remarks  in  a  few  seconds? 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  am  afraid  not,  Mr.  Speaker. 

It  being  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House  took recess. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 

The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.m. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Con- 
sumer and  Commercial  Affairs):  Mr.  Speak- 

er, if  I  might  have  the  consent  of  the  House 

I'd  like  to  make  a  statement. 

An  hon.  member:  I  think  it's  going  to  be 
all  right. 

An  hon.  member:  Okay. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Okay?  It'll  be  very 
brief.  In  the  absence  of  the  Treasurer  and 

Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs  (Mr. 

McKeough)  I  want  to  table,  for  the  informa- 
tion of  the  hon.  members,  a  copy  of  a  report 

called  "Prospect  for  the  St.  Clair  Region" 
which  is  a  further  presentation  of  "A  Useful 
Guide  for  the  Citizens  in  Local  Governments 
in  the  Area  whose  Decisions  Will  Affect  the 

Shape  and  the  Future  Wellbeing  of  the  St. 

Clair  Region."  The  Treasurer  is  outlining 
this  report  in  his  speech  tonight  in  Windsor. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Before  the  hon.  member  for 

Ottawa  South  proceeds  with  his  reply  re- 
garding the  bill  before  the  House,  I  should 

like  to  inform  the  hon.  members  that  in  both 

galleries  this  evening  we  have  guests  who 
are  members  of  the  St.  George  Progressive 
Conservative  Association. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  So 

that's  why  the  policy  minister  is  here. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  14th  order,  re- 
suming the  debate  on  second  reading  of  Bill 

164,  An  Act  to  establish  the  Regional  Mu- 
nicipality of  Sudbury. 

REGIONAL  MUNICIPALITY 
OF  SUDBURY 

( concluded) 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
South. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  C.  Bennett  (Ottawa  South):  Mr. 

Speaker,  before  we  adjourned  for  this  eve- 
ning,   I    was    discussing    positioning    of    the 
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water  and  sewer  requirements  in  the  regional 
area  of  Sudbury.  The  question  was  raised 
as  to  how  the  capitalization  costs  would 
be  distributed.  That  responsibility,  Mr. 

Speaker,  rests  with  the  regional  council.  It'll 
be  their  decision  as  to  whether  they  wish  to 
pick  it  up  as  a  general  cost  across  the  entire 
regional  area,  or  whether  they  wish  to  apply 
it  back  against  the  particular  area  which 
receives  the  service. 

There  are  provincial  grants  from  the 
OWRC  up  to  a  maximum  of  50  per  cent 
for  the  installation  of  the  capital  costs  of 
installing  sewer  and  water.  There  will  be 
other  grants  and  payments  available 
through  the  transitional  grants,  according  to 
the  minister,  and  what  he  feels  is  appropriate 

to  offset  any  extreme  high  rise  in  local  taxa- 
tion. 

If  the  costs  of  the  services  borne  by  a 
particular  area  are  put  back  against  them 

by  the  regional  area,  that  particular  com- 
munity has  the  right,  if  it  feels  the  rate  is 

out  of  line,  to  appeal  to  the  OMB  for  an 

adjustment. 

In  the  area  of  policing,  this  is  to  be  taken 
over  entirely  by  the  regional  council.  I  do 

admit  that  there's  no  other  service  in  the 
regional  area  of  Sudbury  that  is  more  com- 

plicated and  confusing  than  policing.  Some 
of  the  forces  up  until  this  time  have  been 
employed  by  the  private  organizations,  such 
as  Inco,  and  the  takeover  does  cause  some 
confusion.  But  there  have  been  discussions 
with  the  associations  in  that  community, 
and  I  understand  that  the  likely  turnover  will 
be  a  rather  simplified  one.  I  also  understand 
this  has  received  the  concurrence  of  the 

police  forces  that  are  presently  in  existence. 

The  additional  costs  of  policing  in  the 
Sudbury  area  will  come  under  the  grants 
system  and  the  extra  costs  will  also  be  taken 
into  account  when  the  mining  revenue  pay- 

ments are  made  to  the  new  regional  council. 
I  might  add  that  the  OPP  will  withdraw 
their  services  from  the  areas  which  they 
have  been  looking  after  for  some  time,  and 

now  will  return  to  their  proper  function- 
that  of  patrolling  highways  of  the  Province 
of  Ontario. 
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The  road  question  was  raised,  and  the 
question  of  exactly  how  the  roads  definition 
will  come  into  being.  It  is  intended  that  the 
Ministry  of  Transportation  and  Communi- 

cations, along  with  the  local  councils,  will 
sit  down  and  review  the  road  system.  They 
will  decide  on  which  roads  will  stay  in  the 
local  municipalities,  which  roads  will  be 
taken  over  by  the  regional  government  and 
which  roads  will  be  retained  by  the  provin- 

cial authority. 

The  Ministry  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs* 
concern  is  to  see  that  the  municipalities  are 
protected  against  any  decisions  that  Trans- 

portation and  Communications  might  be 
making  that  would  be  beneficial  only  to  the 
province.  We  are  concerned  that  the  munic- 

ipality is  treated  fairly  and  equally  here, 
without  any  overriding  influence  by  the  Min- 

istry of  Transportation  and  Communications. 

It  is  intended  that  by  July,  1973,  the  final 
report  on  the  designation  of  roads  should 

be  into  the  government's  hands  and  that  the 
designation  of  roads  will  take  effect  on  Jan. 
1,  1974. 

The  question  was  raised,  Mr.  Speaker,  with 
regard  to  elections  and  how  did  we  come  by 
the  type  of  representation  that  is  being  indi- 

cated. First  of  all,  the  formation  of  the  local 
councils  in  the  seven  communities  that  will 

remain  has  been  the  decision  of  those  par- 
ticular municipal  elected  bodies.  They  have 

continually  offered  their  advice  and  their 
views  on  how  they  would  like  their  council 
established  and  the  government  has  put  into 
the  Act  exactly  what  they  asked  for.  There 
was  some  discussion  and  negotiation  with  re- 

gard to  how  they  felt  they  should  be  elected, 
by  wards  or  what  not,  and  the  government 
implemented  exactly  what  they  requested. 
Someone  indicated  that  there  was  one 

member  to  be  elected  at  large,  one  other 
than  the  mayor.  That  was  because  in  the 
community  affected— I  think  it  was  in  Neelon- 
Garson  where  the  one  member  was  elected 

at  large— that  was  their  way  of  deciding  who 
would  be  the  second  representative  on  the 
upper  tier  of  the  regional  government.  In 
other  words  both  of  their  representatives  will 
be  elected  at  large  and  it  will  not  be  one  of 
the  aldermen  or  one  at  the  lower  level. 

We  do  add  here  that  in  the  case  of  Copper 
Cliff— and  they  have  brought  their  voice  to 
Queen's  Park— as  I  mentioned  earlier  on  sev- 

eral occasions,  as  far  as  Copper  Cliff  is  con- 
cerned, Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  area  of  Sudbury 

which  has  10  representatives,  one  of  the  nine 
wards  will  be  for  the  area  of  Copper  Cliff; 

one  ward  will  be  for  Broder  and  another 

Dill;  and  the  other  seven  will  represent  the 
city  of  Sudbury  as  it  presently  is,  with  the 
mayor  being  elected  at  large. 

We  have  agreed  with  the  municipalities  as 
to  the  representation.  We  think  it  is  a  fair 
and  proper  one.  We  can  come  back  to  the 
point  that  was  raised  on  representation  by 
population.  We  were  striving  to  have  one 
representative  for  every  10,000  of  population. 
In  some  cases  we  admit  it  is  not  completely 
possible  to  do  it,  but  I  think  if  you  look  at 
the  overall  situation  we  have  come  as  close 

as  we  possibly  can  in  trying  to  get  fair  repre- 
sentation across  the  board.  Certainly,  Sud- 

bury has  by  far  the  largest  portion  of  the 
population  and  will  pay  likely  the  greatest 
percentage  of  the  expenses  in  the  initial 
years  of  regional  government. 
We  have  tried  to  protect  them  as  much  as 

we  can,  as  I  said  earlier,  by  giving  them  at 
least  50  per  cent  of  the  elected  people  who 
will  be  on  the  Sudbury  regional  council. 
There  are  21  members  but  the  21st  member 
of  the  regional  council  will  be  the  appointed 
chairman.  I  say  again  that  this  particular 
designation  and  representation  has  been  dis- 

cussed with  the  municipalities.  It  was  dis- 
cussed with  Sudbury  in  particular  and  they 

have,  at  this  point,  agreed  to  accept  it  as  a 
proper  representation  for  their  particular community. 

The  question  was  raised  about  a  $7.7  mil- 
lion increase  in  the  expenditures  related  to 

the  Sudbury  area,  may  I  add,  Mr.  Speaker, 
to  the  members  of  this  House  that  that  par- 

ticular figure  of  $7.7  million  is  strictly  an 
estimate  put  together  by  the  city  of  Suabury 
and  has  not  been  reviewed  by  the  govern- 

ment of  Ontario- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  Is  the 
member  trying  to  give  us  a  snow  job? 

Mr.  Bennett:  —and  it  is  their  responsibility 
and  they  will  admit  it.  I  think  that  some  of 
the  members  who  raised  the  question  should 
read  on  to  see  what  Sudbury  said.  About 
$4  million  of  the  $7.7  million,  Mr.  Speaker, 
is  for  back  services  that  have  not  been  pro- 

vided in  the  past- 

Mr.  Martel:  Because  the  government  didn't 
give  the  funds. 

Mr.  Bennett:  —it  is  not  as  a  result  of  the 
creation  of  regional  government. 

Mr.  M.  C.  Germa  (Sudbury):  Why  is  the 
government  regionalizing  then? 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  One  of  the  priorities  of  re- 
gional government  is  to  do  those  things. 

Mr.  Bennett:   I  said  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  as  far  as  the  government  of  Ontario  is 

concerned,  in  the  Treasurer's  statement  he  in- 
dicated- 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Bennett:  —on  page  11  that  we  were 
concerned  that  with  the  planning  area,  as  the 
member  for  Sudbury  East  said,  people  would 

go  beyond  the  boundaries  of  regional  gov- 
ernment to  establish  homes. 

Mr.  Martel:  You  don't  have  any  staff  to  do it  with. 

Mr.  Bennett:  The  government  of  Ontario 
has  taken  action  to  see  that  the  area  just  be- 

yond the  fringes  of  the  regional  area  will  be 
protected;  in  a  sense,  it  will  be  frozen  against 
further- 

Mr.  Martel:  I  know  what  he  has  got  for 
staff  there.  It  is  inappropriate  now. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  Bennett:  —development  and  those  that 
require  severance  will  have  to  come  to  the 
Ministry  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs. 

Interjections    by   hon.   members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  Bennett:  The  government  is  fully 
aware  of  the  situation.  It  realizes  there  is 
likely  to  be  expansion  in  the  future.  The 
boundaries  that  we  have  agreed  to  are,  to 
the  greatest  extent,  those  that  Mr.  Kennedy 
recommended  in  his  report.  There  are  some 
minor  variations- 

Mr.  Martel:  No!  He  went  to  the  French 
River. 

Mr.  Bennett:  —but  they  are  not  as  ex- 
tensive as  some  would  like  you  to  believe. 

I  may  say  that  here  again  we  discussed  this 
particular  point  with  the  members  of  the 
local  councils  and  it  was  their  decision  that 
these  should  be  the  boundaries.  Some  of  the 
other  boundaries  that  we  discussed  with  them, 
they  felt,  were  far  too  great  and  the  re- 

sponsibilities taken  unto  the  municipalities 
were  too  great  at  this  point  in  time.  The 
government  has  agreed  to  these  boundaries 
keeping  in  mind  what  the  local  politicians 
have  said- 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  Tell  us 
about  Balfour  and  Rayside. 

Mr.  Bennett:  —and  members  of  this  House 

oannot  have  it  both  ways.  The  local  munic- 
ipal representatives  have  indicated  their 

position- Mr.  Martel:  The  Kennedy  report  recom- 
mended it. 

Mr.  Bennett:  —and  we  have  recognized  it. 
We  believe  these  are  fair  boundary  lines  to 
be  drawn  at  this  point.  We  are  not  saying 
that  in  the  future  there  will  not  be  expansion- 

Mr.  Martel:  The  member  wants  it  both 
ways.  He  is  right  with  Kennedy  when  it  is 
favourable  and  somewhere  else  when  it  is 
not. 

Mr.  Bennett:  —that  is  why  the  minister  is 
going  to  protect  the  areas  beyond  what  is 
now  the  boundary  of  the  Sudbury  regional 
area.  We  realize  that  the  lake  and  so  on  in 
that  area  must  be  protected  because  it  is 
the  water  supply  for  the  community.  In  the 
future  we  do  expect  that  the  boundaries  will 
change  and  we  are  at  the  moment  in  the 
field  of  putting  together  an  entire  plan  for 
the  regional  area.  Once  that  is  submitted, 
and  the  Province  of  Ontario  I  hasten  to  re- 

mind you  is  paying  for  that  particular  plan, 
then  this  government  will  be  in  a  position 
to  recommend  whether  the  boundaries  should 
stay  as  they  are.  That  would  be  on  the  advice 
and  the  suggestion  of  the  local  municipalities 
when  they  have  had  a  chance  to  review  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  I  have  covered  up, 
or  covered,  most  of  the  points. 

Mr.  Martel:  Covered  up  is  a  good  word. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Covered  up  would  be  ap- 
propriate for  some  of  the  remarks  that  were 

made  earlier  this  evening. 

Mr.  Martel:  A  snow  job. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  in- 
dicated the  position  of  the  government.  I 

reiterate  to  the  members  of  this  House  the 
cost  of  running  regional  government  will  be 

the  regional  council's  responsibility.  If  they 
feel  that  they  want  to  upgrade  the  services 
that  are  presently  there  or  add  new  services 
at  an  accelerated  speed,  it  will  be  their  re- 

sponsibility. They  know  the  capacity  of  the 
taxing  position  of  their  community,  they 
know  the  position  on  grants  this  government 
is  prepared  to  give  them  in  offsetting  the 
extra  costs  they  will  meet  in  the  initial  years; 
and  they  will  have  to  be  answerable  to  the 
taxpayers  of  their  community. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  What 
about  the  taxpayers? 
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Mr.  Bennett:  May  I  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 

would  think  the  taxpayers'  day  in  court  will 
come  on  Oct.  2  when  the  first  election  will 
be  held  for  the  regional  council  or  for  the 
local  councils  which  will  form  the  regional 
council. 

Mr.  Martel:  Their  day  in  court  was  last 

October.  There  isn't  a  Tory  left  in  the  area. 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  just  say  in  closing,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  in  respect  to  the  increase  in 
grants  that  we  presently  can  see  to  the 
regional  area  of  Sudbury,  in  the  current  year 

of  1972-1973,  the  unconditional  grant  will 
amount  to  about  $1,200,000.  Under  the  new 
system  with  the  $3.25  per  capita  for  the 
police  force,  and  with  the  grant  of  $8  per 
capita  as  a  general  regional  grant,  and  the 

density  grants  that  will  be  provided  to  Sud- 
bury and  the  other  communities,  the  entire 

grants  under  the  new  formula  will  amount 
to  about  $2.5  million,  which  is  an  increase 
of  about  $3  million,  that  is,  on  the  basic 
regional  grant. 

It  does  not  take  into  account,  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  increase  in  grants  that  will  come  as  a 
result  of  the  mining  revenue  payments.  We 
do  anticipate  some  extra  costs,  because  the 
average  assessment  will  be  lower  than  it  has 
been  in  the  past  when  all  of  the  communities 
are  joined  together.  I  would  add  that  there 
is  a  transitional  grant  to  be  made  available  to 
the  communities  to  offset  their  problems. 

I  say  to  you  that  the  government  has  pre- 
sented the  bill  it  believes  to  be  the  answer 

to  the  problems  in  the  community.  We  look 

forward  with  regional  government  to  re- 
solving and  upgrading  all  of  the  services  that 

are  available,  not  only  today,  but  in  the 
years  to  come. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  member  one  question.  Did  I 

understand  him  to  say  that  the  city  of  Sud- 
bury would  get  the  density  grant? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Speaker,  under  the  for- 
mula that  we  have  designed,  the  city  of  Sud- 
bury would  get  a  $3  per  capita  density  grant; 

the  balance  of  the  communities  would  get  a 
$5  per  capita  grant. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Mr.  Speaker,  could  I  have 
a  point  of  clarification  that  the  member  for 

Ottawa  South  would  confirm?  He  didn't  ex- 
plain why  there  was  a  change  in  the 

boundaries  or  in  the  area  of  Rayside  and 
Balfour  in  the  last  eight  or  nine  months. 
Eight  or  nine  months  ago,  they  were  to  be 
two  separate  areas  and  now  they  have  com- 

bined   them    as    one.    Whose    wishes    were 

granted  there? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Speaker,  to  the  best  of 
my  knowledge  the  wishes  of  the  government 
are  being  shown  in  the  particular  draft  that 
we  have  before  us.  May  I  also  say  that  there 
were  a  number  of  communities  in  the  Sud- 

bury area  that  also  expressed  to  the  govern- 
ment the  fear  that  if  Rayside  and  Balfour 

were  to  be  left  as  separate  communities,  they 
could  also  justify  their  particular  community 
being  left  as  an  individual  entity.  So,  on  the 
advice  of  the  communities  as  well  as  the 

government's  own  initiative,  it  was  decided 
in  the  interests  of  the  regional  government 
and  the  betterment  of  it  to  join  them 

together. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading  or  committee? 

Committee  of  the  whole  House? 

Agreed. 

REGIONAL  MUNICIPALITY 
OF  WATERLOO 

Mr.  Meen,  in  the  absence  of  Hon.  Mr. 
McKeough,  moves  second  reading  of  Bill 
167,  An  Act  to  establish  the  Regional 
Municipality  of  Waterloo. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Kit- 
chener. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Mr. 
Speaker,  for  almost  six  years  the  citizens 

of  Waterloo  county  have  discussed  and  con- 
sidered and  reviewed  the  matter  of  a  new 

form  of  municipal  government  for  our  area. 
The  principles  of  regional  governments  have 
been  debated  and  discussed  in  this  Legis- 

lature on  many  occasions.  With  the  experi- 
ence of  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  govern- 
ment, we  have  now  seen  other  regional  ad- 

ministrations begun  in  Niagara,  in  Ottawa- 
Carleton,  in  York  and  in  Muskoka.  Now,  in  a 

companion  bill  to  this  one— the  bill  that  we 
have  just  discussed  with  respect  to  the  new 

government  in  Sudbury— we  also  have  this 
bill  dealing  with  a  new  government  for  the 
Waterloo  region. 

Many  of  the  problem  areas  have  been  re- 
solved over  the  past  four  years.  Amendments 

to  these  other  bills  have  come  up  from  time 
to  time,  and  the  regions  are  developing  and 
coping    with    the    changes    that    have    been 
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made  necessary,  as  the  facts  of  life  outstrip 
the  approach  taken  within  legislation. 

In  the  local  government  review  in  our 
county,  Dr.  Stewart  Fyfe  reported  on  nearly 
all  the  aspects  of  government  which  in- 

fluence our  citizens  in  the  municipal  field. 
After  some  25  days  of  hearings  and  more 
than  100  briefs,  Dr.  Fyfe  finally  presented 
two  alternate  plans  for  our  county.  Neither 
of  those  ideas  was  acceptable,  as  completely 
presented,  and  therefore  further  meetings 
were  held.  After  the  then  Minister  of  Mu- 

nicipal Affairs,  and  the  present  Attorney 
General  (Mr.  Bales),  gave  a  response  to  a 
further  meeting  in  March  of  1971,  more 
briefs  were  received  and  active  public  dis- 

cussion   continued. 

Dr.  Fyfe  had  suggested  that  the  process 
of  governing  and  decision-making  had  to  be 
simplified  if  there  were  to  be  a  programme 
of  responsible  and  effective  local  govern- 

ment. I  agree  with  him  and,  as  a  result,  I'm 
content  in  general  with  the  two-tier  form 
of  government  which  Waterloo  county  is  to 
have. 

The  questions  asked  by  the  members  for 
Sudbury  and  Nickel  Belt  yesterday  afternoon 
of  the  minister  had  a  certain  poignant  in- 

terest for  me.  They  asked  about  their  own 
involvement  in  the  Sudbury  government  pro- 

posals. The  minister  unfortunately  showed 

fully  his  government's  approach  by  suggest- 
ing that  it  had  not  crossed  his  mind  to  invite 

them.  The  member  for  Waterloo  North  and 
I  could  have  told  him  that  in  our  five  years 
in  this  Legislature,  we  have  not  been  in- 

volved by  the  government  in  any  of  the  pro- 
cess which  developed  into  this  bill  for  our 

region. 
I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  that  is  rather  a 

sad  commentary  on  the  complete  control 

which  the  "minister  of  everything,"  as  he  is 
fondly  known,  has  over  the  entire  functions 
of  all  municipal,  financial  and  intergovern- 

mental relations  within  Ontario. 

The  Leader  of  the  Opposition  was  correct 
when  he  noted  that  the  member  for  Chat- 

ham-Kent (Mr.  McKeough)  is  determined  to 
make  over  this  province  as  he  sees  fit.  To- 

night, before  the  session  began,  we  had 
given  to  us  a  further  blueprint  for  develop- 

ment, for  the  St.  Clair  region.  And  so  it 
goes   across   the   province. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): He  has  abolished  that  region,  just  last 

week. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Well,  he  created  a  new 
city  today,  and  hopefully  he  will  get  a  day 
of  rest,  at  least  once  in  every  seven. 

Now,  the  municipal  leaders,  Mr.  Speaker, 
both  those  who  are  elected  and  those  who 

are  appointed,  must  deal  with  this  centre  of 
power,  on  a  daily  basis,  as  they  come  seeking 
approvals  and  exceptions  and  grants.  As  a 
result,  they  too  have  generally  avoided  any 
involvement  with  at  least  two  of  the  MPPs 

in  our  county.  They  were  not  about  to  rock 
the  boat.  They  could  not  afford  to. 

I  don't  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  whether  you 
have  been  particularly  involved  in  the  de- 

velopment of  regional  government  within  our 
county  or  not.  I  presume  that  your  duties 
have  kept  you  within  the  Legislature,  far 
too  busy,  and  unable  to  be  so  involved.  But 
I  do  think  that,  as  we  have  seen— other  than 
in  the  press  releases  and  reports,  and 
speeches  in  this  House— there  has  been  really 
no  information  passed  on  to  the  other  two 
members  that  represent  our  county— the 
member  for  Waterloo  North  and  myself— 
which  would  have  allowed  any  involvement 
in  depth  on  any  of  the  comments  which  we 
might  have  been  able  to  have  added. 

One  wonders,  indeed,  after  listening  to  the 
debate  on  the  Sudbury  bill  this  afternoon, 
why  there  is  even  the  necessity  of  putting 
this  bill  through  the  formality  of  approval  in 
principle,  which  we  are  now  doing.  With  the 
help  of  God  and  a  good  infield,  I  am  sure 
that  the  details  will  fall  into  place. 

The  minister,  you  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  sent 

around  a  letter  marked,  "For  information"  to both  the  member  for  Waterloo  North  and  to 
me.  It  was  kind  of  him.  It  sets  out,  dated 
June  19,  the  following  information: 

I  have  set  aside  the  afternoon  and  eve- 
ning of  Tuesday,  June  27,  for  a  meeting 

with  the  working  committee  of  representa- 
tives of  each  municipality  to  go  over  the 

bill  with  Mr.  Meen,  my  parliamentary  as- 
sistant, staff  and  myself.  Therefore  I  am 

inviting  you,  or  your  designate,  and  one 
other  person  from  your  municipality,  to 

a  meeting  at  the  west  hall,  at  the  Kitche- 
ner Holiday  Inn,  Highway  8,  at  Fair- 

way Dr. 

Mr.  Laughren:  That's  more  than  he  did  for us. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  He  goes  on: 

The  meeting  will  start  at  3  p.m.  and  I 

will  be  prepared  to  continue  into  the  eve- 
ning to  discuss  any  points  you  may  wish 

to  raise  about  the  bill. 

An  hon.  member:  We're  not  going  to  be 
there. 

An  hon.  member:  Most  generous. 
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Mr.  Breithaupt:  He  concludes: 
The  staff  is  also  available  to  explain  the 

bill  and  to  answer  any  questions  you  may 
have. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It's  going  to  be  law. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Well,  I  think  that  is  com- 
mendable, Mr.  Speaker.  I  think  that  this 

letter  directed  to  all  the  heads  of  council  is 

useful.  Unfortunately,  the  comments  that  will 
be  received  will  be  a  little  late  for  involve- 

ment in  this  debate. 

An  hon.  member:  Right. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  The  bill  will  already  have 
been  passed  in  principle.  I  suggest  that,  be- 

fore June  27  comes  round,  the  bill  will  have 
been  debated  in  committee  in  this  House 

and,  in  effect,  will  have  proceeded  through 
all  the  stages  to  become  law,  without  any 
further  contribution  from  the  heads  of  coun- 

cil, their  designate  and  one  other  person  in 
Waterloo  county. 

I  presume  that  it's  usual,  Mr.  Speaker, that  this  letter  is  not  to  be  construed  as  an 
invitation  for  me  to  be  present.  The  minister 
has  granted  an  audience  and  the  natives  are 
to  be  on  hand,  two  by  two,  to  be  received. 
The  bill  will  not  be  amended  as  a  result  of 
this  meeting.  As  I  have  said,  Mr.  Speaker, 
this  bill  will  be  at  the  last  stage,  before  it 
becomes  law,  by  that  point.  The  locals  will 
be  told  to  muddle  through,  to  bring  sugges- 

tions in  for  next  year.  As  a  result,  next  year 
we  will  have  an  Act  to  amend  the  Regional 
Municipality  of  Waterloo,  as  holes  are 
plugged  and  wording  is  tightened  up. 

We  have  waited  a  long  time  for  this  legis- 
lation. I  think  it  is  unfortunate  that  it  must 

be  brought  before  us  only  within  the  dying 
days  of  the  session,  but  I  fully  realize  that 
the  member  for  York  East  (Mr.  Meen)  has 
been  particularly  involved,  and  the  drafting 
of  a  bill  of  this  size  is  no  easy  and  quick 
matter.  I  hope  I  have  not  appeared  to  be 
too  negative  in  my  comments,  because,  I 
think  that,  as  a  bill,  this  is  clearly  far  better 
than  the  earlier  ones  which  had  come  be- 

fore the  last  Legislature. 
Local  response  to  this  bill  has  not  taken 

place  actively.  It  is  almost  as  though  Bill 
167  has  been  dropped  down  a  well  and  has 
yet  to  reach  the  bottom.  The  headlines  in 
the  Kitchener- Waterloo  Record  of  June  14 
past,  perhaps  tell  us  what  to  expect.  In  large 

heavy  type,  we  read:  "MPPs  Debate  Water- 
loo Regional  Bill  Next  Week."  In  smaller 

type:   McKeough  Expects  Quick  Okay." 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  presume  that  that  is  what 
will  happen  this  evening.  I  think  the  muni- 

cipalities have  resigned  themselves,  in  some 
cases— have  decided  that  they  will  make  the 
best  of  whatever  regional  government  plan 
comes  before  us,  with  the  hope  that,  of 
course,  changes  can  be  made  in  the  future. 

I  do  commend  the  ministry,  in  its  final 
decision,  to  add  fully  the  southwest  portion 
of  Waterloo  township  to  the  pity  of  Kitch- 

ener. This  area  is  certainly  needed  for  the 
intelligent  and  balanced  growth  of  the  area, 
which  I  particularly  represent.  This  desire 
to  have  this  additional  portion  of  land  was 
apparent,  in  spite  of  the  plans  which  Dr. 
Fyfe  had  originally  brought  before  us,  and, 
certainly,  in  spite  of  the  proposals  which 
the  government  had  presented  in  March, 
1971. 

The  lands  to  the  east  of  the  city,  up  to 
the  Grand  River,  are  a  natural  addition  for 
servicing,  and  future  growth  as  well.  The 
future  home  of  the  villagers  of  Bridgeport 
is  to  be  within  the  city  of  Kitchener,  and 
I  certainly  welcome  those  fine  people  into 
our  city. 

The  basic  proposal  within  this  bill,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  to  create  three  cities  and  four 
townships.  As  the  years  go  by,  I  think  it 
apparent  that  it  is  natural  to  presume  that 
the  cities  will  expand  and  that,  some  day, 
areas  of  the  townships  will,  of  course,  be- 

come urban.  Changes  in  the  membership  of 
councils  can  be  attended  to  at  that  time. 

To  strike  a  balance  in  the  regional  coun- 
cil is  worthwhile.  If  we  are  to  have  an  ef- 

fective balancing  of  interests  then  the  nine 
members  of  the  council,  representing  Kitch- 

ener, will  need  support  from  other  coun- 
cillors in  order  to  have  a  majority  on  an 

issue.  This  is  good,  I  think,  because  the 
persons  representing  two-fifths  of  our  Water- 

loo county  population  should  not  control  the 
regional  government. 

Two  particular  matters  are  worthy  of  refer- 
ence, as  we  look  for  principles  within  this 

bill.  The  first  is  the  formation  of  a  regional 
police  force.  I  believe  that  the  police  serv- 

ices within  our  county  are  well,  and  efficient- 
ly, organized.  With  increasingly  sophisticated 

criminals  dropping  off  the  401  in  their  trips 
between  Windsor  and  Toronto,  we  certainly 
need  the  finest  of  skills  to  combat  them.  A 

larger  force  will  result  in  funds  and  per- 
sonnel available  for  specialization  and  for 

better  equipment.  I  only  hope  with  respect 
to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  it  will  not  be- 

come   a   matter   of    government   policy    that 
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the  headquarters  for  this  force  will  neces- 
sarily be  in  the  southern  area  of  the  region. 

I  am  pleased  that  the  regional  police 
commission  will  not  continue  to  have  such 

an  involvement  with  judges  as  has  been  the 
case.  I  think  the  position  of  this  party  on 
that  kind  of  an  involvement  is  well  known. 
The  individuals  involved  have  done  a  fine 

job.  But  I  feel  they  have  on  occasion  been 

placed  in  an  embarrassing  or  possibly  com- 
promising position  when  they  have  had  to 

deal  with  the  same  policeman  in  court  and 
before  the  commission  otherwise.  To  have 

citizen  involvement  now  is  a  good  forward 
step.  It  is  a  healthy  approach  and  removes 
any  possible  conflict  of  interest  before  even 
a  hint  of  it  can  develop. 

There  is  one  other  particular  area,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  I  would  like  to  refer  to  at  this 

point,  because  it  really  involves  three  par- 
ticular areas  of  the  bill.  These  are  areas 

dealing  with  the  planning  board,  section  95, 
subsection  3  of  this  bill;  with  the  police 
function,  section  113,  and  with  the  health 
function,  section  101. 

There  are,  Mr.  Speaker,  provisions  in  these 
cases  for  regional  appointees  to  be  placed 
on  particular  boards.  I  would  appreciate 
hearing  from  the  hon.  member  for  York  West 

his  views  with  respect  to  the  possible  ap- 
pointment of  persons  to  this  kind  of  an  area 

who  are  not  necessarily  members  of  regional 
councils. 

Mr.  A.  K.  Meen  (York  East):  On  a  point 

of  order,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wonder  if  the  mem- 
ber is  intending  to  address  that  question  to 

me  or  does  he  mean  the  hon.  member  for 

York  West  (Mr.  MacBeth)? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  am  sorry,  the  member 
for  York  West. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  York 
East. 

Mr.  Meen:  Does  the  hon.  member  mean 
the  member  for  York  West? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:   No.   I  mean  you. 

Mr.  Meen:  Perhaps  Hansard  would  show 
that  I  represent  the  riding  of  York  East. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  You  certainly  do,  and  very 
well,  too,  I  might  add. 

Mr.  Meen:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  In  any  event,  Mr.  Speaker, 

the  situation  is  such  that  I  think  it  is  per- 
haps worthy  of  some  view  as  to  the  govern- 

ment position  with  respect  to  the  appoint- 
ment of  persons  who  may  be  other  than 

regional  councillors  and  who  may  be  able  to 
bring  certain  expertise  to  the  deliberation 
of  various  boards.  I  think  this  also  may  come 

up  with  respect  to  appointments  to  the 
Grand  River  Conservation  Authority.  As 

members  may  be  aware,  under  the  Conserva- 
tion Authorities  Act,  section  7  deals  with  the 

appointments  to  the  Grand  River  authority. 

We  are  informed  that  the  Lieutenant  Gov- 

ernor in  Council  may  make  certain  appoint- 
ments designating  the  municipalities  and  the 

membership  which  may  come  to  the  author- 
ity. It  may  well  be  that  regional  councillors 

are  the  persons  who  should  be  appointed  at 
all  times  to  this  kind  of  a  board.  I  would 

appreciate  hearing  from  the  government  as 
to  the  view  that  it  may  have  with  respect 
to  the  possible  appointment  of  persons  who 
are  not  actually  elected  members  of  the 
regional  council  to  hold  office  in  some  of 
these  areas,  where  they  may  have  particular 
views  or  particular  expertise  that  might 
benefit  either  a  health  board  or  possibly  a 
body  such  as  the  Grand  River  Conservation 
Authority. 

There  are  certain  other  comments,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  will  come  up  when  the  various 
sections  of  the  bill  are  debated.  I  do  not 

think  it  necessary  to  take  the  time  of  the 

House  particularly  to  go  into  any  of  those 

areas  now.  In  general,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  be- 
lieve that  the  people  in  Waterloo  county  are 

ready  for  regional  government.  I  suppose 
that  some  are  resigned  to  it  and  perhaps 
there  are  even  a  few  who  are  anxious  for  it. 

However,  on  balance,  the  feelings  that  are 
told  to  me  are  that  it  is  time  to  get  on  with 
the  job.  I  certainly  call  upon  the  members 

of  this  House  to  approve  this  bill  in  prin- 
ciple, so  that  we  will  be  ready  to  implement 

regional  government  smoothly  in  Waterloo 
county  on  Jan.  1,  1973. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  just  like 
to  take  up  from  where  the  hon.  member  for 
Kitchener  left  off,  that  is,  the  resignation 
that  some  people  in  the  area  do  feel  about 
the  bill  which  the  government  has  brought in. 

This  has  got  a  six-year  history.  I  was  talk- 
ing at  the  Association  of  Municipalities  of 

Ontario  conference  with  the  mayors  of  three 
of  the  municipalities  involved.  Their  reaction 

when  I  said,  "What  do  you  think  about  the 

bill?"  was,   "For  God's   sake!   Let's   get  it." 
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The  government,  if  you  will,  has  worn  out 

the  people  in  the  area  because  of  consider- 
ing with  too  great  concern  the  details  of  the 

bill.  They  are  anxious  now  to  get  on  with 
the  job. 

I  think  it's  a  pity  that  it  has  to  work  this 
way— that  a  bill  that  comes  up  late  in  the 
session,  a  few  days  before  we  adjourn  for 

the  summer,  is  now  under  the  gun.  The  peo- 
ple in  the  area  want  it.  The  people  here  in 

the  House  have  been  anxious,  after  three 
or  four  months  of  sitting,  to  go  home. 

So  you  get  into  the  situation  where  the 
bill  will  get  second  reading,  possibly  right 
after  the  committee  stage,  before  people 
have  a  formal  meeting  on  this.  I  tried  to 
have  a  meeting  on  Tuesday  of  this  week  in 
order  to  discuss  it  with  some  of  my  friends 
in  the  Waterloo  area,  and  found  that  there 
was  a  danger  that  the  bill  would  itself  come 
up  for  second  reading  on  Tuesday  evening. 
This  was  the  earliest  possibility  of  having 
any  kind  of  a  session  up  there  with  them. 

In  general  terms,  I  just  regret  and  deplore 
the  habit  of  this  government  of  always  doing 
these  things  at  the  very  last  minute.  There 
is  really  no  excuse  why  this  bill,  which  flows 
out  of  the  reports  and  studies  and  so  on 
that  have  been  going  on  for  as  long  as  six 
years,  could  not  have  been  presented  to  the 
Legislature  several  weeks,  if  not  months  ago. 
Then  we  could  have  had  opportunities  for 

input  on  a  more  realistic  basis  from  the  peo- 
ple in  the  area  concerned. 

Looking  at  the  philosophy  of  the  bill  and 
the  whole  regional  programme,  Mr.  Speaker, 

the  government  is  edging  its  way  to  a  one- 
tier  form  of  government  by  degrees.  The  bill 
of  the  Sudbury  regional  municipality  is  an 
example  of  its  doing  that.  I  think  that  that 

fact  ought  to  be  recognized.  It's  about  time 
that  the  government  recognized  what  it  was 

doing,  and  began  to  make  other  arrange- 
ments than  it  is  now  making  for  local  input 

and  local  involvement  on  a  smaller  than 

regional  basis  in  the  direction  of  local  gov- 
ernment. 

The  fact  is  that,  with  the  powers  which 
are  being  given  to  this  particular  regional 
municipality  in  the  Waterloo  area  and  with 
the  precedents  for  other  powers  that  have 
been  given  to  other  regional  municipalities 
in  the  rest  of  the  province,  there  really  is 
very  little  left  to  the  local  area  of  muni- 

cipalities—to the  lower  tier  of  government 
in  the  two-tier  system.  The  government  is 
now  wont  to  refer  to  this  as  "a  traditional 

two-tier  system"— we've  got  that  far  in  terms 
of   regionalization. 

In  the  case  of  the  Waterloo  bill  here,  the 
only  real  powers  that  are  left  to  the  local 

municipality  are  the  powers  of  local  plan- 
ning and  zoning,  of  local  roads  and  of  rec- 

reation. But  we  have  precedents  in  York- 
ville,  for  example,  for  a  recreation  and  parks 
function  to  be  taken  over  by  the  regional 
municipality.  In  the  Sudbury  bill  there  is  a 
precedent  for  the  planning  function  to  be 

taken  over  wholly  by  the  regional  muni- 
cipality, and  in  the  same  bill,  for  the  local 

distribution  of  water  and  collection  of  sewage 
to  be  handled  by  the  regional  municipality. 

In  the  regional  municipality  of  Ottawa- 
Carleton,  the  distribution  of  local  waterworks 
is  carried  out  by  the  region  and  not  by  the 
area  municipalities. 

For  that  matter,  most  of  the  other  func- 
tions that  are  left  to  local  municipalities  in 

the  Waterloo  bill  are  "gas  and  water  social- 
ism" if  you  will.  That  is,  they  are  routine 

"bread  and  butter"  kinds  of  functions  which 
have  very  little  political  content  and  which 
can  be  managed  equally  well  either  by  a 

regional  municipality  or  by  small  area  com- 
mittees which  have  delegated  powers  from 

the  regional  municipality. 

The  waterpipe  feeder  system,  for  example, 
is  nothing  which  carries  within  it  a  great 
deal  of  contention.  The  sewage  collector 
system  likewise.  The  issuance  of  building 
permits  is  something  which  flows  pretty 

naturally,  or  certainly  ought  to  in  a  well- 
run  system  from  local  planning  and  zoning. 

As  I  said,  there  are  now  precedents,  or 

will  very  soon  be  precedents,  for  local  plan- 
ning and  zoning  to  be  carried  on  on  the 

regional  basis.  There  are  certainly  precedents 
within  the  province  for  the  distribution  of 
electricity  and  natural  gas  to  be  handled  on 

a  county- wide  or  regional  basis,  as  well  as 
on  the  smaller  basis  that  is  now  the  custom 

within  the  county  of  Waterloo.  These  are 
routine  housekeeping  functions. 

Likewise,  the  collection  of  garbage.  That's 
a  pretty  important  kind  of  thing,  and  granted, 

that's  left  with  the  local  municipalities  in 
this  particular  bill. 

But  the  region  is  responsible  for  garbage 
disposal  sites,  and  therefore  it  has  the  overall 

direction  of  the  solid  waste  disposal  pro- 
gramme. All  that  the  regional  municipalities 

can  do  is  to  carry  their  stuff  to  the  dumps, 
and  I  am  afraid  that  the  most  outstanding 
reason  in  favour  of  that  that  I  can  find  would 

be  that  the  government  would  like  to  condone 

systems  such  as  exist  in  Toronto,  where  cer- 
tain municipalities  contract  out  the  work 

while  other  ones  handle  it  through  their  own. 
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It  is  not  a  particularly  vital  reason  for  main- 
taining the  area  municipalities. 

This  particular  bill  provides  for  a  regional 
police  system.  This  is,  I  would  suggest,  one 
reason  for  maintaining  a  lower  tier  of  local 
government.  That  is,  if  you  have  local  police, 
then  that  is  a  real  function  carried  on  at  the 

local  level,  and  it  gives  the  region  power  to 
take  over  the  Kitchener-Waterloo  transit 
systems  and  to  establish  a  regional  transit 
system. 

It  has  provisions  for  a  regional  fire  system, 
or  for  the  skeleton  of  a  regional  fire  system, 

through  the  co-ordination  of  emergency  fire 
protection.  This,  I  believe,  is  in  fact  new  in 
regional  legislation  within  the  province,  but 
is  certainly  the  first  step,  it  is  the  foot  in 
the  door,  towards  the  creation  of  a  regional 
fire  system. 

The  members  of  the  planning  committees, 
or  planning  boards,  or  of  the  most  important 
planning  committees  or  planning  boards, 
that  is  in  the  area  that  will  be  in  Kitchener, 
will  all,  except  for  one  or  two  of  them,  be 
members  of  the  regional  council. 

Well,  I  would  really  like  to  ask  the  gov- 
ernment just  what  does  it  think  it  is  doing? 

The  Fyfe  report  said  two  years  ago:  "Well, 
the  people  in  the  area  are  not  really  ready 

for  a  one-tier  government."  Therefore,  Fyfe 
said:  "We  should  either  have  two  expanded 
cities  and  a  stronger  county  structure  of  gov- 

ernment, or  have  the  conventional  two-tier 
system  because  people  are  not  ready  for  a 

one-tier  system." 
Yet  what  is  happening  is  that  inexorably 

and  very  rapidly,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  govern- 
ment is  moving  toward  a  one-tier  system  in 

which  the  area  municipalities  will  exist  on  a 
proforma  kind  of  basis  and  nothing  more. 

They  will  exist  in  order  to  locate  local 
politicians  who  hate  to  see  their  particular 

bailiwick  disappear.  They  will  exist,  perhaps, 
to  give  a  sense  of  identity  to  the  people  who 
live  in  those  local  municipalities;  but  they 

will  be  essentially  a  sham.  And  as  the  take- 
over of  functions  by  regional  municipalities 

continues,  they  will  become  more  and  more 
a  sham.  I  suggest  to  the  government  and  to 

the  minister's  secretary,  that  rather  than 
going  on  with  this  facade,  that  the  whole 

question  of  a  two-tier  structure  ought  to  be 
very  seriously  re-examined. 

We  are  not  going  to  oppose  the  bill.  I 

don't  know  if  the  minister  was  in  doubt 
about  that  from  what  I  have  been  saying. 
But  I  realized  as  I  was  sitting  preparing  for 

this  debate  that  I  couldn't  really  support  it 

terribly  enthusiastically,  except  for  the  fact 
that  the  people  in  the  area  are  fed  up  and 
want  to  get  on  and  this  is  the  only  game  in 
town;  so  they  will  play  it. 

I  doubt  if  they  really  realize  quite  just 
how  much  is  being  given  over  to  the  regional 
level  and  really  how  little  is  being  left  to 
them  under  this  system.  And  how  little  the 
area  municipalities  will  have  in  three  or  four 
years  time  as  the  imperialist  ambitions,  or  the 
natural  expansion  tendencies,  whatever  you 
want  to  call  them,  of  the  regional  level  of 
government  extend  themselves;  and  as  it 
gradually  takes  over  more  and  more  functions. 

You  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  people  in  the 
local  levels  of  government  do  look  at  the 
precedents.  The  secretary  is  certainly  aware 
that  if  Ottawa,  for  example,  comes  down  to 
this  Legislature  and  gets  a  private  bill,  it 
gives  it  certain  powers  over  historic  sites. 
Or  if  Toronto  gets  a  certain  bill  to  allow 
it  to  postpone  the  demolition  of  a  historic 

building,  then  the  other  municipal  clerks  and 
mayors  and  other  people,  their  eyebrows 

raise  and  they  say:  That's  a  good  idea;  why 
don't  we  do  it?"  And  they  come  along  and 
they  ask  for  private  bills. 

Before  you  know  it,  the  government  is  in 
a  position  of  being  swayed  by  the  opinion 
of  the  municipalities  and  going  along  and 
passing  general  enabling  legislation  in  order 

to  let  everybody  do  what  a  few  municipali- 
ties originally  pioneered.  If  recreation,  plan- 

ning, water,  fire,  sewage,  police,  and  all 
these  other  functions  are  part  of  the  regional 
level  in  individual  regional  municipalities, 
then  it  is  only  a  matter  of  time  before  they 
are  part  of  the  regional  level  throughout  the 

province. 
What  that  means,  I  believe,  is  that  the 

government  should  now  be  very  seriously 
looking  at  ways  by  which  local  input  into 
government  and  local  decisions  over  matters 
that  are  generally  local  can  be  put  into  the 

governmental  process,  without  all  of  the  ad- 
ministrative unwieldiness  of  the  two-tier 

system. 
One  of  the  reasons  the  government  has 

stated  that  it  is  going  into  this  regional  level 
is  the  dilution  of  a  scarce  pool  of  municipal 
administrative  talent  among  800  or  900 
municipalities  in  the  province.  Yet  when 
this  particular  bill  passes  in  the  area  of 
Waterloo,  you  are  really  going  to  need  as 
much  or  more  administrative  talent  rather 
than  less.  You  will  still  need  all  but  two  or 

three  of  the  city  clerks  that  you  had  before. 
There   will   still  be  engineers   and  treasurers 
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and  people  like  that  at  the  area  level  of 
government  and  you  will  have  superimposed 
another  tier. 

The  people  at  the  lower  level  of  govern- 
ment, if  one  can  judge  from  the  examples 

of  Niagara  or  Ottawa— the  other  regional 
municipalities  that  are  in  existence— will  still 
be  very  high-priced  help,  hard  to  get,  hard 
to  find,  hard  to  temper  along  and  hard  to 
keep.  They  will  still  be  a  dilution  of  this 
scarce  resource.  You  have  to  ask  yourself 
whether  it  is  worth  it  to  allow  the  people 
at  the  local  level  to  continue  to  worry  about 
whether  avenue  A  or  avenue  B  will  be  re- 

covered, repaved,  or  reconstructed  first,  or 
to  decide  whether  to  move  in  with  the  sew- 

age system  before  or  after  the  board  of 
health  tells  them  it  is  necessary.  Is  it  really 
worth  the  amount  of  administrative  talent 
and  administrative  expense  that  goes  into 
maintaining  a  fairly  complete  superstructure 
of  administration  at  the  area  municipality 
level? 

I  would  contend  that  the  time  is  rapidly 

coming,  if  it  isn't  here  already,  when  the 
answer  to  that  question  is  no.  It's  not  worth 
having  and  there  have  to  be  other  arrange- 

ments found. 

We  have  this  problem  in  the  planning 
field  as  well.  There  will  be  consultants  to 
the  smaller  municipalities  in  the  new  region 
of  Waterloo,  there  will  be  planning  staff  on 
Kitchener,  Waterloo,  the  new  city  of  Gait. 
There  will  be,  in  other  words,  a  pretty  se- 

vere duplication  in  the  planning  field.  God 
knows,  if  it  is  hard  to  find  treasurers  and 
efficiency  experts  as  administrators  and  en- 

gineers at  the  municipal  level,  it's  like  pick- 
ing hens'  teeth  to  find  competent  planners. 

They  are  a  very  quixotic  and  volatile 
breed.  They  spend  two  or  three  years  in  the 
municipality— half  the  time  they  learn,  a 
quarter  of  the  time  they  plan,  and  the  re- 

mainder of  the  time  they  are  looking  for  a 
new  job.  If  we  could  avoid  the  kind  of 
duplication  which  is  provided  for  here,  I 
would  suggest  it  would  be  very  desirable. 
There  are  other  ways. 

Elaborating  on  it  for  the  minister,  I  would 
suggest  that  certainly  the  experiment  under- 

way in  Winnipeg  is  one  example  that  the 
government  should  now  be  looking  at  with 
great  seriousness  to  see  whether  Ontario 
cannot  copy  or  possibly  improve,  as  I  am 
sure  the  government  would  hope  to  im- 

prove, the  pattern  that  exists  in  Winnipeg. 
Coming  from  the  government  that  exists  in 

Manitoba,  it's  quite  possible  that  they  cannot 

improve    upon   it.    However,    I   suggest   that 
it  demands  very  serious  study. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  The  member's  sense 
of  humour  is  pretty  dry  tonight. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  It  is  non- 
existent. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  a 

number  of  points  which  I'd  like  to  raise  a 
bit  more  specifically.  But  let  me  just  con- 

clude the  general  portion  of  what  I  want  to 
say  with  one  specific  point:  That  is,  that  we 
find  in  regional  governments  around  the 
province  a  very  serious  problem  which  the 
government  has  not  really  come  to  grips 
with.  There  is  a  lack  at  this  moment  of  real 
political  involvement  by  citizens  with  the 
senior  or  regional  level  of  government.  Cer- 

tainly, I've  experienced  this  in  the  regional 
municipality  of  Ottawa-Carleton.  I'm  sure 
anybody  here  who  has  had  experience  with 
regional  government  in  other  parts  of  the 
province  will  have  experienced  it,  too. 

Anybody  who  reads  the  Toronto  press  with 
its  excellent  coverage  of  local  government  is 
surely  aware  that  all  the  drama  of  local  poli- 

tics, and  a  lot  of  the  conflict  which,  like  it  or 
not,  lends  interest  and  sparkle  and  draws 
public  attention  to  local  government,  and  at 
times,  but  not  all  the  time,  dramatizes  the 
real  issues  that  are  now  being  debated  on 
the  larger  local  councils  around  the  province, 
occur  at  the  local  level. 

In  the  city  of  Toronto,  it  is  the  city  gov- 
ernment, particularly,  which  draws  that  kind 

of  attention.  I  suppose  that  there  is  a  fair 
amount  of  attention  paid  to  the  boroughs  of 
Etobicoke  and  Scarborough,  and  so  on,  in 
the  community  press  that  they  have  in  those 
areas.  But  it  is  seldom  that  the  same  land  of 
drama  and  attention  spreads  to  the  regional 
level.  The  regional  levels  of  government  tend 
to  be  rather  dry  to  be  controlled  much  more 
or  dominated  much  more  by  the  administra- 

tive staff. 

The  government  has  in  fact  encouraged 
that  kind  of  tendency  by  policy  decisions, 
such  as  the  appointment  of  the  chairman  in 
the  initial  years  of  the  regional  government, 
something  which  is  now  taking  place  in  every 
region  created  by  this  government  and  in  the 
political  structure.  If  I  can  come  to  that,  the 
political  structure  in  this  case  does  a  couple 
of  things.  In  the  first  place,  as  in  the  other 
regional  municipalities  that  have  been 
created,  it  gives  a  gross  and  unjustifiable 
overrating    of    the    rural    and    exurban    and 
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smaller    municipalities    in    terms    of    voting 
power  as  against  the  urban  municipalities. 

In  this  particular  case,  I  thought  I  had 
but  I  have  not  been  able  to  find  the  actual 

population  figures.  The  Fyfe  report,  however, 
suggested  that  the  representation  in  the 
Waterloo  regional  government  be  approxi- 

mately 12,000  to  one  councillor  in  the  case 
of  the  cities  and  the  urban  areas  and  6,000  to 
one  councillor  in  the  case  of  the  smaller  for- 

mer townships.  I  haven't  got  the  precise 
figures,  but  this  is  certainly  roughly  followed, 
because  the  government  followed  the  dis- 

tribution of  seats  that  was  recommended  in 
the  Fyfe  report. 

Let's  grant  that  it  is  the  citizens  in  the 
urban  areas,  because  they  are  in  constant 
contact  with  the  urban  problems  which  have 
led  to  the  creation  of  regional  government, 
who  are  the  people  who  are  most  tuned  in 
and  most  concerned  and  most  involved  in 
what  is  happening  in  their  local  government. 
They  find  first  that  the  locus  of  the  major 
decisions  has  been  removed  a  step  away. 
It  has  been  removed  to  a  body  which  is 
much  less  political  and  sensitive,  if  you  will, 
to  their  desires  and  opinions  than  their  pre- 

vious city  governments. 

They  find,  secondly,  that  even  if  they  can 
get  support  from  their  local  council,  their 
local  representatives  or  some  of  them,  it  is 
very  difficult  to  gain  the  sympathy  of  people 
from  the  township  who  have  their  own 
problems  and  who  tend  to  concentrate  on 
their  own  problems  and,  otherwise,  simply 
to  go  along  with  these  high-priced  adminis- 

trators, who  really  come  in  and  do  a  snow 
job  on  these  poor  fellows  who  come  in  from 
the  rural  and  township  areas. 

I  can  say  this  with  feeling  because  I've 
been  sitting,  and  will  soon  no  longer  be  sit- 

ting, on  a  city  council  which  is  relatively 
sensitive  and  responsive  and  which  goes 
along  and  tries  to  listen  to  the  population, 
even  if  the  members  of  the  council  disagree 
over  what  they  wind  up  doing  in  order  to 

respond  to  citizens'  groups  and  other  things like  that. 

But  then  on  the  regional  council  I  find 
myself  very  much  alone,  I  suppose  the  par- 

liamentary assistant  could  understand,  in 
view  of  my  political  sympathies  and  tempera- 

ment, why  I  might  be  alone.  It  is  difficult 
for  people  who  want  to  come  in  and  achieve 
some  pretty  fundamental  changes  in  the  re- 

gional government,  to  penetrate  through,  to 
sit  on  those  regional  councils,  let  alone  to 
move  them  and  to  get  going  some  really 
honest    debate   over   principles.   The   fact   is 

that  the  system  of  representation  which  the 
government  is  proposing  simply  perpetuates 
that.  It  does  that  not  only  by  the  over- 
representation  of  rural  areas,  but  through 
an  added  factor  in  the  system  which  is  pro- 

posed for  the  regional  municipality  of  Water- 
loo, that  is,  the  method  by  which  the  coun- 

cillors at  the  regional  level  are  to  be  elected. 

In  the  first  place  the  government  has  come 
to  the  question  of  ward  representation,  and 
in  the  case  of  Kitchener  and  Waterloo,  has 
backed  down  from  something  which  I  think 
is  very  badly  needed  in  order  to  ensure  that 
there  is  a  proper  representation.  There  are 
varying  interests  and  groups  in  geographical 
areas  and  communities  that  exist  within 

Kitchener,  a  relatively  large  city,  and  Water- 
loo, a  sort  of  middling-size  city.  That  is  one. 

Secondly,  the  means  by  which  the  coun- 
cillors are  appointed  by  election  from  among 

their  peers,  on  these  various  councils,  means 
that  the  tendency  will  be  for  seniority  to 
prevail  for  those  who  have  been  around  a 
long  time  and  can  do  a  bit  of  log  rolling, 
to  get  the  seats  on  the  regional  council.  I 
would  very  seriously  suggest  to  the  minister 
that  if  you  are  looking  for  administrative 
competence,  and  if  you  are  looking  for  some 
pretty  fundamental  changes  and  a  new  style 
of  government,  a  willingness  and  an  ability 
to  assume  the  kinds  of  local  prowess  that 
the  government  says  it  wants  regional  govern- 

ments to  assume,  then  it  is  precisely  these 
guys  who  have  been  around  for  15  or  20 
years,  and  who  are  formed  in  an  older 
mould,  educated  at  a  different  time,  at  a 

time  when  local  government  didn't  have  the 
responsibility  that  it  has  now,  even  before 
the  creation  of  regional  government— it  is 

precisely  these  guys  whom  you  don't  want 
and,  for  that  matter,  may  well  not  be  repre- 

sentative of  where  the  people  and  their  mu- 
nicipalities are  at. 

I  am  sure  the  minister  will  agree  that 
very  often  people  who  get  elected  as  mayor 
or  as  controller  or  to  a  regional  council  by 
direct  election  are  not  those  who  would  be 

picked  by  their  colleagues  on  the  council 
of  the  area  municipalities. 

Take  the  new  city  of  Gait,  for  example, 
where  15  councillors  are  elected  by  wards. 

What  you  jean  say  there,  is  that  if  one  as- 
sumes that  some  kind  of  reformist  or  pro- 

gressive group  begins  to  win  seats  on  the 
Gait  council  and  to  exercise  some  influence, 
that  it  will  have  to  wait  until  the  point  that 
it  has  eight  out  of  those  15  seats  before  it 
can    determine   who    will   represent   Gait   on 
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the  regional  council.  It  could  well  be  that 
if  there  was  a  direct  election  to  that  regional 

council,  two  or  three  of  Gait's  five  repre- 
sentatives of  the  regional  council  would  be 

from  the  reform  and  progressive  elements, 
and  you  would  have  a  much  more  accurate 
mirror  of  where  the  people  of  that  city  stood 
in  relation  to  regional  government,  than  you 
will  have  right  now. 

This  is  a  deplorable  and  essentially  con- 

servative, with  a  small  "c,"  kind  of  step  that 
the  government  is  taking  in  ensuring  that  the 
old  codgers  are  going  to  be  the  ones  with 
the  greatest  chance  of  sitting  on  the  regional 
council.  In  view  of  the  heavy  responsibilities 
given  to  the  regional  council,  I  just  fear  that 
it  will  be  able  to  do  the  job. 

What  the  government  is  really  guaran- 
teeing is  that  the  man  it  appoints  to  the 

regional  council  as  the  chairman  will,  in 
effect,  be  able  to  lead  the  others  by  the 
nose  in  most  cases  for  the  first  few  years. 
What  that  in  turn  means,  Mr.  Speaker,  is 
that  as  the  people  in  the  area  become  aware 
of  what  is  happening  and  try  to  make 
changes,  they  then  will  have  to  break  their 
regional  municipality  out  of  the  patterns  that 
it  assumes  at  the  very  early  stages.  Rather 
than  being  able  to  start  out  with  a  fresh  leaf, 
start  off  anew,  you  will  get  patterns  that  are 
entrenched  and  that  will  have  to  be  broken. 

Therefore,  you  will  delay  the  kind  of  respon- 
sibility and  ability  to  take  responsibility  that 

the   regional   government   should  have. 

On  the  geographical  decisions  that  are 
made  here,  we  find  it  very  difficult  in  this 

party  to  understand  why  it  is  that  the  gov- 
ernment could  cheerfully  unite  the  three 

existing  municipalities  of  Gait,  Preston  and 
Hespeler,  to  form  them  into  one  municipality. 
But  they  refuse  to  grasp  the  nettle  in  order 
to  unite  Kitchener  and  Waterloo.  I  happen  to 
know  Kitchener- Waterloo  a  little  because  I 

go  there  occasionally  to  visit  my  family.  I 

have  always  found  it  impossible  to  dis- 
tinguish between  Kitchener  and  Waterloo. 

The  only  thing  that  seems  to  divide  them  is 

a  railway  track  and— 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  It  wouldn't  if  you  lived there. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  that  may  be  so.  The 
distinction  is  one  of  mind  only,  though.  It  is 
purely  a  mental  distinction. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  It  is  like 

Hamilton-Burlington. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Hamilton  and  Burlington— it 
is  across  the  bridge. 

Mr.  Deans:  No.  Depends  on  how  you  go. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well  okay.  But  in  the  case  of 
Kitchener  and  Waterloo,  the  distinction  is  no 

more  apparent  than  the  distinction  between, 
say,  Ottawa  and  Vanier.  You  cannot  tell 
when  you  are  in  one  or  the  other  unless  you 

see  the  sign  that  says  'Welcome  to  the  Muni- 
cipality of  Waterloo."  When  they  have  the 

parade  at  the  Oktoberfest  in  Kitchener,  they 
go  through  both  main  streets  I  understand. 
Certainly  the  habit  of  beer  drinking  that 

goes  on  in  Kitchener- Waterloo  is  universal 
and  not  confined  to  either  municipality. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  It  goes  in  all  directions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  You  better  not  believe 
that. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  fine  tradition.  A  fine  tra- 
dition. But  the  point  is  that  there  is  a  differ- 

ence if  you  do  go  down  to  Gait  and  Preston 
and  Hespeler.  In  the  case  of  Hespeler,  in 

fact,  it  is  on  the  other  side  of  the  401— the 
minister  has  got  to  agree  that  is  a  pretty 

major  physical  distinction,  and— 

Mr.  Meen:  I  don't  know.  Take  a  look  at 
the  borough  of  North  York.  It  straddles  401 
too. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  straddles  401? 

Mr.  Meen:  Sure.  It  doesn't  cause  any 

problems. 
Mr.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Carleton):  So  does 

Nepean. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  But  there  are  much  more 

clear  physical  distinctions  between  those 
three  municipalities  than  there  are  between 
Kitchener  and  Waterloo.  We  understand  the 

reasons  why  those  three  were  united  into 
one  and  I  gather  that  the  people  in  the  area 
concerned,  apart  from  Hespeler,  go  along 

with  the  union— although  Hespeler  has  found 

the  government's  decision  rather  hard  to  ac- 
cept. But  why  put  the  knife  to  Hespeler 

when  you  won't  put  it  to  Waterloo?  What 
are  the  political  reasons?  It  is  all  Liberals  up 
there  anyway. 

Mr.  Meen:  Oh,  but  they  are  pretty  nice 

fellows,  you  have  got  to  admit. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Oh  they  are  nice  fellows, 

I  agree,  but  I  just  do  not  understand  why  the 

government  refused— presumably  on  political 
grounds— to  make  the  one  decision  when  they 
quite  cheerfully— against  opposition  of  local 
residents  in  Hespeler— made  the  other. 



JUNE  22,  1972 4123 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  turn  now 
to  a  few  more  specific  things  which  I  think 
ought  to  be  raised  here.  They  are  matters 
of  principle  and  not  just  matters  for  the 

clause-by-clause.  One  is  the  question  of  the 
arrangements  for  the  employees  of  the  vari- 

ous municipalities.  I  find  it  hard  to  under- 
stand why  the  government  is  being  very 

rough  on  the  employees  in  these  new  re- 
gional municipalities.  They  state  that  no  one 

should  be  paid  less  in  1973  than  in  1972. 
But  there  is  absolutely  no  guarantee  beyond 
that  point  in  time  to  protect  an  employee 
who  continues  to  give  good  service  against 

being  red-circled  or  downgraded  or  what- 
ever kind  of  phrase  you  want  to  use.  That 

is  one. 

Mr.  Deans:  They  don't  care. 

Mr.   Cassidy:   They  don't  care. 
Secondly,  in  regard  to  the  civic  workers 

in  Kitchener  and  Waterloo,  there  is  abso- 
lutely no  guarantee  of  their  bargaining 

rights.  They  are  put  in  a  position  of  having 
to  go  to  the  labour  relations  board  in  order 

to  get  a  continuation  of  succession  to  pos- 
sibly face  the  situation  where  they  will  not 

be  guaranteed  the  protection  either  of  exist- 
ing contracts  or  of  their  existing  status  as 

against  the  new  regional  municipality. 

Hundreds,  if  not  thousands,  of  workers 
will  be  transferred  and  will  stand  in  danger 
of  losing  bargaining  rights  or  having  to  face 
an  uphill  battle  in  order  to  regain  them. 
More  specifically  still  there  is  absolutely  no 
guarantee  in  this  bill  for  the  civic  workers 
that  they  will  have  protection  of  their 

seniority  rights— something  which  some  of 
them  have  built  up  over  10,  15,  20  or  25 
years.  You  protect  their  pension  rights,  you 
protect  their  sick  leave,  you  protect  their 
holiday  entitlement,  but  not  their  seniority. 
This  we  find  just  impossible  to  accept. 

We  cannot  understand  why  that  was  omit- 
ted from  the  bill.  I  plead  with  the  minister 

that,  when  we  come  to  the  clause-by-clause 
study,  that  he  makes  the  bill  both  consistent 
and  reasonable.  I  say  consistent  because  by 

some  quixotic  or  curious  kind  of  trick,  sen- 
iority rights  are  guaranteed  for  members  of 

the  police  force  who  are  entering  a  new  re- 
gional police  force,  but  not  for  other  civic 

workers. 

What  is  the  reason,  Mr.  Speaker,  for  this 
class  system,  for  this  distinction  between  the 
police  and  other  civic  workers?  Why  is  it 
that  a  fellow  who  works  on  the  roads  crew, 
or  in  the  recreation  department,  or  who  goes 

into  the  regional  planning  department— why 
should  he  not  be  guaranteed  seniority  when 
a  police  constable,  who  spends  10  or  12 
years  on  the  force,  gets  that  measure  of 

seniority,  automatically  guaranteed  by  legis- 
lation passed  by  this  House,  when  the  new 

region  is  set  up.  We  just  find  that  very  diffi- 
cult to  accept. 

I  think,  too,  that  the  government  which  is, 

after  all,  innovating  if  you  will,  in  these  re- 
gional bills,  could  really  have  gone  a  bit 

further.  I  note  in  the  summary  of  the  Fyfe 

report,  Dr.  Fyfe  commented  that  it  wasn't 
enough  to  simply  redraft  the  legislation  and 
make  a  few  token  cosmetic  kind  of  changes. 
He  commented  that,  in  none  of  the  regional 

government's  changes  implemented  to  date— 
this  is  back  in  1970— have  there  been  any 
significant  changes  in  grant  regulations  and 
administrative  procedures. 

Yet,  in  Dr.  Fyfe's  view,  such  changes  were 
vital,  and  important  if  local  governments 
were,  in  fact,  to  express  local  wishes  and 
not  simply  be  a  local  agent  for  carrying  out 
the  whims  and  the  desires,  or  the  decisions 

of  the  provincial  government.  We  haven't 
seen  that  willingness  really  to  innovate.  All 

we've  seen  here  is  a  decision  about  which 
level  of  government  will  carry  which  par- 

ticular responsibility. 

In  the  financial  arrangements  the  changes 

are  trivial.  They  are  really  trivial.  I  admit 

that  they  exist— there  is  a  million  dollars 
here,  and  a  million  dollars  there— but  there 
is  no  attempt  to  begin  to  deal  with  regional 
government  on  a  different  basis,  in  terms  of 

making  the  present,  very  complicated  struc- 
ture of  conditional  grants  into  an  uncondi- 

tional grant  system,  that  would  genuinely 
give  regional  governments  the  power  to  set 

priorities,  and  in  a  way  that  they  haven't 
right  now. 

Dr.  Fyfe  commented  again  in  this  sum- mary: 

The  result  [that  was  of  the  existing  sys- 
tem] had  been  a  local  government  that 

was  failing  to  set  priorities,  make  deci- 
sions, and  allocate  taxes  to  the  best  over- 

all advantages.  Were  the  decisions,  [he 
asks]  which  have  literally  resulted  in 
broadloom  in  the  schools,  and  pollution 

in  the  rivers,  the  result  of  a  rational  sys- 
tem of  priorities? 

Well,  the  faot  is  that  the  grant  structure 

that  exists  right  now,  still  results  in  broad- 
loom  in  the  schools  and  pollution  in  the 

rivers.  The  new  structure  of  local  govern- 
ment being  set  up  in  Waterloo  county,  with 
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a  bit  of  Wentworth,  doesn't  essentially 
change  that,  because  most  of  the  grant  struc- 

ture is  still  conditional,  and  most  of  it  still 

would  be  determined  by  a  number  of  dif- 
ferent provincial  agencies,  who  are  imposing 

their  priorities  on  various  parts  of  the  new 
regional  government,  by  means  of  incentives 
and  their  various  conditional  grants. 

We'd  like  to  see  something  different  than 

that.  I  would  give  a  few  examples.  We'd  like 
to  see  new  financial  arrangements.  I  hope 
that  the  secretary  can  explain  the  financial 
arrangements  that  are,  in  fact,  proposed  for 
the  Waterloo  area,  and  how  those  relate  to 
the  added  costs,  that  certainly  will  come  as 
a  result  of  the  regionalization  of  the  police 
force,  and  as  a  result  of  the  very  necessary 
upgrading  of  certain  services  within  the 
region. 

You  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  heard  from 
the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  South  about  the 

terribly  generous— in  his  view  apparently- 
new  grant  arrangements  that  will  be  made 
for  the  regional  municipality  of  Sudbury,  in 
which  the  provincial  unconditional  grant 
would  go  from  about  $1.25  million  this  year 
to  about  $2.5  million  next  year.  In  terms  of 
population,  in  the  Sudbury  area,  that 
amounts  to  the  monumental  sum  of  $15  per 
capita. 

Now,  checking  on  this  book,  which  I  have 
found  very  useful  in  the  study  of  local  gov- 

ernment, an  analysis  of  expenditures  by  local 
municipalities  and  so  on,  I  find  out  that  in 
Capreol,  one  of  the  constituent  municipalities 
of  the  Sudbury  area,  per  capita  municipal 
spending  amounts  to  $93.  In  Sudbury  $144. 
But  when  we  come  down  to  the  Waterloo 

area,  on  the  1969  or  1970  figures-I  can't  re- member which— we  find  out  that  Gait  is 
$168;  Kitchener  is  $202  and  Waterloo  is 

$211.  It's  certainly  an  outstanding  representa- 
tion, or  example,  of  the  disparities  that  exist 

between  municipalities  in  the  northern  part 
of  the  province  and  municipalities  in  the 
south. 

And,  certainly,  by  raising  per  capita  grants 
up  in  the  north  by  $7.50  per  capita,  it  no- 

where near  brings  those  northern  municipali- 
ties anywhere  close  to  the  kinds  of  per  capita 

spending  that  the  southern  municipalities  in 
the  county  of  Waterloo  have  come  up  to,  let 
alone  take  account  of  the  added  costs  of 

running  a  municipal  government  and  provid- 
ing services  up  in  the  north. 

I  apologize  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  for  talk- 

ing a  bit  about  the  Sudbury  bill,  but  I  didn't 
speak  on  that  bill,  and  I  think  the  minister, 

or  the  secretary,  will  recognize  that  the 

points  I'm  making  do,  in  fact,  bear  on  this 
particular  bill. 

Mr.  Meen:  You  are  really  serving  to  show 

how  well  we're  doing  down  here. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Hmm?  Well,  okay.  The  mu- 
nicipalities down  here  are  a  lot  richer. 

They've  got  a  lot  better  tax  base,  which  is 
the  point  that  the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
South  refused  to  deal  with  when  he  spoke 

on  the  Sudbury  bill.  They're  privileged,  and 

when  you  equalize  the  wealthy  it's  an  awful lot  easier  than  when  you  equalize  people 
who  are  at  varying  levels  of  poverty. 

I  would  like  the  minister,  though,  to  talk 
about  the  financial  consequences  of  the  new 
regional  structure  in  the  region  of  Waterloo, 
and  what  the  government  intends  to  do  about 
it,  both  in  terms  of  its  unconditional  grants, 

and  in  terms  of  giving  the  discretion,  the  de- 
cision-making authority,  over  to  the  region 

and  the  people  of  the  region,  rather  than 

keeping  all  the  decisions  here  at  Queen's Park  with  the  ministers  and  in  the  ministries. 

We  would  also  like  to  see  some  innova- 
tion in  the  question  of  the  police  commis- 
sion. Here  you  are  reformulating  the  policy 

in  the  county  of  Waterloo  on  a  regional 
basis,  and  amalgamating  half  a  dozen  police 
forces  and  providing  police  services  in  areas 
which  are  now  serviced  by  the  OPP. 

The  new  structure,  proposed  in  this  bill 
and  also  in  the  Sudbury  bill,  is  to  have  two 
representatives  appointed  by  the  regional 
council,  rather  than  the  one  which  had  been 
normal  under  the  Police  Act  for  municipali- 

ties—the police  commission  set  up  in  the  mu- 
nicipalities-plus a  senior  judge,  plus  two 

appointees  from  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in 

Council.  So,  instead  of  having  one  Lieu- 
tenant Governor  in  Council  employee  ap- 

pointee, and  one  local  appointee  who  was 
normally  the  head  of  council,  you  have  two 
local  appointees  and  two  appointed  by  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council. 

I  suppose  that  this  is  what  the  government 
would  bill  as  a  radical  and  almost  revolu- 

tionary kind  of  change.  We,  frankly,  fail  to 
find  it  that  radical  or  earth-shaking.  It  does 
not  even  permit  any  kind  of  cross  section  of 
representation  of  the  varying  districts  and 

areas,  and  kinds  of  people  within  the  munici- 
pality, from  among  the  municipal  appointees 

—the  regional  appointees. 

Only  two  people  appointed  locally— both of  them  on  the  council.  I  have  no  objection 

to  their  being  provided  from  the  council;  but 
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the  number  of  two  disturbs  me  very  much. 

I  would  suggest  that  the  government  recon- 
sider that  and  see  whether  the  number  of 

local  appointees  could  not  be  expanded; 
whether  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council 

appointees  could  either  not  be  eliminated,  or 
else  could  be  appointed  by  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  in  Council  on  nomination  from  the 

regional  government.  This  would  be  an  at- 
tempt to  create  a  larger  police  commission 

and  one  which  would  more  truly  reflect  the 
area  which  the  police  serve. 

Another  point,  and  this  is  a  small  one, 
but  I  raise  this  partly  because  of  my  back- 

ground as  a  journalist,  why  must  the  gov- 
ernment continue  the  archaic  notion  that  no 

record  should  be  kept  of  debates  on  local 
councils?  Why  is  the  government  so  afraid 
that  local  councillors  might  be  committed 
by  something  they  said  a  few  months  ago, 
that  no  record  should  be  made  of  anything 
they  said? 

Does  the  government  believe  that  the 
administrators  that  municipal  governments 
hire  will  not  be  capable  of  keeping  an  ade- 

quate minute  or  note  of  the  major  points 
made  during  debates  in  the  same  way  as, 
say,  the  servants  of  this  House  do,  both 
through  Hansard  and,  more  specifically,  the 
servants  of  the  committees  in  terms  of  sum- 

marizing the  discussions  that  go  on  in  com- 
mittees. 

The  section  of  this  bill  that  deals  with 

the  regional  clerk  states  specifically— lifting 
it  from  the  Municipal  Act— that  a  record  of 
the  proceedings  of  the  council  will  be  kept 
without  note  or  comment.  That  means  that 
the  only  real  record  of  the  debates  of  the 
regional  council— for  the  archives  and  for 
history,  and  also  for  the  reference  of  council 
and  the  citizens— will  be  whatever  the  local 
press  chooses  to  carry.  There  will  be  nothing 
else. 

It's  our  feeling,  or  certainly  it's  my  feel- 
ing, that  as  regional  governments  acquire 

more  responsibility,  Mr.  Speaker,  they  will 
more  and  more  be  debating  major  and  funda- 

mental issues  of  great  importance.  Certainly, 
that  is  the  stated  hope  of  the  government, 
and  I  hope  they  mean  it.  I  do  believe  that 
they  mean  it  as  well,  although  they  some- 

times act  in  a  contrary  manner. 

If  these  municipalities  are  going  to  be 
debating  pretty  fundamental  issues  of  prin- 

ciple, then  surely  some  reoord  of  the  kinds 
of  opinions  that  are  expressed,  and  of  the 
way  that  people  stood  ought,  in  fact,  to  be 
kept,  rather  than  leaving  it  with  no  guidance. 
A  bylaw  gets  debated  and  gets  passed.  While 

it  is  certainly  true  that  in  law  it  is  that  by- 
law and  that  bylaw  alone  by  which  the 

courts  must  judge,  at  the  same  time  the 
bylaw  is  an  expression  of  policy  and  the 
policy,  for  example,  of  the  government  in 
this  House  is  expressed  in  Hansard  as  well 
as  in  the  legislation. 

When  the  courts  come  to  interpret  legisla- 
tion of  this  House,  they  are  bound  not  to 

look  at  Hansard,  not  to  look  at  the  policy 
statements  of  the  ministry,  and  they  gen- 

erally do.  But  when  the  government  comes 
to  reconsider  policy,  if  it  finds  after  five 

years  that  a  certain  thing  isn't  working  out, 
or  it  wasn't  doing  exactly  what  it  intended, 
it  goes  back  to  the  words  of  Hansard.  It 
goes  back  to  the  speeches  by  the  ministry. 
Maybe  it  goes  back  to  the  very  good  sug- 

gestions which  are  so  often  made  from  this 
side  of  the  House  in  order  to  draw  up  the 
amendments  to  whatever  bill  or  policy  it  is 
that  it  happens  to  be  considering. 

If  regional  levels  of  government  are  to 

assume  responsibility,  shouldn't  they  have that  kind  of  record  as  well?  It  is  a  small 
point,  but  I  think  it  is  an  important  point. 
It  goes  back  to  the  beginnings  of  municipal 
government  in  Ontario.  It  is  something,  Mr. 

Speaker,  which  ought  to  go  out.  As  an  ex- 
perimental or  beginning  phase,  the  place  to 

start  to  eliminate  this  prohibition  on  their 
part  from  keeping  any  note  or  record  of  the 
proceedings  of  council  would  be  in  one  of 
these  regional  bills.  Try  it  out  for  a  year  or 

so.  See  that,  in  fact,  it  works,  that  it  doesn't create  all  the  terrible  consequences  that  some 
of  my  municipal  friends  assure  me  will 
happen  and  then  make  it  more  general. 

To  summarize,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  do  sup- 
port the  bill,  although  in  considering  it  I 

found  more  and  more  reasons  to  persuade  me 
that  we  might  almost  oppose  it,  and  suggest 
to  the  government  that  it  grasp  the  nettle 
and  go  all  the  way,  and  then  grapple  in  a 
different  way  with  the  problems  of  getting 
local  involvement  on  a  community  basis, 
rather  than  on  the  basis  of  area  municipali- 

ties which,  over  the  next  two  and  three  and 
four  years,  over  the  life  of  this  Legislature, 
Mr.  Speaker,  it  will  be  revealed  will  be 
more  and  more  a  sham. 

We  are  concerned  at  the  powers  that  the 

appointed  chairman  will  have  over  this  coun- 
cil and  at  the  ways  in  which  it  will  be  re- 

moved from  being  sensitive  to  local  citizenry. 
We  very  much  hope  that  means  could  be 
found  in  order  to  cure  those  particular  de- 

ficiencies in  the  bill. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 

Mr.  Good:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker;  I'd 
like  to  add  my  comments  to  second  reading 
of  the  bill.  In  principle,  we  have  to  agree 
that  the  Act  to  establish  regional  government 
in  Waterloo  is  something  that  has  been  long 
awaited. 

The  history  of  it  has  been  given  previously 

and  I  think  it's  only  necessary  to  mention 
that  so  many  aspects  of  municipal  govern- 

ment, municipal  improvement  and  municipal 
expansion  have  been  held  back  the  last  few 
years  for  the  simple  reason  that  we  had  been 
waiting,  first  for  the  results  of  studies  and 
the  results  of  government  proposals,  and 
finally  the  results  of  this  bill. 

I  must  offer  here  the  comment  that  I,  too, 

regret  very  much  that  my  warnings  of  a  year 
or  two  ago  were  not  heeded.  I  stated,  and 
stated  quite  emphatically,  that  we  felt  it  was 
most  important  that  this  bill  be  before  us  a 
good  long  time  before  it  is  considered  in 
this  Legislature.  I  feel  very  much  distressed 

that  this  advice  was  not  taken  by  the  govern- 
ment. The  minister  did  apologize  the  other 

week  for  bringing  it  in  at  this  late  date  in 
the  course  of  the  Legislature. 

I  just  find  it  totally  unacceptable  that  we 
can  talk  about  a  thing  for  five  or  six  years, 
have  the  government  proposal  brought  out 
well  over  a  year  ago,  and  then  are  asked  to 
bring  in  a  bill  and  debate  it  about  nine  days 

after  it's  brought  in  on  first  reading.  We  have 
hardly  had  any  opportunity  to  get  a  reaction 
back  from  municipal  people  across  the  coiin- 
try. 

True,  the  government  has  been  having 
meetings  with  a  very  select  few  groups  of 
municipal  leaders,  constituting  first  the  inter- 
municipal  committee  and  now  leaders  from 
the  area  governments.  These  meetings  have 
been  held  in  private,  closed  to  the  press,  to 
discuss  some  of  the  details  of  that  bill.  To 

me  it  has  not  been  an  acceptable  manner  of 
bringing  the  facts  of  this  legislation  out  into 
the  light. 

Those  of  us  whose  responsibility  it  is  to 
debate  this  on  second  reading  and  committee 
of  the  whole  House  have  been  completely 
excluded  from  the  dialogue  that  has  gone 

on  between  government  and  municipal  lead- 

ers. We've  had  to  dig  and  delve  on  our 
own.  At  this  point  I  want  to  thank  certain 
people  in  the  Ministry  of  Municipal  Affairs 
for  their  help  and  their  free  and  frank  and 
open  discussion  with  me  on  certain  aspects 
of  this  bill. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member  for  York 

East  is  very  interested  in  that. 

Mr.  Meen:  I  was  about  to  ask  the  hon. 

member  if  I  have  been  co-operative,  too? 

Mr.  Good:  Yes,  I  beg  your  pardon.  Al- 
though I  must  confess  that  the  bulk  of  the 

source  of  my  information  did  come  from  the 
technical  staff. 

The  statement  made  by  the  minister  on 

page  6  of  his  release  at  the  time  he  intro- 
duced the  bill  has  concerned  me  a  great  deal. 

He  said: 

We  have  learned  that  there  is  a  great 

shortage  in  Ontario  of  able,  competent  ad- 
ministrators. The  present  system  in  which 

we  have  over  900  individual  municipalities 

is  not  only  inefficient  in  the  use  of  tax 
dollars,  it  also  thins  out  staff  resources. 

Well,  you  know,  sometimes  I  get  quite  im- 
patient. We  have  been  saying  this  exact  same 

thing  in  the  Legislature  for  two  or  three  or 
four  years.  Quoting  from  a  speech  made  well 
over  a  year  ago  in  this  Legislature  I  stated 
that: 

In  my  view  the  government  of  Ontario  has  dis- 
torted the  whole  programme  of  municipal  reform. 

The  studies,  the  government  proposals  and  the  legis- 
lation have  concentrated  too  much,  in  my  view,  upon 

where  the  boundaries  are  to  be  drawn,  the  number 
of  tiers  of  government,  the  division  of  responsibilities 
between  these  tiers,  the  abolition  of  special  use 
boards  and  commissions,  the  appointment  of  the 
mayor,  supermayor  and  chairman  and,  above  all, 
everything  seems  to  be  oriented  and  centred  around 

the  retention  of  control  by  Queen's  Park  over  as 
many  aspects  of  municipal  operation  as  possible. 

Well,  I  feel,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  two 

major  concerns  of  proposed  municipal  re- 
form should  be  the  development  of  a  local 

government  management  structure  which 
will  have  the  capacity  and  will  be  given  the 

power  to  adopt  and  innovate  rather  than 
the  capacity  to  function  under  stable  and 

fixed  straitjacket  controls  from  Queen's  Park. 
Now  this  seems  to  be  the  concept  of  govern- 

ment in  its  relationships  to  the  municipali- 
ties. This  is  borne  out,  of  course,  in  the 

many  aspects  of  this  bill. 

Secondly,  I  said  over  a  year  ago— it  could 
be  two  years  ago  now— that  the  government 
reform  at  the  local  level  must  include  finan- 

cial and  tax  reform  with  sufficient  analysis 

done  prior  to  implementation  so  that  the 
people  involved  will  know  what  the  costs 
or  savings,  if  any,  will  be.  The  question  I 

get  asked  most  often  by  people  in  my  con- 

stituency is,  "What  are  the  benefits  of  re- 

gional government?" When  one  tries  to  explain  the  benefits  in 
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planning,  the  benefits  in  centralization  of 
certain  things  within  the  regions,  and  has 
to  end  up  by  saying  that  the  government 

at  this  point  has  been  most  reluctant  to  trans- 
fer any  additional  powers  representing  more 

local  autonomy  to  the  regional  level,  it  leaves 
people  with  the  distinct  impression  they  are 
having  something  put  upon  them  which  is 
going  to  cost  more  money  but  the  benefits 

of  which  are  most  obscure,  if  not  almost  in- 
visible. 

Dealing  first  with  the  boundaries,  I  do 

admit  that  the  division  of  the  political  boun- 
daries is  perhaps  a  very  emotional  issue,  one 

which  has  been  in  people's  minds  more  than 
anything  else.  We  must  admit  this.  If  the 
member  for  Ottawa  Centre  were  here  I  would 
detail  to  him  what  the  difference  is  between 

the  city  of  Waterloo  and  the  city  of 
Kitchener. 

In  my  view  it  was  not  only  a  political 

decision  to  leave  them  apart  but  was  cer- 
tainly a  matter  of  retaining  a  division  be- 
tween the  two  cities  so  that  we  do  not  have 

a  top-heavy,  large  city  within  the  region, 
which  could  not  be  counterbalanced  by  even 

the  amalgamation  of  Gait,  Preston  and  Hes- 
peler.  I  think  that  the  continual  separation 
of  the  cities  of  Waterloo  and  Kitchener  is 

a  very  good  one  not  only  from  that  point  of 
view  but  from  the  point  of  view  of  friendly 
competition  and  the  matter  of  civic  pride. 
It  is  an  acceptable  one  to  all  people  in  the 
north  end  of  the  region. 

The  city  of  Kitchener,  of  course,  has  had 
its  boundaries  increased  to  include  the  munic- 

ipality of  Bridgeport.  I  must  agree  that  the 
principle  here  is  noteworthy  in  that  the  city 
of  Kitchener  perhaps  does  have  the  financial 
resources,  the  broader  tax  base,  to  deal  with 

some  of  the  problems  of  planning,  of  water, 

of  sewage,  that  do  exist  within  the  munici- 
pality of  Bridgeport.  Perhaps  the  city  of 

Waterloo  could  have  handled  it  equally  well, 
but  the  general  geography  of  the  area,  with 
the  Lancaster  St.  communication  between 

Bridgeport  and  the  city  of  Kitchener,  prob- 
ably more  correctly  orients  the  municipality 

of  Bridgeport  to  the  city  of  Kitchener. 

Kitchener,  of  course,  picked  up  the  strip 
of  land  east  of  Highway  8.  I  think  it  had  to 
be.  It  can  best  be  looked  after  by  the  city  of 
Kitchener  to  the  railway  tracks  and,  of 
course,  will  fit  in  with  the  new  proposed 
access  from  the  city  to  the  401. 

The  problem  arising  from  the  people  living 
in  the  religious  community  of  Caryndale,  I 
know,  is  a  great  one,  and  I  appreciate  the 

co-operation  of  the  minister's   parliamentary 

assistant,  in  that  he  did  meet  with  these 

people. Their  problem  must  be  looked  at  from 
their  point  of  view  as  well  as  from  a  point  of 
view  of  planning. 

The  city  of  Kitchener  rightly  deserved  to 
have  the  whole  southwestern  portion  of  the 

township  attached  to  it  for  future  develop- 
ment. I  am  rather  sorry  that  there  could  not 

be  thought  out  some  way  of  accommodating 
them  so  that  they  could  be  assured  that  they 
would  have  a  rural  community  and  rural 
environment  retained  for  them  in  perpetuity. 

If  the  city  of  Kitchener  should  develop 
urban  concentration  on  each  side  of  their 

acreage  I  think  it  would  be  detrimental  to 
their  way  of  life,  which  is  centred  around 
their  own  church,  their  own  school  and  their 

own  community.  I  think  it  is  important  that 
when  this  new  regional  municipality  forms  its 
official  plan  that  it  do  everything  within  its 

power  to  accommodate,  for  other  people  per- 
haps, the  type  of  life  in  a  rural  setting  on 

large  lots  that  oould  be  developed  adjacent 
to  this  community.  At  the  present  time  this 
is  perhaps  the  best  way  out  of  this  rather 
difficult  situation. 

The  area  municipality  of  Waterloo  has  had 
a  great  deal  of  land  attached  to  it  on  the 
west  and,  of  course,  along  with  the  other  part 

of  Kitchener  and  a  township,  the  whole  town- 
ship of  Waterloo  will  disappear.  I  think  the 

western  limits,  to  the  present  township  boun- 
dary, are  quite  adequate  for  many  years  to 

come.  However,  I  am  quite  concerned  about 

the  reversal  of  the  decision  of  the  govern- 
ment not  to  include  the  small  triangular 

patch  to  the  north  of  the  city  of  Waterloo. 

The  city  of  Waterloo  at  the  present  time 
has  only  about  60  acres  of  municipally  owned 

industrial  land  —  true,  they  have  additional 
privately  owned  industrial  land.  The  only 
way  for  industrial  expansion  in  Waterloo  is 

to  the  north  and  slightly  to  the  east.  It  can- 
not expand  to  the  west,  because  that  is  better 

designated  as  residential  land.  I  think  the 
matter  should  not  have  been  looked  at  from 

the  standpoint  of  whether  we  would  give 
Waterloo  this  wedge  of  land  from  Woolwich 

township  or  it  would  be  retained  in  Wool- wich township. 

I  think  there  was  room  here,  Mr.  Speaker, 
for  a  responsible  compromise  to  have  been 
worked  out  so  that  the  assessment  at  the 

north  end  of  this  wedge  of  land  could  have 
remained  in  the  township  of  Woolwich.  This 

would  have  left  the  Waterloo  county  stock- 
yards and  some  of  the  other  buildings  up  in 

that   area    within   the   township   where   they 
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rightfully  belong  because  of  their  assessment 
base  in  the  township  and  the  fact  that  the 
stockyards  should  be  in  the  township. 

But  I  think  Waterloo  should  have  been 
accommodated  with  a  little  more  industrial 

land  beyond  the  northern  boundary  of  our 
present  city  limits.  I  would  ask  the  member 

for  York  East  to  give  this  consideration  be- 
tween now  and  committee  of  the  whole 

House  when  we  deal  with  the  bill. 

I  hesitate  to  make  comments  on  the  amal- 

gamation of  Gait,  Preston  and  Hespeler  since 
Mr.  Speaker  represents  the  riding.  But  while 
the  people  of  Hespeler  have  been  denied 
remaining  as  a  separate  city— and  in  one 
aspect  perhaps  they  had  good  reason  to  think 
they  should,  because  of  Highway  401  sepa- 

rating them  from  the  other  two  municipalities 
—I  must  perhaps  admit  that  if  the  OHC 
development  is  going  to  be  developed  into  a 
new  city— and  who  knows  when  the  Treasurer 

is  going  to  walk  in  here  and  say,  "Today  we 
have  created  a  new  city  on  the  3,000  acres 

of  OHC  land"— Hespeler  perhaps  would  not 
have  had  the  resources  to  develop  that  on 
their  own. 

But  personally,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  the 
member  for  York  East  would  convey  to  the 
government  that  the  best  thing  they  could  do 
with  that  3,000  acres  that  OHC  owns  is  give 
it  back  to  the  farmers  and  let  the  price  of 
land  go  back  down  to  where  it  was.  They 
have  spent  thousands  and  thousands  of  dollars 

-$712,000  to  be  exact-trying  to  figure  out 
what  to  do  with  this  land,  and  as  yet  no  one 
has  come  up  with  an  answer. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Was  that  the  group  from 
Chicago  that  looked  that  over? 

Mr.  Good:  That's  right.  It  was  the  incident 
where  the  government  took  a  private  de- 

veloper off  the  hook  and  said,  "We'll  buy 
your  land  from  you.  We  don't  know  what  we 
want  to  do  with  it,  but  we  will  buy  it." 

I  think  the  rural  townships  around  the  twin 
cities  are  quite  content;  at  least  Wilmot  and 

Wellesley  are,  where  we  have  the  one  munic- 
ipality uniting  with  the  township  to  form  a 

larger  area  government.  Perhaps  some  of  the 
problems  in  those  areas  can  be  solved.  Now 
we  will  deal  with  them  as  we  come  to  the 
matters  of  water  and  roads. 

The  township  of  Woolwich,  which  now 
ends  up  with  an  amalgamation  of  the  town 
of  Elmira,  the  township  of  Woolwich  and 
part  of  Waterloo  township,  is  going  to  have 
a  bit  of  a  problem,  I  feel.  The  geography  of 
the  land  is  considerably  larger  than  their 
other  municipal  boundaries,  and  there  was  a 

great  spirit  of  municipal  pride  in  the  town 
of  Elmira  and,  at  first  I  think,  quite  an  oppo- 

sition to  joining  with  the  rural  area.  I  think 
this  has  been  mainly  overcome  now,  and  I 

look  forward  to  a  great  deal  of  co-operation 
in  this  area  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  it  is 

merging  parts  of  three  former  municipalities. 
I  think  that  that  municipality  will  have  a 
strong  tax  base,  an  assessment  base,  and 
should  flourish  quite  well. 

There  is  one  comment  I  would  like  to 

make  in  this  regard,  and  that  is,  that  five  of 
the  seven  new  area  governments  will  have 
their  elections  on  a  ward  basis.  The  cities  of 

Kitchener  and  Waterloo  will  be  the  only 
municipalities  not  to  have  elections  on  the 
ward  basis.  These  wards,  according  to  the 
bill,  will  be  designated  by  the  minister,  and 

I  presume  it  will  be  in  co-operation  with  the 
people  in  the  local  areas. 

But  I  am  wondering,  Mr.  Speaker,  what 
thought  has  been  given,  in  the  division  of 
these  wards,  to  try  to  generate  a  feeling  of 

complete  area  government,  rather  than  re- 
taining the  parochial  interest  of  the  former 

municipality.  I  think  this  is  going  to  be  one 
of  the  dangers  in  the  setting  up  of  any  new 
government  where  it  is  concerned  with  new 

boundaries.  We  should  try  as  quickly  as  pos- 
sible, in  a  nice  manner,  to  break  down  the 

parochial  interests  of  the  old  municipalities 
and  have  everyone  strive  for,  and  work  for, 
the  best  purposes  of  the  new  municipality. 

I  know  it  is  difficult  to  do  this.  We  all 

have  that  reptilian  instinct  to  defend  our  own 
environments,  as  they  were.  When  we  are 
thrust  into  a  new  environment  it  is  difficult. 

But  I  would  hope  that,  in  the  setting  up  of 

ward  systems,  we  don't  perpetuate,  to  a  sub- 
stantial degree,  the  old  municipal  and  paro- 

chial interests  of  those  people. 

I  see  a  few  problems  originating  from  the 
establishment  of  the  regional  council.  One  is 
that  the  city  of  Kitchener,  which  elects  10 
aldermen  normally,  has  nine  seats  on  the 

regional  council— the  mayor  and  eight  seats. 
This  means  that  eight  of  the  10  aldermen 
who  are  elected  are  going  to  have  to  sit  on 
the  regional  council.  It  pretty  well  means 

that  anyone  wanting  to  run  only  as  an  alder- 
man for  the  city  of  Kitchener  will  have  to 

take  into  consideration  that  he  may  very  well 

end  up  on  the  regional  council,  whether  he 
likes  it  or  not.  Coupled  with  this  thought  is 
the  other  section  of  the  Act— section  13, 

subsection  5— which  says,  "The  resignation 
from  a  regional  area  council  is  deemed  to  be 

a  resignation  from  both."  So  it  would  mean 
that    someone    could    not    resign    from    the 
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regional  council  and  still  retain  his  seat  on 
the  area  government.  I  wonder  what  is  the 
reasoning    behind    this. 

I  could  very  well  visualize  instances  where 
a  person  might  want  to  be  a  member  of  the 
area  government  but  had  no  ambitions  or 
no  intentions  of  becoming  involved  in  the 
regional  government  whatsoever.  But  it  would 
be  rather  a  dangerous  situation  if  he  did  find 
himself  on  an  area  government,  especially  in 
the  city  of  Kitchener,  where  the  chances  are 
four  out  of  five  that  he  is  going  to  end  up 
on  the  regional  council.  He  may  find  himself 
there  against  his  own  wishes.  So  we  are  now 
into  a  situation,  Mr.  Speaker,  where  it  is 
virtually  going  to  mean  that  no  one  can  run 
for  office  unless  he  is  going  to  be  prepared 
to  take  both  jobs,  or  the  good  possibility  that 
he  might  end  up  with  both  jobs,  and  that 
may  be  contrary  to  his  wishes.  I  think  we 
are  going  to  preclude  certain  individuals  from 
running.  I  hate  to  see  this,  if  it  is  a  step 
toward  meaning  that  you  have  to  devote  full 

time  to  municipal  life,  or  don't  get  involved 
at  all.  I  hope  that  is  not  the  intention  of  it. 

I  am  also  concerned,  to  some  extent,  that 
the  replacement  of  a  head  of  council  on  the 
regional  government  may  be  done  only  by 
bylaw,  by  the  area  government,  and  can  be 
for  only  a  period  of  one  month.  Now,  if  my 
interpretation  is  correct  on  that,  I  think  that 
is  quite  restrictive,  in  the  case  of  someone 
being  away,  or  ill,  or  sick,  or  absent  from 
regional  council  for  a  considerable  length  of 
time. 

We,  too,  were  concerned  in  the  Niagara 
bill,  and  others,  that  the  protection  of  em- 

ployees for  their  salary  entitlement  is  only 
for  one  year  following  the  instigation  of  the 
regional  government.  I  would  ask  the  mem- 

ber if  he  has  any  information  as  to  how  this 
worked  out  in  the  other  regional  governments 
that  have  been  set  up.  If  any  problems- 

Mr.  Meen:  May  I  ask  the  member  if  he 
would  repeat  that  question?  I  was  involved 

in  another  thought  and  I  didn't  catch  the 
preamble  to  it. 

Mr.  Good:  We  were  concerned  about  the 

matter  of  protection  for  employees  as  to 
salary  entitlement  for  one  year  only,  as  I 

remember,  about  3  o'clock  in  the  morning 
when  we  were  debating  the  Niagara  bill  a 
few  years  ago.  I  am  wondering  whether  there 
is  experience  gained  now  in  the  Niagara  and 
Ottawa-Carleton  regions  as  to  whether  any 
difficulties  have  arisen  after  the  expiration  of 
that  one-year  protection. 

Dealing  with  the  principles  involved  in  the 

bill  regarding  the  water  system,  I  understand 
there  will  be  no  public  utilities  commissions 
operating  water  systems  any  more.  This  will 
be  a  committee  of  council,  and  with  that  we 
do  agree.  The  cost  of  supplying  the  water, 
storage,  treatment  and  the  trunk  watermain 
will  be  a  regional  responsibility  and  the  dis- 

tribution system  will  be  a  municipal  responsi- 
bility. I  have  spoken  to  the  engineers  of 

Kitchener  and  Waterloo  —  I  had  messages 
from  Kitchener,  and  I  have  spoken  to  the 
engineer  from  Waterloo— and  they  feel  that 
because  of  the  fact  that  both  municipalities 
are  dealing  with  ground  water  sources  rather 
than,  say,  a  lake  source,  as  in  Niagara,  there 
is  going  to  be  a  great  deal  of  difficulty  to 
figure  out  exactly  where  one  responsibility 
starts  and  another  responsibility  ends. 

In  the  city  of  Waterloo,  for  instance,  quite 
a  considerable  amount  of  water  is  derived 

from  wells  right  in  the  municipality  itself. 
The  pumping  is  done,  some  right  at  the  wells 
and  some  at  other  areas.  The  division  here 

of  responsibility  from  the  one  level  of  govern- 
ment to  the  other  is  of  considerable  concern. 

I  know  the  Act  says  that  the  division  will  be 
done  by  bylaw;  but  the  extent  of  the  division 
is  going  to  make  a  difference  in  the  price 
charged  by  the  regional  government  back  to 
the  area  government.  Perhaps  the  member  for 
York  East  will  have  an  opportunity  to  discuss 
this  with  the  public  utilities  people  in  the 
city  of  Kitchener  or  Waterloo  before  the  bill 
goes  into  committee  of  the  whole  House. 

The  area  rating  of  water  from  the  regional 
municipality  back  to  the  area  municipalities 
is  of  some  concern  to  me.  I  read  section  36, 
subsection  3,  to  prohibit  area  water  rates.  In 
other  words,  the  rates  must  be  fixed  by  the 
regions  so  that  the  whole  cost  of  the  work  is 
recaptured  from  that  particular  area.  Perhaps 
my  interpretation  is  not  correct.  I  would,  to 
a  degree,  agree  with  the  area  rating.  Yet  I 
think  there  has  to  be  flexibility  in  the  plan 
to  permit  in  some  instances  area  water  rates, 
maybe  a  recapturing  of  part  of  it  on  a 
regional  basis  and  area  rating  other  parts  of 
it.  I  would  think  that  perhaps  water  and 
sewage  are  the  only  services  which,  when 

they  go  regional,  should  be  area-rated,  and 
the  rest  would  be  on  a  regional  basis. 

The  problem  of  the  water  supply  in  the 
rural  areas,  especially  Wilmot  township,  I 
think  can  be  better  dealt  with  by  the  regional 

government  than  it  is  presently.  The  prob- 
lems of  the  city  taking  water  from  the  rural 

areas  in  my  area  are  becoming  most  acute. 
It  is  a  duplication  of  the  problems  that  were 
very  rampant  in  London  area  before  it  had 
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the  pipeline.  I  don't  think  the  legislation  here 
is  going  to  do  a  great  deal  to  correct  it.  I  do 
think  that,  when  we  have  the  whole  opera- 

tion of  obtaining  water  under  a  regional  gov- 
ernment, it  should  be  much  more  easily  dealt 

with. 

The  rural  people  come  in  and  complain 

about  water  interruptions  caused  by  city 
pumps.  We  must  realize  that  all  our  source 
of  water  in  the  whole  region  is  ground 
water.  We  are  supplying  ground  water  for 

250,000  people  in  the  Kitchener-Waterloo- 
Galt-Preston-Hespeler  area  and  this  is  being 
taken  from  rural  areas  as  far  as  eight  and 
nine  miles  out  in  the  country,  and  pumped 
into  the  city.  There  has  been  a  great  deal  of 
water  interruption.  The  policies  of  the  water 
resources  division  of  the  Ministry  of  the 
Environment  are  adequate  in  many  respects 
but  they  are  still  leaving  a  lot  of  problems 
with  the  farmers.  I  hope  that  this  will  be 
corrected  under  regional  government. 

I'd  like  to  deal  with  the  principle  involved in  section  34,  subsection  2.  That  is  the 

fluoridation  of  water.  At  present  the  city  of 
Waterloo  has  its  water  fluoridated  and  the 

city  of  Kitchener  does  not.  This  section- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  There  is  a  difference? 

Mr.  Good:  —says,  and  if  I  may  be  per- 
mitted to  quote  briefly  here: 

Where,  immediately  before  Jan.  1,  1973, 
the  water  supply  in  any  area  in  the  regional 
area  was  fluoridated  as  a  result  of  an 

affirmative  vote  of  the  electors  to  a  ques- 
tion submitted  to  the  electors  under  section 

2  of  of  the  Fluoridation  Act,  the  regional 
corporation  may  continue  to  fluoridate  the 
water  supply  to  such  area. 

There  are  two  concerns  here.  First,  it's  only 
permissive  whether  or  not  the  regional 
government  will  continue  to  fluoridate  the 
water  for  the  city  of  Waterloo.  That  is  not 
acceptable. 

The  people  in  Waterloo,  to  the  best  of  my 
knowledge,  are  very  happy  to  have  their 
water  fluoridated.  Tests  and  studies  have 
been  done  and  the  dental  bills  of  children  in 

the  city  of  Waterloo  are  less  than  those  in 
the  city  of  Kitchener.  It  is  a  very  accurate 
and  responsible  study  which  has  shown  this. 
If  we  look  at  the  Fluoridation  Act,  we  find 
that  the  city  of  Waterloo  is  able  to  fluoridate 
its  water  by  using  section  2,  subsection  1  of 
the  Fluoridation  Act. 

Where  a  local  municipality  or  a  local 
board  owns  or  operates  a  water  system,  the 
council  of  the  municipality  may,  by  bylaw, 

establish,  maintain  and  operate,  or  require 
the  local  board  to  establish,  maintain  and 

operate,  a  fluoridation  system  in  connection 
with  the  waterwork  system. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  had  no  fluoridation  vote  in 
the  city  of  Waterloo.  The  municipality  started 
fluoridation  some  seven  or  eight  years  ago  on 
the  strength  of  section  2  of  the  Fluoridation 
Act,  so  we  had  no  vote. 

The  principle  here,  in  section  34,  as  much 
as  says  that  if  we  had  no  vote,  we  stand  in 

great  jeopardy  of  losing  the  fluoridation  facili- 
ties of  our  water  system.  This  is  not  accept- 
able to  the  people  of  Waterloo,  according  to 

my  judgement.  I  would  ask,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  this  be  looked  into  very  carefully  so  that 
no  mistake  will  be  made  in  that  regard. 

The  sewage  works  and  sewage  treatment 

plants,  of  course,  will  also  be  under  the  juris- 
diction of  the  regional  government,  and  this 

we  must  agree  with.  I  certainly  could  go  into 

great  lengths  here  regarding  the  inadequacies 

of  present  government  policy  for  the  estab- 
lishment of  sewer  treatment  plants  in  new 

and  small  municipalities.  This,  perhaps,  is 
not  the  time  or  the  place  for  that. 

Getting  to  the  regional  road  system,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  find  that  while  we  have  four  sets 
of  road  jurisdictions  in  the  county  at  the 
present  time,  this  will  be  reduced  to  three.  I 

must  reiterate  objections  made  by  other  mem- 
bers on  the  Sudbury  bill  and  by  myself  on 

the  Niagara  bill— that  the  whole  problem  with 
the  roads  structure  under  these  regional  gov- 

ernment bills  is  that  for  some  reason  or  other, 

the  Ministry  of  Transportation  and  Com- 
munications uses  it  as  a  means  to  unload 

huge  mileages  of  provincial  highways  onto 
the  regional  municipalities. 

It  happened  in  Niagara  and  was  one  of 
the  main  points  in  the  St.  Catharines  brief 
to  the  government  last  year  when  they  were 
trying  to  reiterate  all  the  problems  which 
developed  there  and  which  caused  them  to 
try  to  get  a  private  bill  in  to  secede  from 
regional  government.  They  stated  that  53 

miles  of  provincial  highways  were  trans- 
ferred to  the  region  from  the  then  Depart- 

ment of  Highways. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  do  not  understand  why 
the  formation  of  a  regional  government 

should  suddenly  cause  the  Ministry  of  Trans- 
portation and  Communications  to  decide  that 

they  are  going  to  use  the  section  of  the 
Highway  Improvement  Act  which  allows 
them  to  get  rid  of  and  dump  a  whole  lot  of 

provincial  highways  onto  regional  respon- sibility. 
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It  just  should  not  be  done.  It  has  been 
done  previously  and  we  have  no  guarantee 

that  it  won't  be  done  again  because  it  is 
permissible  under  the  Highway  Improvement 
Act.  Bill  167  simply  says  we  have  always  had 

the  assurance,  which  was  given  by  the  mem- 
ber for  Ottawa  South,  that  that  good  depart- 

ment will  sit  down  with  the  municipal  coun- 
cil and  they  will  work  out  which  roads  will 

go  where. 

Let  me  tell  you,  sir,  it  is  a  one-way  dia- 
logue. The  Ministry  of  Transportation  and 

Communications  simply  says,  "Here,  Niagara, 
take  these  53  miles  of  road.  You  are  going  to 

have  to  have  them  and  look  after  them." 

The  second  point  is  simply  this— that  no 
regional  municipality  should  have  to  accept 
these  roads  unless  they  are  brought  up  to 

standard.  I  can  show  you  a  section  of  High- 
way 7  west,  at  present  going  into  the  village 

of  Baden,  which  is  being  transferred  to  the 
county  by  the  Ministry  of  Transportation  and 
Communications.  It  is  in  very  poor  condition 

and  it  is  being  transferred  in  that  way- 

Mr.  Meen:  On  a  point  of  order,  I  am 
listening  with  a  great  deal  of  interest  to  the 
hon.  member  for  Waterloo  North,  but  I  won- 

der if  this  point  is  really  germane  to  the  bill, 
because  he  is  talking  about  provisions  of  the 

Highway  Traffic  Act.  I  don't  think  it  is 
actually  germane  to  this  bill  that  we  should 
be  on  the  problems  involved  in  the  transfer 
of  responsibility  from  the  province  to  the 
municipality. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Speaker,  to  bring  the  mem- 
ber for  York  East  up  to  date  on  where  my 

authority    lies    for   discussing    this    matter   in 
this  bill,   I   would   refer  him   to  section   68, 
subclause  3  and  I  will  now  have  to  take  the 

time  to  read  it.  The  principle  is  stated  here: 
The    Lieutenant    Governor    in    Council 

may  transfer  any  highway  under  the  juris- 
diction and  control  of  the  ministry  within 

the  regional  area  to  the  regional  corpora- 
tion and  the  highway  shall  for  all  purposes 

be  deemed  to  be  part  of  the  regional  road 
system  on  such  date  as  is  designated  by 
the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council  and  to 
have  been  transferred  under  section  26  of 

the    Public    Transportation    and    Highway 
Improvement  Act. 

Mr.  Meen:  This  is  the  point  I  am  making, 
Mr.  Speaker.  It  is  pursuant  to  the  other  Act, 

and  we  are  merely  implementing  that  pro- 
vision through  the  other  Act. 

Mr.  Good:  This  is  in  the  bill! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is  a  fundamental  principle 
in  the  bill. 

Mr.  Good:  Now  isn't  this  a  principle  of  the 
bill,  Mr.  Speaker? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Absolutely. 

Mr.  Good:  If  this  isn't  in  order— do  you 
want  to  talk  about  the  Warble  Fly  Control 
Act  or  something? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  would  think  comments 
would  be  appropriate  on  this. 

Mr.  Good:  I  would  guess  so.  This,  I  say,  is 
a  very  alarming  thing  that  happens  to  every 
regional  government  which  has  been  started 

up  to  now.  I  certainly  hope  that  it  doesn't 
happen  to  the  Waterloo  regional  government. 

Dealing  with  the  principles  involved  in  the 
planning  section  of  the  bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
think  in  the  planning  aspect  that  setting  up 
the  regional  council  as  a  planning  board  and 
the  region  as  a  planning  area  should  be  one 
of  the  major  benefits  of  establishing  a  regional 
government.  I  would  think  that,  if  properly 
handled  and  I  am  sure  the  planning  in  the 
Waterloo  county  area  has  been  of  a  high 
calibre  up  to  now,  the  establishment  of  the 
official  plan,  which  according  to  the  bill  must 
be  completed  in  1975,  will  then  designate  the 
future  growth  of  our  area.  In  my  view  it 

should  project  what  portions  of  the  munici- 
palities will  be  expanded  to  accommodate 

future  growth  and  designate  what  portions  of 
the  regional  government  should  remain  rural 
and  agricultural,  perhaps,  one  might  say, 

almost  in  perpetuity.  While  our  area  has  not 

been  plagued  with  as  much  haphazard  de- 
velopment and  strip  development  as  some 

municipalities,  I  think  that  the  planning  bene- 
fits of  this  bill  could  be  considerable. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  here  that  even 

those  municipalities  which  do  have  com- 
mittees of  adjustment  will  no  longer  be  per- 

mitted to  use  them  for  purposes  of  sever- 
ances; and  that  this  responsibility  will  be 

under  a  regional  land  division  committee, 
which  I  presume  would  be  comparable  to  the 
county  land  division  committees  which  were 
set  up  under  the  Planning  Act  a  year  or  two 

ago. I'd  like  to  refer  here,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  a 
concern  of  the  area  planning  board  regard- 

ing protection  of  their  jobs.  They  are  won- 
dering—this is  under  section  26(6)— why  the 

health  unit  is  mentioned  along  with  em- 
ployees of  the  county  of  Waterloo,  or  by 

any  roads  commission,  or  health  unit,  and 

they  feel  that  they  would  like  to  be  men- 



4132 ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 

tioned  in  the  bill,  as  are  other  boards  and 
commissions,  and  that  their  jobs  would  also 
receive  protection.  Whether  this  is  implied  in 
there  or  not,  I  do  not  know,  but  I  would 
ask  that  the  hon.  member  for  York  East  look 
into  that  matter  for  them  and  we  can  discuss 
that  in  committee  of  the  whole. 

The  one  interesting  note,  I  think,  that  has 
to  be  mentioned  here  in  the  regionalization 
of  health  and  welfare  is  the  setting  up  of  the 
Waterloo  County  Health  Board.  It  has  10 
members;  seven  members  of  the  regional 
council  and  three  to  be  appointed  by  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council  or  the  gov- 

ernment. It's  interesting  to  note  that  welfare and  health  will  be  shared  on  a  rateable 

equalized  weighted  assessment  basis,  and  I'm sure  in  this  one  particular  aspect  some  of  our 
rural  townships  will  be  paying  considerably 
more  for  welfare  benefits  than  they  were 
previously,  when  welfare  was  handled  on  a 
local  basis. 

It  was  my  experience,  Mr.  Speaker,  last 
fall  when  speaking  to  some  rural  municipali- 

ties about  the  grants  being  offered  by  the 
province  for  winter  works  projects,  the  pro- 

visions were,  I  believe,  that  40  per  cent  of 
the  people  employed  were  to  come  from  the 
welfare  rolls  and  60  per  cent  from  Man- 

power. One  rural  municipality  didn't  have 
anybody  on  the  welfare  rolls  who  was  em- 

ployable, so  all  they  could  do  was  go  to  the 
city  to  get  people  to  make  use  of  the  grants 
that  were  given  by  the  province. 

So,  on  an  assessment  basis,  I  think  the 
rural  people  are  going  to  be  paying  more  for 
welfare  than  they  were  previously,  and  per- 

haps they  will  make  up  for  it  in  some  other 
areas  and  will  benefit  in  some  other  aspects. 

On  the  regional  police  force,  the  board  of 
commissions  of  police,  I  think,  is  a  step  for- 

ward. I  remember  we  argued  the  Niagara  bill 
at  great  length  in  the  middle  of  the  night 
about  the  composition  of  their  police  com- 

mission down  there.  We  find  that  we're  at 
least  down  to  one  judge— two  appointed  by 
the  government  and  two  appointed  by  the 

regional  council.  While  it  doesn't  represent  a 
complete  cross  section  of  the  regional  gov- 

ernment, for  a  police  commission  it  is  an 
improvement  over  some  other  police  com- 

missions as  they  now  exist. 

I'm  sure  we  must  recognize  that  the  in- 
crease in  grants  under  the  Regional  Munici- 

pal Grants  Act,  which  applies  to  this  new 
region,  for  police  purposes  of  $1.50  to  $3.25, 
while  it  seems  like  a  tremendous  sum  of 

money,  it  will  not  completely  cover  the  tre- 

mendous increase  in  costs  that  the  regional 
police  force  will  require. 
The  amendments,  of  course,  that  were 

passed  just  the  other  day  to  that  bill  shall 
bring  this  into  effect  before  our  regional 
government  comes  in  on  Jan.  1. 

I  was  pleased  to  hear  that  if  necessary, 
and  if  on  the  recommendations  of  the  police 

commission,  additional  financial  help  is  re- 
quired, for  example,  for  the  setting  up  of  a 

communications  system,  the  Treasurer  re- 
ported that  they  would  give  it  favourable 

consideration,  as  they  had  to  do  in  the 
Niagara  region  when  $350,000  additional 
money  was  required.  We  must  remember, 
though,  that  while  the  Ontario  Provincial 
Police  will  still  retain  the  active  patrolling  of 

Highway  401,  say,  and  the  other  provincial 

highways,  they  will  be  relieved  of  a  con- siderable amount  of  policing  that  they  had 
done  previously  in  the  rural  township  areas. 
That,  along  with  the  fact  that  the  province 

is  going  to  save  the  50-per-cent-per-capita 
return  of  fine  money,  makes  the  police  grant 
look  considerably  smaller  than  it  would 
appear  at  first  sight,  and  certainly  it  is  not 
going  to  be  any  larger  than  would  be 

required. 
Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  deal 

with  the  matter  of  the  financial  sections,  and 
herein  lies  the  whole  crux  of  the  bill.  Most 
of  the  fears  of  the  establishment  of  regional 
government  are  in  two  areas,  apart  from  the 
changing  of  boundaries.  First,  the  city  people 
under  a  regional  government  say  they  want 
assurance  that  they  are  not  going  to  carry 
the  financial  load  for  the  rural  municipalities. 
And  the  people  in  the  rural  municipalities  say 
they  like  their  simplified  way  of  life  and  they 
don't  want  to  be  mixed  in  and  paying  for  the 
fancy  amenities  that  the  people  have  in  the cities. 

We  have  this  fear  on  both  sides,  and  per- 

haps some  of  it  is  justified,  because  we  cer- 
tainly haven't  been  able  to  get  answers  up  to now  as  to  what  the  financial  forecasts  are  in 

this  matter  of  setting  up  of  a  new  regional 

government. 
It  is  regrettable,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 

offers  that  were  made  last  year  by  the  Water- 
loo county  area  planning  board  were  not 

taken  up.  The  Waterloo  county  area  plan- 
ning board  in  June,  1971,  which  was  after 

the  government  proposal  was  released,  wrote 
the  Minister  of  Treasury  and  Economics  as 
well  as  the  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs  and 

offered  to  do  an  appraisal  of  potential  re- 
gional municipal  costs  and  cost  apportion- ments. 
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It  would  have  been  quite  a  comprehensive 
study.  The  reason  it  could  have  been  done  is 
that  Waterloo  county  has  probably  had  more 
studies,  more  planning  and  better  planning 
and  more  comprehensive  studies  into  the 
costs  and  things  that  exist  there  than  any 
other  area.  It  would  have  been,  in  their  view, 

possible  to  have  done  quite  an  accurate  fore- 
cast and  evaluation  of  how  the  levies  from 

the  areas  to  the  region  would  have  worked 
out,  who  might  have  been  advantaged,  the 
various  capital  assets  of  the  area,  how  they 
would  work  in  and  so  on. 

Of  course,  the  area  planning  board  didn't 
have  the  financial  capability  to  do  this  study, 
but  they  wanted  the  province  to  give  some 
money  to  them  to  do  this.  And  I  am  sure, 
had  this  been  done  and  had  there  been  a 
reasonable  prediction  made  of  what  the  costs 
would  have  been,  people  in  the  area  would 
have  felt  a  lot  easier. 

The  member  for  Ottawa  South,  when  re- 
plying to  the  Sudbury  bill,  as  much  as  stated 

that  the  people  of  the  local  area  will  control 
the  oosts  within  the  first  few  years.  This,  in 
the  words  of  the  Treasurer,  is  sheer  and  utter 
nonsense.  The  people  in  the  Niagara  area  did 
not  engage  in  a  lot  of  new,  fancy  and  un- 

necessary services;  they  retained  the  same 
level  of  service  and  saw  their  costs  escalate. 

This  was  recognized  by  the  government 
when  they  established  the  Muskoka  area 
regional  government,  because  they  poured  a 
considerable  amount  of  money  in  when  the 
bill  was  first  brought  in— $50,000  for  plan- 

ning, I  think,  $100,000  for  administration  and 
so  on.  They  realized  that  when  you  centralize 
power,  when  you  bring  everyone  in  the  area 
up  to  the  same  level  of  service  of  policing 
and  administration,  within  the  area,  it  costs 
more  money.  To  suggest  that  this  extra  cost 
is  the  responsibility  of  the  regional  and  area 
municipal  officials  is  not  correct.  The  cost 
increase  is  there  with  the  same  level  of  serv- 

ice, especially  during  the  formative  years. 

We  didn't  have  the  research  done;  we 
didn't  have  the  cost  analysis  done  or  the 
appraisal  of  the  cost  apportionments  of  the 
various  municipalities.  A  year  ago,  I  tried  to 

ascertain  after  the  bill's  proposal  came  out 
what  work  had  been  done  by  the  Department 
of  Municipal  Affairs,  to  find  out  such  a 
simple  thing  as  to  which  municipalities  would 
be  eligible  for  the  density  grant.  No  one  in 
the  Department  of  Municipal  Affairs  had 
bothered  to  figure  out  even  the  acreage  of 
the  new  areas.  No  one  had  bothered  to  figure 
out  the  equalized  assessment  of  the  new 
areas.  So  it  was  even  impossible  to  find  out 

what  the  levies  would  be.  About  all  the  work 

that  had  been  done  was  that  the  popula- 
tion of  the  new  areas  had  been  roughly 

ascertained. 

I  hope  now,  while  I  haven't  seen  it  publi- cized to  any  extent,  the  member  for  York 
East  would  be  able  to  tell  us  some  of  the 

answers.  I  hope  he  will  be  able  to  tell  us 
which  area  municipalities  will  be  eligible  for 
the  density  grant,  whether  the  Galt-Hespeler- 
Preston  area  municipality  has  enough  rural 
area  in  it  to  make  it  eligible  for  the  density 
grant.  I  suspect  that  Kitchener  and  Waterloo 
will  not  be  eligible  for  it,  and  perhaps  they 

will  be  the  only  two  municipalities  that  won't 
be  eligible  for  it.  I  am  wondering  if  any 
work  has  been  done  to  figure  out  the  equal- 

ized assessment  on  the  new  areas. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  I  have  said  and  what 
everyone  in  this  party,  including  our  leader, 
has  said  for  the  last  number  of  years,  is  that 
these  bills  should  have  been  brought  in  and 
left  on  the  order  paper  for  six  months  so  that 
extensive  research  work  could  be  done  in 

these  areas- 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Especially  on  the  costs. 

Mr.  Good:  —and  you  could  figure  out  what 
the  costs  are  going  to  be  with  these  new 

boundaries.  My  gosh!  you  can't  take  a  bill 
that  has  just  had  its  boundaries  finalized  two 
weeks  ago  down  in  the  Blenheim  township 
area  and  try  to  do  any  work  and  figure  out 
such  things  as  even  the  area  in  acres  of  the 
new  regions,  and  to  find  out  about  the  den- 

sity grant,  much  less  what  the  equalized 
ratable  assessment  is  for  that  area. 

I  sincerely  believe,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 
government  could  eliminate  so  many  of  the 
fears,  so  many  of  the  problems,  if  they  say 
under  this  proposal  the  levy  from  this  area 
would  be  this  proportion  of  the  total.  This 
will  all  have  to  be  done  sometime  between 

now  and  January,  and  there  is  no  reason  why 

it  couldn't  have  been  done  previously  had 
they  got  busy  on  this  thing  a  year  ago,  when 
they  should  have,  instead  of  letting  it  ride 
until  two  weeks  before  the  House  is  sup- 

posed to  close.  Sometimes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
just  get  so  annoyed  at  the  lack  of  informa- 

tion which  this  government  is  willing  to  give 
out  to  the  people  of  the  province. 

I  think  it  boils  down  to  the  theory  of  gov- 
ernment which  seems  to  be  that  the  best  way 

to  retain  power  is  not  to  give  out  any  infor- 
mation. In  other  words,  if  you  retain  informa- 

tion yourself,  this  is  the  strength  and  the 

whole  basis  of  keeping  power.  I  don't  think  it 
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is  acceptable  to  the  people  of  Ontario  and  it 
is  a  very  poor  commentary  on  the  whole  basis 
of  keeping  people  informed  of  what  you  are 

going  to  do  with  their  life.  This  is  what's happening.  People  will  soon  forget  about  the 
new  boundaries  established  in  the  area,  but 
they  are  not  going  to  forget  next  year  when 
they  get  their  tax  bill,  when  they  see  that 
their  levy  is  going  up  or  their  levy  is  quite 
different  from  what  they  had  expected. 

The  financial  sections  simply  say  this,  that 
the  regional  budget  must  be  figured  out  by 
the  regional  council.  To  do  that  they  have  to 
take  into  consideration  all  the  things  over 
which  they  have  control.  There  is  a  long  list 
of  matters  over  which  the  regional  council 
has  control  —  the  cost  of  procuring  water 
supply,  sewage  disposal  facilities,  landfill  and 
garbage  sites,  the  roads,  health  and  welfare, 
the  homes  for  the  aged,  the  emergency 
measures  organization  official  plans,  police, 
and  the  Grand  River  Conservation  Authority 
allocation.  These  are  all  figured  into  the 
regional  budget,  and  then  this  sum  of  money 
is  apportioned  among  the  area  municipalities, 
in  proportion,  that  the  whole  ratable  property 
in  each  area  and  municipality  bears  to  the 
whole  ratable  property  of  the  region.  But— 
and  here  is  the  new  aspect  which  is  so  differ- 

ent in  the  Sudbury  and  the  Waterloo  bill 

from  -other  regional  government  bills— "The 
Ministry  of  Revenue  shall  revise,  equalize  and 

weight  the  last  revised  assessment  rolls  .  .  ." 
Now,  this  has  very  far-reaching  implica- 

tions. It  means  that,  before  the  levies  from 
the  area  are  paid  to  the  region,  assessment 
rolls  are  going  to  be  brought  to  the  assess- 

ment department,  and  they  are  going  to  have 
three  things  done  to  them.  First  of  all,  they 
are  going  to  be  revised  by  the  minister,  what- 

ever that  means.  I  presume  that  means  that 
if  there  are  any  deletions  or  omissions,  they 
will  be  put  in.  They  will  be  equalized.  That 
means  the  equalization  factor,  as  figured  out 
by  the  assessment  department,  Municipal 
Affairs— whoever  figures  it  out  now— will  be 
applied  to  the  assessment.  And  this,  of  course, 
is  a  very  critical  operation,  because  under  the 
new  merged  municipalities,  I  might  respect- 

fully submit,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  equalization 
factor  will  not  even  be  known. 

You  can  take  the  equalization  factor  of  the 
city  of  Waterloo,  which  is  going  to  have  a 
considerable  amount  of  Waterloo  township 
added  to  it,  and  I  am  sure  the  equalization 

factor  will  be  considerably  different.  I  don't 
think  you  can  do  it  by  combining  the  two 
old  equalization  factors.  The  fact  that  a  rural 
community  forms  part  of  a  new  urban  com- 

munity I  am  sure  will  change  the  equaliza- 
tion factor  for  that  particular  municipality. 

It  is  part  of  a  city,  probably  land  values  will 
go  up,  and  the  whole  factor  will  be  changed. 
I  think  there  is  going  to  be  a  whole  lot  of 
guessing  in  the  manipulation  of  assessment 
here  before  it  gets  to  the  matter  of  propor- 

tioning the  levy.  And  then  the  new  part  in 
this  matter  is  the  fact  that  the  minister  will 

weight  the  assessment. 

It  took  me  quite  a  while  to  figure  out  what 
that  is.  I  checked  it  with  the  department,  to 
make  sure,  and  this  has  to  do  with  the 
weighting  of  the  assessment  in  regards  to 
what  portion  is  commercial.  It  simply  means, 
Mr.  Speaker— and  I  think  this  is  something 
which  some  of  the  area  municipalities  must 
take  into  consideration— that  two  municipali- 

ties, with  equal  amounts  of  assessment,  can 
end  up  with  considerably  different  levies 
from  the  regional  government,  for  the  simple 
reason  that  commercial  assessment  will  really 
come  in  at  about  15  per  cent  more  than  your 
residential  assessment.  This  means  that  the 

advantage  of  having  commercial  assessment, 
which  all  area  municipalities  have  been 
striving  for,  will  be  somewhat  diminished  by 
the  fact  that  the  levy  to  the  region  will  be 
heavier. 

I  would  like  to  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  just 
how  much  advantage  is  lost,  or  how  much 
advantage  is  going  to  be  gained,  for  area 
municipalities  to  continue  to  try  to  lure  in- 

dustrial and  commercial  assessment  into  their 

areas.  Under  the  Regional  Municipal  Grants 
Act,  the  levies  are  worked  out  there,  and 
they  use  the  figure  85  per  cent,  in  section  7 
of  the  residential  and  farm  assessments.  The 

school  board,  when  they  weight  their  assess- 
ment—the county  school  boards  —  use  the 

figure  90.  Well,  I  don't  know  where  they  get 
these  figures.  I  don't  know  how  much  advan- tage or  disadvantage  this  weighting  gives  in 
the  distribution  of  the  commercial  assess- 

ment. I  don't  think  it  should  take  all  of  the 
advantage  away  from  the  area  municipality, 
nor  do  I  think  it  should  be  not  rated.  I  think 

this  is  a  good  concept.  But  I  am  at  a  loss  to 
try  to  figure  out  how  important  and  how 

much  it's  going  to  affect  the  municipality.  I 
think  the  first  question  the  area  municipality 

is  going  to  ask  is:  "Is  it  advantageous  for  us 
to  try  to  get  commercial  assessment?  If  not, 

who's  going  to  take  it?" 
This  is,  I  think,  something  that  has  to  be 

looked  into  very  thoroughly.  "This  action 
then,"  it  says,  "will  cease  at  a  date  to  be 
determined  by  the  minister."  Well,  if  this  is 
nothing  more  than  weighting  by  commercial 
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assessment,  then  I  think  it  will  probably  go 
on  for  a  long  time.  But  I  sometimes  read  into 
this  that  there  can  be  other  manipulations 
done  by  the  minister  on  this  assessment  roll, 
before  the  weighting  and  equalization  factors 
are  given  back  to  the  region  to  apply  their 
levies  for  their  area  municipalities. 

I  am  sure  that  right  at  this  point,  even 
though  the  new  boundaries  have  been  given, 
no  one  will  be  able  to  give  me  a  figure  or 
give  us  a  figure  as  to  what  the  assessments 
for  these  areas  will  be.  Consequently  we 

won't  be  able  to  ascertain  what  proportion  of 
the  total  regional  expenses  will  be  paid  by 
each  area  municipality.  And  I  am  sure  it  will 
take  some  considerable  time. 

In  figuring  this  assessment,  Mr.  Speaker, 

the  principle  involved  here  is  that  all  assess- 
ments for  which  the  area  municipality  re- 

ceives grants  in  lieu  of  taxes,  will  be  included 
in  the  assessment  which  is  used  for  levying 
purposes.  This  is  only  as  it  should  be. 

But  then  we  come  to  situations  as  men- 
tioned here  in  the  bill— section  304  of  the 

Municipal  Act— I'm  sure  you'll  all  remember 
when  we  passed  the  legislation.  It  allows  the 
municipality  to  inflict  municipal  taxes  on  a 
university  to  the  extent  of  $35  per  student.  I 
would  presume  that  the  proportion  of  the 
total  tax  of  the  university  that  represents 
would  be  the  same  proportion  of  assessment, 
when  that  assessment  is  used  for  the  levy. 

But  I  would  like  to  know  for  sure  to  what 

level  of  government  will  the  $35  payment  be 

made  by  the  university.  It's  not  covered  in this  bill.  But  when  one  looks  at  the  section 

of  the  Municipal  Act,  it  says,  "municipalities 
as  designated  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in 

Council."  For  our  protection  in  Waterloo,  I 
would  like  some  assurance  that  it  will  be  the 

area  government  and  not  the  regional  gov- 
ernment that  will  be  getting  the  benefit  of 

the  $35  payment,  because  they're  going  to 
have  to  use  that  portion  of  the  assessment. 
The  same  thing,  of  course,  would  hold  true 
under  the  grants  that  are  made  under  the 

Provincial  Parks  and  Municipal  Tax  Assess- 
ment Act. 

On  the  other  sections  dealing  with  deben- 
tures and  transitional  adjustments,  I  would 

just  like  to  ask  the  member  for  York  East 

whether  the  pages  and  pages  on  debentures 
give  the  regional  municipality  the  same 
privileges  and  the  extended  use  of  various 
kinds  of  debentures  that  were  added  to  the 

municipalities  a  year  or  two  ago.  That  was 
a  problem  that  did  exist  for  a  considerable 

length  of  time— the  limitations   on  the  types 

of  debentures.  That  was  eliminated  for  the 

other  municipalities   and   I   presume  in  this 

bill,  it's  eliminated  for  the  regional  govern- 
ment as  well. 

I  think  the  transitional  adjustment  sections 
in  here  which  allows  the  municipalities  to 

adjust  their  tax  burden  between  area-merged 
municipalities  is  good  for  the  first  five  years. 

It  sort  of  phases  in  any  burdensome  or  light- 
ening of  tax  payment. 

Then,  of  course,  I'm  pleased  to  see  that 
the  applications  of  the  sections  of  the 

Regional  Municipal  Grants  Act  which  allow 
the  minister  to  pour  other  funds  in  from  the 
province,  is  also  available  in  the  Waterloo 

regional  bill. 

There  are  just  a  few  sections  under  the 

general  section  I'd  like  to  make  a  few  com- 
ments on.  First  of  all,  the  transportation 

section,  I  understand,  gives  the  regional 
municipality  permission  to  take  over  the 

transportation  system.  If  the  regional  munic- 
ipality does  decide  to  pass  bylaws  to  take 

over,  my  interpretation  of  the  Act  is  that 
the  assets  would  have  to  be  turned  over  to 

the  region  without  compensation.  There  has 
been  considerable  discussion,  Mr.  Speaker, 
about  this  between  the  cities  of  Kitchener 

and  Waterloo,  where  the  city  of  Kitchener 

presently  owns  the  transportation  facilities 
and  the  city  of  Waterloo  pays  a  mileage 
grant  to  them  for  use  plus  the  money  that 
goes  into  the  fare  box. 

In  the  bill  here,  the  principle  says  that 
the  assets  and  liabilities  of  the  area  munic- 

ipalities will  be  transferred  to  the  region. 
I  presume  that  would  mean  a  public  utilities 
commission  as  well.  Where  these  assets  have 

been  developed  by  returns  from  the  fare 
box,  it  would  seem  logical  to  me  that  under 
a  regional  transportation  commission,  the 
same  rate  structure  should  apply  in  all  the 
municipalities  served  by  that  service,  even 
though  the  assets  did  come  from  one  of  the 
two  municipalities.  This  is  a  problem  of 

quite  some  concern  to  the  citizens  of  Water- 
loo and  one  which  in  my  interpretation 

should  mean  that  the  assets  will  be  turned 

over  and  the  same  fare  system  applied  under 
a  new  regional  transportation  commission. 

One  other  matter  which  is  of  concern  is 

the  matter  of  the  waste  management  branch 
under  section  175.  The  principle  here,  Mr. 

Speaker,  is  that  the  region  will  run  the  gar- 
bage disposal  sites  and  sanitary  landfill  sites 

and  the  cost  of  acquiring,  maintaining  and 
operation  will  be  borne  by  the  regional 
municipality  and,  of  course,  the  cost  will  be 
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apportioned  on  the  equalized  assessment  base 
across  the  whole  region,  which  means  that 
municipalities  will  not  be  paying  on  a  ton- 

nage basis  taken  in.  They  won't  be  paying 
on  a  population  basis,  but  they'll  be  paying on  an  assessment  basis. 

If  the  regional  municipality  should  be 
interested  in,  say,  recycling  certain  garbage 
components  of  the  garbage  coming  in,  and 
they  should  think  it  advisable  to  start  a 
programme  of  garbage  separation  at  the  local 
level,  I  would  think  that  some  provision 
other  than  the  assessment  basis  for  payment 
would  be  more  suitable.  In  that  way  they 

could  penalize  municipalities  which  wouldn't 
separate  their  garbage,  or  give  benefits  to 
municipalities  who  did  bring  their  garbage 
in  in  another  manner  to  make  it  more  suit- 

able for  recycling. 

I  think  in  the  future  we  are  going  to  have 
to  create  incentives  to  make  municipalities 
think  about  recycling  a  certain  part  of  their 

garbage,  even  if  it's  just  paper  to  start  with. 
Under  this  provision  where  payment  is  made 

on  an  assessment  basis,  I  don't  think  it  is 
the  most  desirable  way  of  payment  for  gar- 

bage disposal  to  promote  recycling.  The  sec- 
tion in  here  which  permits  the  regional  gov- 

ernment to  make  various  charges  for  various 
classes  of  waste,  I  would  think  applies  only 
to  the  receiving  of  industrial  waste  or  hazard- 

ous waste  or  a  load  of  some  particular  build- 
ing materials  coming  from  a  contractor.  So, 

if  there  could  be  some  expansion  of  that  to 
give  the  regional  municipality  a  little  more 
control  over  the  manner  in  which  they  re- 

ceive their  waste  from  the  area  municipalities, 
I  think  that  would  be  desirable. 

All  in  all,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  going  to 

have  to  live  with  the  bill.  We  don't  know 
what  the  financial  implications  are,  because 

in  my  view  the  government  hasn't  done  its 
homework  on  this  bill  any  more  thoroughly 
or  any  better  than  it  did  on  the  Niagara  or 
the  York  bill,  and  no  one  had  a  clue  there 
what  the  costs  were  going  to  be.  So  we  are 
just  going  to  have  to  take  it,  accept  it  as  it  is, 
and  try  to  live  with  it. 

I  do  regret  very  much  that  we  have  had 
no  indication  up  to  now  that  there  has  been 
any  degree  of  local  autonomy  turned  back  to 
areas  that  have  been  in  regional  government 
now  for  several  years.  We  tried  to  get  a 
commitment  from  the  minister  when  we 
passed  the  Niagara  bill  that  in  relation  to 
the  filing  say  of  an  official  plan,  when  would 
he  return  some  of  the  subdivision  decisions 

back  to  the  municipality.  It  seems  this  gov- 
ernment  is    most   reluctant    to    hand   power 

back  to  the  municipalities.  This  bill  doesn't do  it,  none  of  the  others  did,  and  we  are  just 
going  to  have  to  make  the  best  of  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
put  two  or  three  points  to  the  minister  on 
the  bill  that  has  been  before  us,  and  also  to 
congratulate  the  members  for  Kitchener  and 
for  Waterloo  for  their  careful  review  of  the 
principles  and  some  of  the  detailed  aspects 
of  the  bill  as  seen  from  their  examination 
of  it.  I  believe  that  the  debate  has  been  a 
useful  one,  and  certainly  my  contribution  is 
going  to  be  in  somewhat  broader  terms  and 
very  brief. 

Some  of  the  things  that  I  have  to  say  I 
should  perhaps  retain  until  the  estimates  of 
the  Ministry  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs,  be- 

cause it  is  really  a  criticism  of  the  approach 
to  this  kind  of  far-reaching  legislation.  If  it 
exists  half  as  long  as  the  legislation  it  re- 

places, it  will  exist  for  80  years,  so  we  had 
better  be  building  well  indeed.  I  just  hope 
that  it  will  serve  the  needs  of  the  citizens  as 

well  as  the  municipal  arrangements  arrived 
at  in  the  1850s  served  for  so  many  years. 

One  of  the  problems  is  that  even  though 
the  Premier  (Mr.  Davis)  and  the  Minister  of 
Intergovernmental  Affairs  have  made  very 
broad,  almost  meaninglessly  broad,  statements 
about  the  changes  in  local  government  they 
appear  to  envisage  for  the  next  three  or  four 
years,  the  guidelines,  or  the  outline  of  these 
changes  is  still  extremely  murky  and  blurred, 
and  it  is  very  difficult  to  predict  what  will 
happen.  If  I  were  to  make  a  prediction  I 
would  expect  that  regionalization  would  have 
extended  over  a  large  part  of  the  province 
before  1975. 

It  seems  that  if  there  had  been  more  effec- 
tive planning  of  this  regionalizing  process  we 

would  not  have  had  the  problems  that  the 
minister  and  his  spokesman  here  in  the  House 
experienced  a  week  or  two  ago  when  the 
minister  announced  that  certain  sections  of 

Beverley  township  in  Wentworth  county 
would  be  annexed  into  this  new  regional 
government  and  then  had  to  withdraw  that 
position  when  it  became  apparent  that  the 

people  in  the  area— at  least  large  numbers  of 
them— were  adamantly  opposed.  According  to 
what  I  heard,  he  was  threatened  by  one  of 
his  Progressive  Conservative  colleagues  that 
that  particular  member  might  even  withdraw 
from  public  life  unless  that  change  were 
made. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  wasn't  quite  like  that. 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Maybe  not  just- 

Mr.    Meen:    On    a    point    of    order,    Mr. 
Speaker,  I  presume  the  hon.  member  is  not 
referring  to  myself? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No,  I  wouldn't  expect the  member  for  York  East  to  withdraw  from 
public  life  on  a  matter  like  that,  just  when 
things  are  starting  to  look  so  good. 

Mr.  Meen:  It  wasn't  clear  from  the  com- 
ments by  the  hon.  member  to  whom  he  was 

referring. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member  for  Went- 
worth  attended  a  meeting,  according  to  news 
reports,  and  in  testing  the  political  water  of 
the  circumstances  came  to  the  conclusion 

that  the  annexation  of  40  per  cent  of  Bever- 
ley township  would  dismember  that  township 

so  that  it  wouldn't  exist  in  the  future,  its 
assessment  would  have  substantially  dis- 

appeared and  so  he  decided  to  use  his  in- 
fluence—which I  think  was  considerable— 

with  the  minister,  because  anybody  who  gets 
the  Treasurer  to  retract  must  have  used  a 
sledgehammer,  and  I  presume  that  he  used 
something  fairly  potent  in  order  to  change 
what  was  enunciated  government  policy  at 
that  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  say  to  you  that  if 
the  government  had  expressed,  even  in  gen- 

eral terms,  its  intention  in  the  Hamilton- 
Wentworth  regionalization,  the  report  of 
which  has  been  available  now  for  many 
months,  that  there  might  have  been— what? 

Mr.  Deans:  Many  years. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Many  years?  Oh  I  don't 
think  so.  Steele  reported  two  years  ago.  Well 
all  right,  I  suppose  many  years  is  two.  But, 
Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  intention  had  been  known 
then,  it  might  have  been  easier  for  those 

people  in  the  affected  parts  of  Beverley  town- 

ship, for  example,  to  say,  "Well,  are  we  going 
to  be  regionalized  with  Gait  as  our  govern- 

mental centre"— or  Kitchener,  Waterloo  or 
wherever  it  would  be— "or  will  we  be  re- 

gionalized with  Hamilton  as  our  govern- 

mental centre?"  instead  of  thinking  of  the 
traditional  municipal  government  in  the 
Beverley  area. 

I  know  that  many  of  the  people  in  the 
area  send  their  children  to  school  in  Gait, 
and  the  fact  is  that  they  are  going  to  be 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  another  board  of 
education  unless  the  chances  are  of  such  a 

nature  that  they  will  have  to  send  the  chil- 
dren to  school  in  Dundas  and  even  Hamilton. 

My  point  is  this:  While  the  minister  seems 
to  enjoy  taking  a  strong  stand  and  saying, 
as  he  often  does,  that  someone  has  to  decide 
—and  relishing  that  stance— still  if  he  had 
made  some  decisions,  then  surely  the  local 
community  would  be  in  a  much  better  posi- 

tion to  comment,  let's  say,  on  the  rationale  of 
the  government  programme  to  regionalize 
the  province.  There  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind 
that  the  minister  sees  himself  as  a  latter-day 
Baldwin  and  is  going  to  remake  the  map  of 
Ontario  in  the  image  as  he  sees  it. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  may  be  a  good  re- 
making indeed  but  the  experience  that  we 

have  had  in  Ottawa-Garleton,  in  York,  and 
even  in  Niagara,  is  that  there  have  been 
serious  flaws  in  the  regionalization,  and  that 
these  flaws  have  been  glossed  over  only  by 
the  administration  of  the  salve  of  additional 
funds  in  order  to  start  the  wheels  of  the 
new  regional  government  turning  with  at 
least  some  smoothness  to  get  the  grit  out 

of  it- 
Mr.  Meen:  If  you'll  pardon  the  expression! 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —so  that  the  people  are 
at  least  not  going  to  apply  for  secession 
at   regular  intervals. 

One  thing  that  concerns  me  is  that  this 
particular  regionalization  is  occurring  well 

before  a  provincial  election,  and  so  the  out- 
cry that  may  come  from  Waterloo  this  time 

next  year  may  not  prompt  the  Minister  of 
Intergovernmental  Affairs  to  go  up  there 
with  a  couple  of  million  dollars  in  his  hip 
pocket  and  spread  it  around  to  ease  things 
over— that  is,  a  couple  of  million  dollars 

extra- 
Mr.  Meen:  You're  about  right. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —since  I  see  the  hon. 
member  for  York  East  examining  the  details. 
The  regional  area  of  Waterloo  may  have  to 
get  along  under  this  statute  without  change 
and  without  extra  money  simply  because 
the  government  will  be  able  to  withstand 
the  political  pressures  that  may  be  evident 
a  year  from  now. 

I  really  regret  there  is  not  some  more 
clearly  visible  overall  plan  of  regionalizatkn 
that  would  give  the  surrounding  areas  somt 
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idea  of  how  they  are  going  to  fit  into  what 
surely  must  be  an  interlocking  programme 

with  the  large  planning  superdistricts  im- 
posed between  the  regions  and  the  central 

government,  with  the  lines  of  control  from 
all  of  these  various  emanations  of  municipal 
control  in  government  leading  directly  to  the 

Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs'  office 
—with,  of  course,  his  parliamentary  assis- 

tants  helping   him   pull   the   strings. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  What  strings? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  strings?  The  strings 

of  governmental  control  that  have  been  cen- 
tralized by  legislation  such  as  this,  more  than 

they  ever  have  been  by  any  other  legislation 
in  many  years. 

The  second  point  I  want  to  make,  Mr. 

Speaker,  has  to  do  with  the  lack  of  involve- 
ment of  the  elected  members  from  the  area, 

both  in  Waterloo  and  Sudbury— but  we  are 
talking  about  the  Waterloo  bill.  Surely  you 
are  aware  that  the  involvement  of  the  elected 

members  would  have  improved  the  situation 
enormously.  The  elected  people  here  have 
the  confidence  of  their  fellow  citizens  and 

they  have  also  developed,  I  would  say,  as 

much  expertise  in  matters  of  local  govern- 
ment as  anybody  on  the  government  side. 

It's  a  ridiculous,  irresponsible  waste  of  valu- 
able assets  to  ignore  them  in  the  develop- 
ment of  this  legislation.  For  the  minister  him- 

self to  be  absent  on  another  matter  tonight 
and  leaving  it  to  his  parliamentary  assistant, 

who  was  very  competent,  to  listen  to  the 
debate  on  this  particular  bill,  is  just  a  further 

indication  that  bringing  it  to  the  Legislature 
is  simply  touching  the  base  as  required  by 
law.  All  the  decisions  had  been  made  and  no 

attention  is  paid  to  this  particular  democratic 
responsibility  at  all. 

Mr.  Speaker,  since  I  have  one  or  two  other 

comments  to  make,  I  would,  with  your  per- 
mission, move  the  adjournment  of  the  debate. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  moves  the  adjournment  of 
the  debate. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 

and  Commercial  Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  before 
I  move  the  adjournment  of  the  House,  I  think 
with  the  way  the  order  paper  stands,  we  will 
be  ready  for  anything  that  is  called. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  you 

want  to  be  definitive  I  will  be  a  little  gener- 
ous in  my  words.  I  think  that  without  taking 

any  credit  unto  myself,  the  House  has  done 
extremely  well.  I  think  the  progress  has  been 

exceptionally  good,  the  co-operation  has  been 
tremendous,  and  that  with  the  balance  of  the 
matters  that  remain  on  the  order  paper,  I 

don't  think  the  people  across  from  me  will 
object  to  my  calling  anything— except  that 
tomorrow  we  will  be  on  estimates.  On  Mon- 

day, we  will  be  on  estimates.  On  Tuesday 
we  will  be  back  on  legislation. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
That  is  very  helpful.  You  are  going  to  do 
estimates  tomorrow. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Mr.  Speaker, 
before  the  House  rises,  I  wonder  if  the  House 
leader  could  tell  us  two  things.  One,  which 
estimates  will  we  be  on  tomorrow?  Secondly, 
whether  it  would  be  the  intention  of  the 

government  to  proceed  with  the  legislation 

brought  in  today  by  the  Minister  of  Inter- 
governmental Affairs  (Mr.  McKeough)  and 

the  provincial  Treasurer?  Will  it  be  proceed- 
ed with  prior  to  the  House  rising  for  the 

summer? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Yes.  I  am  just  informed 

by  the  parliamentary  secretary  that  it  is 
essential  for  some  meeting  that  is  transpiring 
in  Kitchener-Waterloo  on  Tuesday  that  we 
will  probably  deal  with  this  particular  bill 
on  Monday. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  estimates  are  you 

going  to  deal  with  tomorrow? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  haven't  been  able  to 
communicate  with  anybody  this  evening. 

Mr.  Deans:  Is  it  not  possible  for  us  to  com- 
plete this  bill  in  the  morning?  And  get  it 

finished? 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Let's  get it  cleaned  up. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Friday  is  not  always  the 

best  day,  Mr.  Speaker,  as  everyone  in  the 
House  knows,  to  do  legislation. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  They'll  be  here  to  vote. 
We  all  agree. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  There  are  some  other 

considerations  tomorrow  morning  However,  I 
will  communicate  after  I  leave  the  chamber 

and,  if  it  is  possible,  we  will  continue  this 
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bill   tomorrow  morning.   I   will   do  my  very 
utmost  to  do  that. 

Mr.    Deans:    And    failing   that,    sir,   which 
estimate? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Estimates. 

Mr.  Deans:  Which  estimates? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I'm  not  even  in  a  posi- 
tion to  say  that  this  evening. 

Mr.  Deans:  But  it  will  be  one  of  the  two 
remaining  estimates? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  It  will  be  one  of  the 

two  remaining  estimates,  yes.  I  can  only  be 
50  per  cent  wrong  if  I  called  one. 

Mr.  Deans:  But  there  are  three  more. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion   agreed   to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  10:35  o'clock, 

p.m. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 

The  House  met  at  10  o'clock,  a.m. 
Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  We  will  shortly  have  guests 
with  us  in  the  west  gallery,  students  from 
Madoc  Public  School  of  Madoc— 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  You 
should  comment  on  the  number  of  ministers 
here,   Mr.   Speaker. 

Mr.  J.  M.  Turner  (Peterborough):  Want  to 
get  home  early  today? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  little  later  in  the  morning 
we  will  have  students  from  Woodland  Public 
School  of  Sarnia;  from  St.  Gerard  Majella 
School  of  Amherstburg,  and  the  YMHA 
Adult  Day  School   of  Toronto. 

Statements  by  the  ministry. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Yes,  Mr.  Speak- 

er, I'd  like  to— 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, on  a  question  of  privilege.  The  privilege 

which  I  feel  has  been  broken,  sir,  is  that  of 
members  of  this  House  receiving  informa- 

tion about  major  changes  in  government 
policy  here  in  the  House  and  not  by  having 
an  announcement  made  through  the  press. 

Specifically,  sir,  about  three  years  ago  the 
then  Treasurer  (Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton) 
rose  in  this  House  to  announce  that  there 

was  going  to  be  a  saving  of  some  $10  mil- 
lion a  year  through  the  institution  of  a  cen- 

tralized purchasing  and  supply  department. 
There  has  been  no  word  from  the  govern- 

ment that  this  policy  has  been  abandoned, 
sir;  however,  an  ad  has  been  run  in  the 
Globe  and  Mail  asking  for  a  director  to  ad- 

minister the  development  of  an  integrated 
decentralized    government    supply    system. 

Now,  sir,  if  the  government  'has  abandon- 
ed its  much-heralded  central  government 

supply  system,  surely  we  should  have  the 
right  to  have  an  announcement  made  in  the 
House  so  that  we  would  learn  about  it— and 
not  from  the  want  ads. 

Friday,  June  23,  1972 

Mr.  Speaker:  Well,  whether  or  not  the 
point  raised  and  made  by  the  hon.  member 
from  High  Park  is  a  proper  matter  to  raise 
at  this  time  is  one  thing,  but  certainly  it  is 
not  a  point  of  privilege.  This  is  a  matter  of 
government  policy,  and  of  course  the  govern- 

ment makes  its  announcements  from  time  to 

time.  There  is  no  known  parliamentary  privi- 
lege that  would  extend  to  the  degree  that 

the  hon.  member  has  suggested.  Therefore, 
there  is  no  point  of  privilege. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  Mr.  Speaker, 
may  I  rise  on  a  point  of  privilege? 

As  a  result  of  yesterday's  episode,  some- 
one has  said  that  you  can't  hope  to  change 

the  whole  world,  but  you  can  change  the 
corner  upon  which  you  live.  That  is  what 
each  of  us  is  trying  to  do  in  this  House,  I 
believe,    sir. 

If  there's  an  apology  coming  to  you,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  gladly  give  it.  I  have  no  hard 
feelings  toward  you  whatsoever;  I  feel  you 
did  the  job  you  had  to  do.  My  quarrel  is 
with  the  provincial  Treasurer  (Mr.  Mc- Keough). 

Before  I  reveal  to  you,  sir,  the  reason  for 
privilege,  it  is  a  serious  matter  of  concern 
that  any  member  of  this  opposition  has  to 
resort  to  this  drastic,  last-ditch  stand  to  get 
the  truth  across,  to  get  even  a  hearing. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Well,  with  respect  to  the 
hon.  member— who  I  would  ask  to  be  seated, 
please,  while  the  Speaker  is  on  his  feet— 
once  again  there  is  no  point  of  privilege  in 
the  matter  raised  by  the  hon.  member. 

Privilege  is  a  right  conferred  individually 
or  collectively  to  members  of  the  Legislature 
and  in  order  that  a  member  may  rise  on  a 
supposed  point  of  privilege  to  put  it  to  the 
House,  there  must  be  a  breach  of  those 
special  rights  conferred  on  the  members,  in- 

dividually or  collectively.  What  the  hon. 
member  is  submitting  to  the  House  this 
morning  certainly  does  not  meet  those  quali- 

fications; it  may  be  a  valid  point  but  another 
opportunity  would  be  more  appropriate  for 
him  to  make  his  point  and  get  it  across 
during  debates  or  in  some  other  manner,  but 
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I  regret  I  can't  accept  that  .as  a  point  of 
privilege. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 

am  coming  to  my  point  of  privilege  now— in 

yesterday's  Instant  Hansard  the  minister  says, 
and  I  quote: 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  is  my  under- 
standing, Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  indicated  to 

the  House  yesterday,  that  we  attempted 
later  on  on  17  June,  1972  [the  17th 
of  June  was  a  Saturday]  to  get  in  touch 

with  the  member  for  Grey-Bruce  but 
could  not  do  so  for  the  next  three  or  four 

.  days  because  he  had  departed  somewhere, 
but  later  on  on  the  17th  we  were  directly 
in  touch  with  the  town  of  Southampton 
and  indicated  that  the  instructions  given 
to  him  by  Mr.  Sargent  were  in  error,  to 
our  regret  and  through  our  mistake,  and 
I  hardly  think  that  between  the  morning 
and  the  afternoon  of  June  17,  1972,  that 
much  money  could  have  been  spent. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know,  and  the  minister  knows, 
this  to  be  absolutely  false.  We  need  a  full 
explanation  of  why  he  would  stoop  to  this 
level,  to  make  absolutely  untrue  statements 
to  this  House,  not  once,  but  on  two  separate 
occasions. 

Further,  Mr.   Speaker,   in  this  morning's— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please!  The  hon.  mem- 
ber knows  right  well  that  one  member  may 

not  accuse  another  member  of  deliberately 
making  false  statements,  either  to  him  or  to 

the  House.  The  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce  has  at  this  moment  accused  the  hon. 

minister  of  knowingly  making  a  false  state- 
ment and  I  would  ask  him  to  withdraw  that 

remark. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Went worth):  What  do  you 
say,  though,  if  you  believe  that  to  be  true? 

Mr.  Cassidy:   Mr.  Speaker,  without  trying 
to  stretch  the  point  of  privilege- 

Mr.    Sargent:    Mr.   Speaker,    in  answer  to 
your  request,  I  will  take  that  with  reserva- 

tion. I  will  consider  that. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  will  with- 
draw the  remark  he  made  concerning  the 

provincial  Treasurer. 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  happens  if  I  don't? 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  is  a  standing  order 
which  is  available  to  the  Speaker  for  such 
circumstances. 

Mr.   Sargent:   Well,   I   will   let  the   record 
speak    for    itself,    and    I    will    withdraw    the 

remark  temporarily.  In  this  morning's  Globe and  Mail,  Mr.  Speaker,  on  page  2,  I  quote: 

In    his    dispute    with    Mr.    Sargent,    Mr. 
McKeough  conceded   that   both   yesterday 
and  Wednesday,  he  gave  the  Liberal  MPP 

some    wrong   information   in    the    Legisla- 
ture. 

Mr.  Speaker,  not  some;  it  was  all  wrong. 
Further,  he  stated  in  the  same  issue  of  the 

Globe  and  Mail  that  "Mr.  Sargent  was 
confused,  believing  the  Southampton  pro- 

gramme was  provincial  when  it  is  federal." 
The  amazing,  unbelievable  fact  is  that 

this  minister,  this  senior  man,  did  not  know 
that  his  department  is  sending  cheques  out 
to  the  municipalities  for  a  programme  he 
denies  exists. 

Example:  Southampton  has  a  federal  pro- 

gramme cheque;  it  also  has  a  provincial  che- 
que in  the  amount  of  $29,000  which  it  has 

cashed.  Yet  the  minister  claims  that  Mr. 

Ian  McDonald  tells  him  that  the  chief  execu- 
tive officer  says  there  is  no  such  programme. 

.  Further,  why  should  he  rescind  the  ap- 
proval? Why?  When  they  had  the  cheque 

but  couldn't  complete  the  work  by  June  17, 
and  so  they  asked  me  for  an  extension  of  two 
weeks.  It  meant  jobs  and  that  is  what  this 

whole  programme  is  all  about— employment. 
Further,  and  lastly,  of  greater  concern  is 

how  can  this  minister  be  spending  millions 
of  dollars  on  programmes  he  does  not  even 
know  are  administered  by  his  department  and 
even  his  chief  executive  does  not  know? 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  this  assembly  is  to  be  a 

meaningful  instrument  of  the  democratic  pro- 
cess, to  be  able  to  give  a  fair  hearing  and  be 

more  than  a  kangaroo  court,  if  one  who 
wants  to  speak  for  his  people  has  to  resort 

to  expulsion,  I  think  that  you,  as  the  cus- 
todian of  the  principle  of  fair  play,  should 

take  a  new  look  at  what  is  happening  here 
in  this  House. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  hesitate  to 

rise  on  a  question  and  suggest  it  is  a  ques- 

tion of  privilege,  but  I  have  had  the  oppor- 
tunity of  reading  your  statement  of  mid- 

afternoon  yesterday  shortly  before  I  was 
allowed  back  into  the  House.  I  would  just 
like  to  say  thank  you  very  much  for  your 
statement  at  that  time. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, on  a  point  of  order,  I  am  a  little  puzzled 

as  to  the  particular  application  of  rule  27(g) 
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which  relates  to  the  ability  of  a  member  to 
question  a  ruling  of  yours  about  an  oral 
question,  or  to  question  the  particular  re- 

sponse. It  provides  for  a  procedure,  as  you 
are  well  aware,  of  giving  you  notice  by  4 

o'clock  on  the  same  day  and  raising  the 
matter  the  following  Tuesday  at  10:30  p.m. 
on  the  motion  to  adjourn. 

Now  in  the  particular  set  of  circumstances 
that  occurred  in  this  House  yesterday,  one 
hon.  member  left  the  House  on  your  order 
and  really  was  in  no  position  to  give  any 

notice  to  you  by  4  o'clock— at  least  in  my 
opinion  he  wasn't— because  his  privileges  in 
relation  to  being  in  the  House  at  that  time 
were  suspended  by  you  for  the  rest  of  that 
sitting  day. 

If  the  member  in  this  case,  particularly 
the  member  for  Grey-Bruce,  wishes  to  avail 
himself  of  the  provisions  of  rule  27(g),  would 
it  be  reasonable  if  he  gave  you  notice  today, 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  he  was  suspended 
yesterday  and  was  not  able  to  give  you 

notice  by  4  o'clock? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  might  only  say  in  imme- 
diate response  to  the  remarks  of  the  hon. 

member,  that  it  appears  to  me  the  hon. 
member  to  whom  he  has  made  reference  has 
already  expounded  at  some  considerable 
length  this  morning  on  his  points.  He  prac- 

tically abused  the  rules  of  the  House  again 
this  morning  by  carrying  on  as  he  did. 

There  was  no  point  of  privilege.  He  made 
long  speeches  before  he  got  to  anything  that 
resembled  any  point  of  privilege  and  in  nor- 

mal circumstances  I  would  think  that  the 
rule  that  the  hon.  member  for  Downs  view 
has  raised  would  apply.  If  I  receive  notice 
of  this  in  writing,  I  would  presume  that  I 
can  accept  it  for  the  following  Tuesday. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): On  that  point,  how  can  you,  sir,  say 

that  there  was  no  point  of  order  or  privilege 
when  the  hon.  member  put  before  the  House 
specific  information  that  the  Treasurer  pro- 

vided incorrect  information  in  response  to 
questions  put  in  the  question  period  which, 
unfortunately,  led  to  the  serious  matter  that 
we  recall  yesterday?  Surely  if  such  a  thing 
as  a  point  of  order  exists,  that  was  one? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Of  course,  it  constituted  a 
disagreement  between  two  members  which 
could  only  lead  to  an  argument  and  I  still 
maintain  there  is  no  parliamentary  privilege- 

Mr.  Sargent:  And  you  know  who  is  going 
to  win  that  argument! 

Mr.  Speaker:  —which  has  been  broken 
within  the  context  of  what  is  meant  by  par- 

liamentary privilege  conferred  on  the  mem- 
bers  individually  or  collectively. 

Now,  what  the  privilege  is  or  what  the 

breach  is,  I  can't  see.  It  was  an  argument, 
pure  and  simple. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  With  respect,  sir,  the 
argument  did  take  place  yesterday— and  we 
recall  it— but  the  point  was  raised  this  morn- 

ing in  an  effort  to  bring  to  your  attention, 
and  the  attention  of  the  members  of  the 
House,  that  the  Treasurer  had  misinformed 
the  House  and  specifically  this  member. 
Surely,  when  a  correction  of  fact  is  to  be 
brought  to  public  attention,  a  point  of  privi- 

lege or  a  point  of  order,  whichever  it  is 
properly  called,  is  certainly  within  the  rights 
of  the  hon.  member? 

I  see  that  our  experts  in  the  House  are 
shaking  their  heads  in  this  regard,  but  I 

don't  know  what  recourse  an  hon.  member 
has  other  than  to  do  that.  I  would  ask  you, 
sir,  to  consider  very  carefully  before  you  fall 
into  the  trap  of  really  saying  that  nothing 
other  than  that  pertaining  to  certain  very 
rigid  and  limited  matters  constitutes  a  point 
of  privilege  in  this  House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Of  course,  I  don  t  think  that 
this  should  be  drawn  out  into  a  long  debate 
or  discussion  or  argument  between  the 
Speaker  and  any  hon.  member.  I  might  say 
that  at  this  particular  moment  this  is  another 
example  of  where  our  standing  rules  and 
traditional  and  ancient  parliamentary  proce- 

dure are  rather  obscure  in  their  meaning. 
There  is  a  lack  of  clarity  as  to  just  exactly 
what    does    constitute    privilege. 

According  to  tradition,  90  per  cent  or 
more  of  the  matters  that  are  raised  in  this 
House  are  neither  points  of  privilege  nor 
are  they  points  of  order.  But  I  do  agree  with 
the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition  that  there 
should  be  some  method  by  which  this  type 
of  complaint  can  be  brought  before  the 
House  for  consideration.  It  is  difficult  for  a 
Speaker  to  determine  if  it  really  is  a  kind 
of    so-called   parliamentary   privilege. 

I  think  perhaps  points  of  order  are  a  little 
different.  They  must  be  matters  in  which  the 
standing  orders  of  the  House  and  parliamen- 

tary practice  have  been  breached,  and  this  is 
perhaps  a  little  clearer  to  determine.  But 
points  of,  privilege  are  rather  an  obscure 
area,  and  I  must  admit  that  as  members 
rise  on  alleged  points  of  privilege  from  time 
to  time  I  have  great  difficulty  in  determining 
whether  or  not  they  are. 
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May  I  also  point  out  to  the  hon.  Leader 
of  the  Opposition  that  I  did  not  stop  the 
hon.  member  for  Grey-Bruce  this  morning. 
I  listened  to  everything  he  had  to  say,  but 
most  of  the  time  I  felt  that  he  was  out  of 
order. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  just  one  small 
postscript  and  reverting  back  again  to  27(g): 
Whatever  opinion  you  may  have  about  the 
orderliness  of  the  remarks  of  the  member 

for  Grey-Bruce  this  morning,  the  fact  is  that 
27(g)  contemplates  a  short  debate  in  any 
event.  If  that  procedure  is  available— and 
that  is  really  the  thrust  of  my  first  question 
—then  the  member  for  Grey-Bruce  would  be 
allowed  to  state  his  concern  in  a  limited 
period,  and  the  minister  involved  in  this  case 
would  be  in  a  position  and  given  the  oppor- 

tunity at  that  time  to  answer  or  not  as  he 
saw  fit. 

I  think  this  is  important,  because  in  an 
issue  of  this  serious  nature  there  should  be 
an  availability  sometime  in  this  House  in 
order  that  the  matter  can  be  formally  brought 
within  the  rules  of  order  before  the  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Relying  of  course  on  my 
memory,  I  believe  that  the  written  notice 
is  to  be  given  to  the  Speaker  before  4 
o'clock. 

Mr.  Singer:  Before  4  o'clock  the  same 
day— and  that  was  my  problem. 

Mr.  Speaker:  So  this  does  constitute  a  bit 
of  a  problem. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Because  the  member  was 
suspended  at  that  point. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Right. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  He  can 
still  give  written  notice  while  suspended. 

Why  can't  he  write  a  note  to  the  Speaker while  out  in  the  hall? 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Or  if 

he  wants  to  give  written  notice,  he's  got  to  be 
suspended— that's  all. 

Mr.  Speaker:  All  these  things  are  very 
true.  However,  we  must  try  to  apply  the 
rules  in  a  reasonable  and  fair  manner  and, 
again  due  to  the  lack  of  clarity,  I  am  going 
to  defer  this  until  later  this  morning  when 
I  have  had  an  opportunity  to  read  the  rule 
again.  I  will  rule  on  it  before  the  House 
adjourns  today. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, may  I  speak  on  a  further  point  of  order, 

not  in  relation  to  what  we  have  just  been 
talking  about?  Yesterday,  sir,  you  suspended 
another  hon.  member  in  this  House  and  sub- 

sequently you  came  back  into  the  House, 

and  for  reasons  unknown  to  me— I  didn't 
have  an  opportunity  to  see  the  rough  draft 
of  Hansard— you  reinstated  the  privileges  of 
that  member. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Not  after  written  notice, 

but  by  arguing  in  the  hall. 

Mr.  Reid:  Not,  as  my  leader  says,  after 
written  notice,  but  apparently  after  some 
kind  of  little  huddle  between  yourself,  the 
leader  of  the  NDP  and  the  member  con- 
cerned. 

Mr.  Deans:  Those  of  us  who  were  in  the 
House  here  heard  it. 

An  hon.  member:  Just  be  quiet,  just  be 

quiet. Mr.  Reid:  Mr.  Speaker,  according  to  the 
standing  orders,  to  have  a  member  taken  out 
of  the  House  for  more  than  a  day  requires 
the  consent  of  the  House,  and  I  just  wonder 
if  we  could  have  a  fuller  explanation  of  why 
that  member  was  reinstated  and  if  in  fact 
the  consent  of  the  House  should  not  have 
been  asked  to  have  him  reinstated  at  that 
time. 

Mr  Speaker:  Well,  I  would  refer  the  hon. 
member  to  the  very  brief  and  concise  re- 

marks I  made  at  the  time  I  reinstated  the 
hon.  member.  They  are  perfectly  clear;  the 
reasons  are  given.  I  would  ask  him  to  read 
Hansard,  and  this  perhaps  will  clear  up  this 
doubt  in  his  mind. 

In  so  far  as  requiring  an  order  of  the 
House,  the  Speaker  is  in  control  of  the  House 
and  the  Speaker  can  make  precedents.  He  can 
rule,  he  can  follow  the  rules,  he  can  follow 
precedents  of  other  jurisdictions.  I  did  say 
yesterday  that  perhaps  I  created  a  precedent. 
I  thought  it  was  fair  and  reasonable;  there- 

fore the  matter  was  handled  by  the  Speaker, 
which  is  proper. 

Mr.  Reid:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of 
privilege,  I  feel  personally,  sir,  that  my 
privileges  as  a  member  of  this  House  have 
been  breached,  because  of  the  little  discus- 

sion that  went  on  between  you  and  the 
leader  and  the  members  concerned.  I  sug- 

gest, sir- Mr.  MacDonald:  The  member  has  got  a 
lot  to  learn. 
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Mr.  Reid:  —that  this— the  ruling  I  have  no 
argument  with— but  I  do  object  as  a  member 
of  this  House  to  the  conclusion  and  the  deci- 

sion of  yourself  having  been  arrived  at  in 
that  particular  manner. 

Mr.  S hul man:  Doesn't  the  member  think 
he  should  read  Hansard  before  making  a 
statement  like  this? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  regret  very  much  that  the 
hon.  member  for  Rainy  River  feels  the  way 
he  does.  However,  the  decision  I  made  was 
made  on  my  own.  I  reconsidered  the  cir- 

cumstances. I  came  back  in  the  House  and 
I  made  the  order  that  I  did  make,  based 
upon  my  own  consideration  of  the  facts. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Let's  say  you  knuckled  in. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  That  one  won't  get the  member  a  headline. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  may  say 

that.  That's  in  keeping  with  his  language. 
Before  I  was  so  rudely  interrupted,  we  were 
dealing  with  statements  by  the  ministry. 

ROYAL  ASSENT  PROCEDURE 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  His  Hon- 
our, the  Lieutenant  Governor,  while  still 

suffering  some  disability,  is  prepared  to  give 
royal  asset  to  certain  bills  in  the  boardroom 
of  the  Toronto  General  Hospital  this  morning 

at  11  o'clock.  For  that  purpose,  Mr.  Speaker, the  clerk  and  myself  will  leave  to  attend 
upon  His  Honour  at  that  time,  and  Mr. 

Speaker  will  announce  His  Honour's  assent to  these  bills  on  our  return  to  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Statements  by  the  ministry. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  just  like  to  ask, 
Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of  order  and  since 
a  precedent  is  being  created  in  that  royal 
assent  is  not  being  given  in  this  chamber, 
what  is  the  background  associated  with  royal 
assents?  As  I  understand  it,  His  Honour  is 
to  give  royal  assent  in  a  public  place  and  I 
presume  the  boardroom  of  the  General  Hos- 

pital is  such  a  place.  Frankly,  I  am  de- 
lighted that  he  is  well  enough  to  continue 

participating  in  the  business  of  the  province 
in  this  way.  When  the  minister  mentioned 
to  me  before  the  House  sat  that  he  had 
looked  into  the  precedents,  I  think  it  would 
be  worthwhile  putting  them  on  the  record, 
since  this  is  the  first  time  that  this  has 
occurred.  As  we  know  there  are  precedents 
established  for  royal  assent  to  be  granted, 
by  the  Chief  Justice  and  perhaps  some  others, 
when  His  Honour  is  incapacitated. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  reply 
to  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition,  I  might  say 
that  when  the  situation  arose,  there  was 
communication  about  it.  In  the  normal 
course  of  events,  the  Chief  Justice  would 
come  and  grant  royal  assent  on  behalf  of 
His  Honour.  However,  on  investigation  we 

found  out  that  it  is  His  Honour's  preroga- 
tive, if  he  so  desires,  and  accordingly  we 

proceeded  this  way. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  perhaps  in  view  of  the  fact  that  on 
many  of  the  more  recent  occasions  where 
royal  assent  has  been  given,  the  Premier 
(Mr.  Davis)  and  other  members  of  the  cabinet 
have  been  outside  the  House  holding  press 
conferences  in  the  hall  when  His  Honour  is 
coming  in,  we  should  give  consideration  to 

His  Honour's  giving  royal  assent  outside  this 
House,  and  not  put  him  through  the  very 
embarrassing  procedure  of  having  to  walk 
past  a  bevy  of  newspaper  reporters  and  tele- 

vision cameras,  while  the  Premier  and  other 
cabinet  members  are  outside  the  House,  and 
coming  into  a  relatively  empty  House  here. 
I  think  we  should  reconsider  the  whole 

procedure. 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will 
take  the  remarks  of  the  hon.  member  under 

consideration.  In  regard  to  this  morning's 
proceedings,  there  will  be  no  recess  of  the 
House.    The  House  will  continue  sitting. 

Mr.  Deans:  Can  we  carry  on  with  the 
business,  do  you  think? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Statements  by  the  ministry. 

Oral  questions. 

FRENCH  COURSE  IN  SWITZERLAND 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  Premier  if  he  is  familiar  with 
a  programme  embarked  on  by  the  Peel 
Board  of  Education,  under  which  a  number 
of  students  who  can  scrape  together  $499 
are  going  to  be  taking  an  immersion  course 
in  French  in  Switzerland,  a  credit  for  which 
has  been  established  by  the  Ontario  Min- 

istry of  Education.  Does  he  believe  that 
French  can  be  studied  better  in  Switzer- 

land than,  let  us  say,  Quebec;  and,  secondly, 
is  he  not  fearful  that  a  certain  lack  of 
equality  of  opportunity  is  inherent  in  the 
requirement  of  a  $500  special  fee  for  those 
secondary  school  students  who  might  be  in 
an  affluent  enough  position  to  avail  them- 

selves of  this  opportunity? 
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Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 

would  just  say,  by  way  of  general  observa- 
tion, that  the  Peel  County  Board  of  Educa- 

tion is  a  very  excellent,  a  very  progressive 
board. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Let  us  take  that  as  read 

and  answer  the  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  board  has  developed 

a  number  of  policies  which  I  think  are  rele- 
vant in  the  educational  world  today.  I  can 

only  observe  that  what  I  know  of  the  pro- 
gramme I  have  read  in  the  local  news- 

papers. I  really  can't  comment  beyond  that. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Will 

the  Premier  undertake  to  read  beyond  per- 
haps what  is  in  the  local  newspapers  and 

to  report  to  the  House  the  cost  to  the  tax- 
payers of  sending  teachers  and  supervisory 

personnel  there? 
I  would  also  urge  him  to  consider  very 

carefully  the  precedent  of  establishing  a 
French  course  to  instruct  Ontario  students  in 

Switzerland.  Surely  he  realizes  he  would  get 
great  support  from  all  sides  if  we  could  work 
out  a  more  efficient  and  more  economical 
means  that  use  the  educational  facilities  in 

the  sister  province  of  Quebec  for  this 

purpose. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  be 
quite  prepared  to  see  what  the  cost  might 
be  to  the  provincial  taxpayer  as  a  whole  by 
way  of  any  legislative  grant  support,  which 
I  question  is  there.  I  shall  certainly  look 
into  that. 

As  it  relates  to  the  tax  contributions  from 

the  citizens  in  the  ridings  of  Peel  North  or 
Peel  South,  I  think  those  are  matters  that 
can  be  determined  within  the  county  itself. 
Certainly  as  far  as  any  general  tax  support 
is  concerned,  I  shall  endeavour  to  get  that 
information  for  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Will 

the  Premier,  as  a  former  Minister  of  Educa- 
tion, give  some  justification  to  the  House  for 

the  equating  of  a  three-week  trip  to  Switzer- 
land with  a  full  grade  12  course  in  French, 

which  equality  has  been  granted  by  the 
department. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  not  sure 
that  factually  there  has  been  any  equation 
or  recognition  that  a  full  credit  will  be  given 

for  three  weeks  of  French-language  instruc- 
tion. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  is  sanctioned  by  the 
ministry  as  the  equivalent  of  one  year  of 
grade   12. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will 
look  into  that.  I  question  whether  this  is  the 
equivalent  of  the  total  grade  12  programme, 

but  I'll  certainly  look  into  it.  As  far  as  I  am 
concerned,  I  think  there  is  merit— and  it  has 
been  done  on  other  occasions  not  related  to 

French,  but  in  other  courses— in  having  chil- 
dren from  other  school  districts  travelling  to 

Europe  and  elsewhere. 

I  personally  would  make  the  observation 
that,  as  part  of  an  educational  experience, 
travels  to  other  jurisdictions  really  are  quite 

relevant.  I  don't  think  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  could  object  to  this  very  strenu- 

ously. I  would  think  that  he  would  welcome 

some  of  these  programmes  in  his  own  capa- 
city as  a  former  teacher  within  the  educa- 

tional system. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  As  a  teacher,  I  wouldn't 
mind  being  paid  to  go  to  Switzerland  for 
three  weeks. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I'm  sure  he  wouldn't. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Although  I'm  sure  all  of  us 
agree  that  trips  like  this  can  be  helpful, 
would  it  not  be  more  relevant  to  have  such 

trips  to  Quebec  so  that  there  would  be  a 

greater  understanding  and  ability  to  com- 
municate with  our  own  sister  province? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  And  give  all  the  young 

people  a  chance,  not  just  the  affluent  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  This  government  has 

supported  the  concept  of  students  and 

other  personnel,  including  government  per- 
sonnel, visiting  the  Province  of  Quebec. 

There  is  no  question  that  this  is  highly 
desirable,  but  I  would  not  like  to  preclude 
the  visits  of  students  to  other  jurisdictions 
besides  the  Province  of  Quebec. 

ALGONQUIN  PARK 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  have  a  further  ques- 
tion of  the  Premier.  Can  he  report  the  status 

of  the  Algonquin  Park  Advisory  Committee 
which,  under  the  chairmanship  of  the  former 
Premier,  has  not  met  for  over  a  year?  And 
is  he  prepared  to  accept  the  continuation  of 
logging  in  the  park,  since  the  few  meetings 
of  the  advisory  committee  that  have  been 

held  tended  to  take  the  heat  off  his  pre- 

decessor's government  when  the  people 
seemed  to  be  more  deeply  concerned  with 

these  logging  practices  than  they  are  at  the 
present  time? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe  I 
recall  that  this   question  was   asked  by  the 
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leader  of  the  New  Democratic  Party  or  one 
of  that  group  of  the  Minister  of  Natural  Re- 

sources (Mr.  Bernier)  two  or  three  weeks 
ago.  I  will  see  what  was  said  on  that  occa- 

sion, check  it  out  with  the  Minister  of  Na- 
tural Resources  and  either  he  or  I  will  reply 

to  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  on  Monday 
or   Tuesday. 

ONTARIO   HYDRO   LABOUR  DISPUTE 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Labour.  He  indicated  to 
the  House  that  he  would  keep  us  informed 
as  to  the  negotiations  with  Ontario  Hydro. 
I  wonder  if  he  would  do  that  at  this  time? 

Hon.  F.  Guindon:  (Minister  of  Labour): 
Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  my  knowledge  no  meet- 

ings have  been  called  by  my  ministry  in  the 
next  couple  of  days.  However,  we  keep  in 
touch  with  both  parties  and  we  are  prepared 
to  convene  meetings  at  any  time  if  necessary. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Does 
the  absence  of  any  sort  of  emanation  of  a 
rotating  strike  policy  on  the  part  of  the 

union  indicate  that,  in  the  minister's  mind, 
there  is  a  chance  for  an  early  settlement? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
cannot  give  any  answer  to  this  at  the  present 
time.  The  only  comment  I  would  make  is 
that  I  was  pleased  to  hear  from  both  Hydro 
and  the  union  that  during  this  rotating  strike 
the  public  will  not  be  affected  by  the  strike 
action.  I  think  these  are  statements  made  by 
responsible  people. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Can  I  ask  Mr.  Speaker  a  ques- 
tion? May  I  ask  Mr.  Speaker  a  question 

shortly? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Yes,  we'll  go  back. 

LICENCE  SITUATION  OF 
CANADIAN  DRIVER  POOL 

Mr.  Lewis:  First,  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question 
of  the  Attorney  General,  if  I  may.  Has  Cana- 

dian Driver  Pool  Ltd.  a  licence  as  a  security 
guard  firm  now  in  Ontario? 

Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  (Attorney  General):  Not 
to  my  knowledge. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Not  to  the  minister's  knowl- 
edge, thank  you. 

MATERNITY  LEAVE  PROVISIONS 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question,  Mr.  Speaker,  of  the 

Minister  of  Labour.  I  haven't  had  an  oppor- 
tunity to  read  through  carefully  the  bills  that 

were  introduced  yesterday  but  am  I  right  in 
thinking  that  he  did  not  extend  the  maternity 
leave  benefit  provisions  to  equal  those  of  the 
federal  legislation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
maternity  leave  section  which  was  in  the 

WEEO  Act,  the  Women's  Equal  Employ- 
ment Opportunity  Act,  has  been  transferred, 

according  to  the  bill,  from  that  Act  to  the 
Employment  Standards  Act.  However,  there 
has  been  no  change  in  the  period  of  time  for 
the  maternity  leave. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Since  this  was  under  considera- 
tion, may  I  ask  why  that  is  the  case,  since 

Ontario's  provisions  now  give  12  weeks,  the 
federal  legislation  gives  16  weeks  and  Mani- 

toba's recent  legislation  now  gives  17  weeks? 
Why  was  it  not  possible  to  bring  it  into  line? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
the  federal  legislation  calls  for  15  weeks,  nine 
and  six.  Our  legislation  is  six  weeks  pre-natal, 
six  weeks  post-natal. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  We've  inquired, 

through  our  Women's  Bureau,  and  there  has 
been  no  pressure,  or  there  has  been  no 
recommendation  to  that  effect.  We  want  to 

wait.  Perhaps  we  may  bring  in  amendments 

later  but  at  this  point  in  time  we  didn't  feel it  was  necessary. 

EXPLANATION  FROM  TREASURER 
ON  EVENTS  IN  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Premier,  out  of  curiosity,  more  than  anything 
else.  Did  the  provincial  Treasurer  leave  a 
document  or  explanation  of  any  kind  behind 
him  to  be  read  to  the  House,  at  some  point, 
by  the  House  leader  or  by  the  Premier  in 
explanation  of  the  events  of  yesterday? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  some 

information  relating  to  the  matter.  The  pro- 
vincial Treasurer  will  be  here  on  Monday  and 

will  be  quite  prepared,  in  a  factual  way,  to 
deal  with  the  matter  that  was— I  was  going 

to  use  the  word  "discussed"— debated  here  in 
the  House  yesterday.  He  will  be  here  Monday 
afternoon. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  when 
the  Premier  says  he  has  some  information 
relating  to  the  matter,  is  that  information 
which  he  can  share  with  the  House? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  just 
endeavoured  to  obtain  some  of  the  factual 

matter  which,  I  think,  should  properly  be 
referred  to  by  the  Treasurer  when  he  is  here 
on  Monday. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Is  the  Premier  satisfied,  in  view 

of  what  he  has  ascertained,  that  the  Treas- 

urer's explanations  were  invalid? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it 
would  be  quite  proper  for  the  Treasurer  to 
deal  with  the  matter  on  Monday. 

Mr.  Lewis:  All  right. 

CENTRALIZED  PURCHASING 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question,  Mr.  Speaker,  of  the 
Minister  of  Government  Services.  Has  his 

ministry,  in  fact,  abandoned  centralized  pur- 
chasing? 

Hon.  J.  W.  Snow  (Minister  of  Government 

Services):  Mr.  Speaker,  in  no  way  has  my 
ministry  abandoned  centralized  purchasing 
although  we  do  not,  in  any  way,  attempt  to 
centralize  all  government  purchasing. 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  If  the  ministry  has  not  abandoned 
it,  how  does  the  minister  explain  the  ad 
which  his  ministry  put  in  over  his  name, 

asking  for  a  director  to  administer  the  de- 
velopment of  a  decentralized  government 

supply  system? 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
familiar  with  the  exact  wording  of  that  ad  or 
of  that  position,  but  I  will  certainly  look  into 
it. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  minister  had  to  start  with 
it. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Did  the  minister  say  he  is 
not  familiar  with  this  ad? 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Yes. 

DWELLING  INSURANCE  INCREASE 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  one  last 
question  directed  to  the  Minister  of  Con- 

sumer and  Commercial  Relations.  I  shall 

phrase  it  in  a  way  which  will  prolong  it 
sufficiently  to  allow  him  to   reach  his   seat. 

May  I  ask  the  minister,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  he 
can  now  report  to  the  House  on  the  status 
of  the  correspondence  or  discussions  between 

the  registrar  of  insurance  and  the  various 
companies  involved  in  habitation  insurance, 
since  apparently  they  are  now  backing  away 
from  the  immediate  implementation  of  this 

premium  increase?  Where  do  we  stand? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Our  communication  is 

constant.  I  think  that  possibly  in  the  course 
of  this  day  we  are  approaching  them  again. 
Therefore,  I  would  not  like  to  have  to  give 
a  definitive  answer  to  the  question. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Would  the  minister  give  it  at 

the  beginning  of  the  week? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  shall  make  every 
endeavour. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Thank  you.  That's  all,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Minister  of  the 

Environment  has  the  answer  to  a  previous 

question. 

POLLUTION  PROBLEM  AT 
CANADIAN  GYPSUM 

Hon.  J.  A.  C.  Auld  (Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment): Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon.  member 

for  Waterloo  North  (Mr.  Good)  asked  me  a 

few  days  ago  about  the  status  of  charges 

laid  by  my  ministry  against  Canadian  Gyp- 
sum. At  the  present  time,  there  are  nine 

charges  outstanding,  five  in  relation  to  the 
Oak  St.  plant  and  four  against  the  Oxford 

Dr.  plant.  On  three  of  those,  there's  a  hear- 
ing today  to  set  dates  for  trial;  on  the  re- 

maining four,  there  is  presently  a  hearing 
planned  for  July  14  to  set  dates.  No  charges 
have  been  dropped.  My  legal  people  tell 
me  that  under  section  710,  subsection  1  of 
the  provincial  Summary  Convictions  Act, 
charges  may  be  set  over  ad  infinitum  with 
consent  of  all  parties.  If,  however,  consent 
by  all  parties  is  not  obtained,  the  date  must 
be  set  within  eight  days. 

LANDFILL  IN  KEMPENFELT  BAY 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  The  Leader  of  the  Oppo- 

sition asked  me  if  I  could  get  further  infor- 
mation on  dumping  in  Kempenfelt  Bay  by 

the  city  of  Barrie.  The  information  I  have 
from  my  people,  Mr.  Speaker,  indicates  that 
there  have  been  no  sewage  or  industrial 
waste  bypasses  into  Kempenfelt  Bay,  to  our 
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knowledge,  since  August,  1970.  There  was 
then  a  prosecution  of  the  city  for  that  by- 

pass. However,  during  an  emergency  situa- 
tion on  May  15  of  this  year,  the  city  of 

Barrie  requested  that  a  bypass  be  allowed  at 
the  Toronto  St.  pumping  station.  Permission 
was  granted.  However,  the  emergency  re- 

pairs were  effective  without  a  bypass  being 
necessary. 

Again,  on  June  12  of  this  year,  the  city 
engineer  informed  us  that  construction  work 
on  the  new  primary  clarifier  would  require 
using  the  Toronto  St.  pumping  station  wet 
well  as  a  storage  tank  to  reduce  flow  from 
the  pumping  station.  The  work  was  done 
successfully  without  a  bypass  being  necessary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 

COMPANY  REGISTRATION 
APPLICATION 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Mr. 

Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Con- 
sumer and  Commercial  Relations:  Has  the 

company,  Dare  To  Be  Great  Canada  1971 
Ltd.,  applied  for  registration  under  the  Pyra- 

mid Selling  Act,  which  I  presume,  has  now 
been  proclaimed? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
aware  of  the  importance  of  the  question  that 

is  before  me;  inasmuch  as  that  detail  isn't 
in  my  mind  this  morning,  I'll  have  to  inquire and  find  out  an  answer  for  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Good:  A  supplementary:  Does  the 
minister  know  if  any  pyramid  companies 
have  applied  for  registration  under  the  new 
Act? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Yes. 

Mr.  Good:  Pardon? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Yes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Port 
Arthur. 

NODC  LOAN 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  A  question 
of  the  Premier,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Is  the  Premier  aware  that  at  the  CRTC 
hearings  in  Kingston  on  Wednesday  last, 
which  heard  an  application  from  Thunder 
Bay  Electronics  Ltd.,  to  which  this  govern- 

ment has  lent  $660,000  in  a  Northern  Ontario 
Development  Corp.  loan,  that  it  was  revealed 

that  the  CTV  feed  going  into  northwestern 
Ontario  in  that  project  would  originate  in 
Winnipeg?  Is  his  government  reconsidering 

the  loan,  in  view  of  the  Premier's  statement 
to  this  House  on  May  4,  in  which  he  said 
one  of  the  main  reasons  for  granting  the  loan 
was  the  early  establishment  of  a  regional 

television  network  to  "emphasize  Ontario  and 
northwestern  Ontario  news  content?" 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  not 
reconsidering  our  loan.  I  think  it  is  under- 

stood that,  initially,  a  part  of  the  CTV  net- 
work programming  will  emanate  from  Win- 

nipeg. There  is  no  question  about  that.  But 
it  still  does  give  the  second  service  to  the 
northwest,  starting  with  Thunder  Bay  and 
eventually  extending  beyond  that.  As  the 
second  network  or  second  service  is  devel- 

oped, there  will  be  without  any  question 
greater  availability  of  local  news  resources 
and  local  programming  I  would  think,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  hon.  member  would  welcome 
this.  If  he  is  saying  to  me  that  the  govern- 

ment should  cut  off  this  loan  because  some  of 
the  CTV  network  programmes  emanate  from 
Winnipeg,  perhaps  he  should  state  that  point 

of  view  and  I  would  state  to  him  I  don't 
agree  with  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It's  quite  a  debate  the 
Premier  is  carrying  with  himself. 

Mr.  Foulds:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker 

—I'll  ignore  the  red  herring  that  the  Premier 
has  drawn  across  this  discussion— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  is  the  member  in 

favour  of  it  or  isn't  he? 

Mr.  Foulds:  First  of  all,  I— any  member— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Of  course,  he  is. 

Mr.  Foulds:  If  the  Premier  is  asking  me  a 

question,  I  think  he- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  member  have 

a  supplementary  question? 

Mr.  Foulds:  The  supplementary  is:  Did 

the  Ontario  government  have  any  representa- 
tives at  the  hearing  in  view  of  their  commit- 
ment to  the  project? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  be- lieve we  had  any  representatives  at  the  CRTC 
hearings.  The  CRTC  is  an  agency  functioning 
under  aegis  of  the  federal  government,  of 
course,  relating  to  the  issuance  of  licences. 
As  it  relates  to  this  particular  application  the 
provincial  interest,  of  course,  is  to  have  a 
second  service  so  we  would  not  be  there  to 
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object  to  anything  at  the  hearings.  Certainly, 
to  my  knowledge,  we  were  not. 

Mr.  Foulds:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Is  the  Ministry  of  Industry  and  Tourism, 
interested  enough  in  the  project  to  get  a 
transcript  of  the  hearings? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sure 
if  there  was  some  reason  for  them  to  do  so 

they  would  be  interested.  I  have  as  yet,  dur- 
ing these  few  minutes  of  questioning,  found 

no  reason  why  the  ministry  should  be  inter- 
ested in  a  transcript.  If  the  hon.  member  has 

some  information  that  we  don't  have  which 
would  make  it  necessary  for  us  to  obtain  a 
transcript,  if  he  would  let  me  know  I  would 
be  delighted  to  check  it  out  with  the  minister. 

Mr.  Foulds:  A  supplementary:  Doesn't  the 
Premier  consider  a  three  quarter  million  dollar 
commitment  to  the  company  involved  suffi- 

cient reason  to  be  interested? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  quite  obvi- 
ously the  three  quarter  million  dollar  or 

$600,000  and  some  commitment  represents  a 
very  firm  undertaking  on  the  part  of  the 
government  that  we  want  to  see  a  second 
service  extended  into  the  northwest.  I  get 

right  back  to  the  question  raised  initially— is 
the  hon.  member,  Mr.  Speaker,  saying  that 

we  shouldn't  do  this?  Perhaps  he  should 
make  that  point  of  view  known  to  his  con- 
stituents. 

Mr.  Foulds:  I  think  the  Premier  should 
ensure  that  it  is  a  municipal  northwestern 
Ontario  service. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  certainly  it  is. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre. 

SUBSIDY  SUGGESTED  FOR 
ONTARIO-MADE  GOODS 

Mr.  Deacon:  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Premier.  The  Premier  may  recall  that  a  few 
weeks  ago  he  sent  out  a  letter  to  many  indus- 

tries around  the  province  suggesting  that  they 
give  students  summer  employment;  one  of  the 
replies  asked  the  Premier  about  giving  pref- 

erence to  Ontario-made  products  in  some 
form  or  another. 

If  the  province  were  to  subsidize  the  pur- 
chase of  Ontario-made  products  in  preference 

to  imported  products,  where  the  subsidy 
would  result  in  increased  student  summer 
employment  at  a  price  per  job  far  below  our 
present  programme  cost,   would  he  consider 

such    subsidy    an    interference    with    federal 
trade  agreements? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Obviously,  Mr.  Speaker, 

we  are  not  contemplating  any  provincial  sub- 
sidy to  Ontario  firms  to  create  further  sum- 
mer employment. 

Mr.  Deacon:  But  for  Ontario-based— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  As  I  say,  for  Ontario- 
made  goods,  we  are  not  contemplating  that 
for  the  creation  of  summer  employment. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Even  though  it  would  mean 
much  lower  costs? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  St. 
David. 

Mrs.  M.  Scrivener  (St.  David):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  a  question  of  the  Provincial  Secretary 
for  Social  Development  (Mr.  Welch),  but  I 

don't  believe  he  is  in  his  place. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Rainy 
River. 

NEED  FOR  VETERINARY 
LABORATORY  IN  NORTH 

Mr.  Reid:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have 
a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and 
Food.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  nearest 
laboratory  to  northwestern  Ontario  is  located 
in  Hearst,  I  believe,  and  that  veterinarians  in 
the  northwest  region  have  to  send  their 
samples  to  Winnipeg  for  analysis,  will  the 
minister  consider  placing  or  building  a 
laboratory  for  analysis  in  northwestern 
Ontario? 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agri- 
culture and  Food):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  take 

the  question  as  notice. 

Mr.  Reid:  Can  I  ask,  by  way  of  supple- 
mentary, if  the  minister  has  also  reconsidered 

a  programme  of  providing  funds  at  low  inter- 
est rates  for  veterinarians  to  set  up  their  own 

clinics  across  the  Province  of  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  we 

don't  intend  to  embark  on  that  project.  There 
has  been  a  great  deal  of  study  given  to  it  in 
the  past.  We  have  assured  those  who  have 
come  to  us  in  the  past  asking  for  such 
information  on  whether  or  not  we  intended 
to  do  this,  following  a  study  made  by  the 
practitioners  of  the  veterinary  medical  pro- 

fession's large  animal  practice,  that  we  will 
not  be  providing  that  type  of  assistance. 
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Many  of  them  have  formed  their  own 
clinics  and  have  grouped  together.  We  are 

very  much  in  favour  of  that;  in  fact  we've 
encouraged  them  to  go  ahead.  Many  of  them 
have  done  that  on  their  own  basis  and,  in 
fact,  in  the  urban  communities  there  are  a 
great  many  animal  clinics  that  are  operating 
on  the  same  basis,  none  of  which  have  been 
provided  with  any  subsidy  through  this 
provincial  government. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

REMOVAL  OF  ABANDONED 
AUTOMOBILES 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  the  Environment:  In  the  launch- 

ing of  his  plan  for  gathering  up  abandoned 
automobiles,  how  did  he  select  the  few  com- 

munities across  the  province  where  this  plan 
would  be  instituted. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  actually  we're 
doing  it  province- wide.  We  have  sent  out 
teams  of  students,  actually,  who  are  working 
out  of,  I  think,  five  centres  as  bases.  We 
picked  them  really  as  being  convenient  places 
where  we  presently  have  our  own  staff  and 
where  we  have  office  space  and  so  on. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Speaker,  can  the  minister 
give  us  some  report  on  how  they  will  be 
working,  or  why  they  selected  these  com- 

munities? Are  there  more  abandoned  auto- 
mobiles there?  What  about  the  rest  of  the 

province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  hopefully  we 
will  cover  the  entire  province,  but  we  simply 
have  a  base  from  which  to  work  in  the  various 
areas  where  the  centres  are  located.  But  our 
intention  is  to  cover  the  whole  province, 
working  with  municipalities  and  with  various 
salvage  people  who  can  give  us  some  idea 
where  to  look,  in  effect. 

Mr.  Good:  Supplementary:  With  the 
$180,000,  I  think,  that  was  allocated,  how 
many  abandoned  wrecks  does  the  minister 
expect  to  be  taken  in  and  disposed  of  this 
summer,  with  that  amount? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Well,  hopefully  $180,000 

worth  I  guess.  But  I  really  can't  tell  the  hon. 
member.  As  I  mentioned  in  the  estimates, 

since  this  is  a  new  programme  and  we're 
really  on  the  active  research  stage,  I  really 

can't  give  a  specific  answer.  A  lot  will 
depend,  as  I  said,  on  locations  where  we  find 

these  vehicles,  how  far  they  are  away  from 
scrapyards,  what  the  price  of  scrap  may  be, 
how  much  is  collected  and  how  far  away  it 
is  from  those  places  where  it  will  be  used. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

OTTAWA  AREA 
REGIONAL  TRANSIT  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'd  like  to 
direct  a  question  to  the  Premier,  in  the 
absence  of  other  ministers  who  are  respon- 

sible in  this  field.  In  view  of  the  government's 
professed  concern  for  public  transportation, 
could  the  Premier  explain  why  it  is  now  more 
than  a  year  since  government  ministers 
promised  to  pass  legislation  to  permit  a 
regional  transit  system  in  the  Ottawa  area 
and  where  is  the  legislation  now? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'd  be 
delighted  to  discuss  this  with  the  Minister 
of  Transportation  and  Communications  (Mr. Carton). 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 

position. 

WATER  TOWER  INSTALLATION 
IN  RENFREW 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  the  Environment:  Does  he 
recall  sending  information  to  me  about  the 
decisions  of  the  water  resources  board  to 
locate  a  water  tower  in  the  town  of  Renfrew 

in  a  residential  park  area?  The  minister  indi- 
cates    yes  . 

Does  he  realize  that  the  construction  of 
the  tower  is  going  to  begin  early  next  week 
and  that  many  of  the  citizens  of  Renfrew 
feel  that  they  have  not  properly  had  an 
opportunity  to  object  to  the  location  of  this 
tower  where  it  has  been  decided  by  the 
water  resources  board  that  it  be  located,  and 
would  the  minister  undertake  to  delay  it, 
pending  some  further  research  into  this 
matter? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  hon. 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  indicated,  I  did 
send  the  information  over  to  his  office  on 

this  question.  I'm  aware  that  there  has  been 
some  objection.  I  received  objections,  or  an 
indication  of  objections,  from  a  group  there. 

However,  basically,  the  problem  is  this. 
The  site  was  selected  by  the  consulting  en- 

gineer employed  by  the  city;  OWRC— at  least 
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the  Ministry  of  the  Environment— is  con- 
structing the  project.  Originally  the  project 

approval  before  the  OMB  was  for  $1.4  mil- 
lion odd.  The  Municipal  Board  indicated 

that  it  had  to  be  reduced  by  $100,000,  and 

that's  the  way  the  system  has  been  designed. 
First  of  all,  the  contract  has  been  awarded 

and  the  contractor  is  on  the  site.  Tenders 

were  called,  I  believe,  on  May  14.  I  think 
this  was  public  knowledge. 

The  only  site  suggested  by  the  consulting 
engineer  is  the  one  which  was  selected  and 
the  council  approved  it  unanimously.  A 
good  deal  of  the  standpipe  is  prefabricated 
and  the  material  is  presently  on  the  site. 
Whether  it  would  be  suitable  for  another 

site,  if  such  were  found,  I  don't  know. 
I  am  informed  that  any  other  site— and 

there  are  two,  or  three,  or  four  other  places, 

I  suppose— could  be  used,  if  people  didn't 
object  to  them.  One,  I  understand,  is  the 
fair  grounds  and  the  fair  ground  board  said 

it  wouldn't  consider  it.  It  would  increase 

the  cost.  The  minimum  increase,  I'm  told, 
would  be  something  in  the  order  of  $90,000 
to  $100,000. 

The  town  is  very  anxious  that  the  project 
proceed,  because  there  are  two  industries 
involved  which  are  going  to  require  water 
and  which  the  town  hopes  will  locate  in 

Renfrew— where  they  certainly  need  employ- 
ment—this fall  if  the  supply  is  available,  as 

I  indicated,  I  think,  in  the  information  I  sent 

to  the  leader's  office.  We  are  acting  really 
on  behalf  of  the  town.  If  we  were  to  delay 
it,  I  think,  in  addition  to  incurring  costs  for 
any  other  site,  such  as  a  higher  capital  cost, 
we  would  well  be  in  the  position  of  having 
to  deal  with  the  contractor  for  damages, 
because  the  contract  has  been  awarded  and 
he  is  about  to  start  work. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Did 
the  citizens  who  might  have  wanted  to 
register  an  objection  have  an  opportunity  to 
register  those  objections  before  council  or 
the  OMB? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I  believe  that  they  regis- 
tered their  objections  to  the  council.  I  am 

not  aware  of  the  details.  At  at  least  one  and 

perhaps  more  council  meetings,  I  believe 
objections  were  raised.  As  I  say,  the  coun- 

cil, according  to  the  mayor  who  called  me, 
was  unanimous  that  it  wanted  the  project 
to  go  ahead. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Supplementary,  then,  from 
the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  In  view  of  the  explanation 
by  the  minister,  is  the  ministry  willing  to 
provide  an  equivalent  amount  of  parkland 
to  replace  that  which  is  now  being  taken 
out  of  park  use  by  the  tower? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  using 

city  property  which,  apparently,  had  been 
used  for  park  purposes,  but  was  not  zoned 
as  such.  We  are  building  it  for  the  town; 
so  I  assume  that  the  town  will  look  after 

that  part  of  the  question  if,  in  its  view,  this 
is  necessary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

POSITION  OF  DENTURISTS 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Premier.  Does  the  Premier  con- 

template any  legislative  change  or  any  state- 
ment from  the  government  prior  to  the  end 

of  this  current  session,  in  order  to  clear  up 
the  dilemma  surrounding  the  operation  of 
denturists  in  the  Province  of  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Operation  of  what? 

Mr.  Deans:  Of  denturists  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  pos- 
sible that  the  Minister  of  Health  (Mr.  Porter) 

may  have  some  observations  on  this  matter 
on  Monday  or  Tuesday  and,  if  he  has,  that 

will  be  an  answer  to  the  hon.  member's 

question. 

Mr.  Singer:  He  has  or  he  hasn't? 
Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  If  he  does  not,  then  the 

hon.  member  will  ask  the  question  again  on 
Wednesday  or  Thursday. 

Mr.   Deans:   By  way   of  a   supplementary 

question- Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  If  you  say  so. 

Mr.   Deans:    —might   I   ask   the   Premier- 

Mr.  Singer:  Then  I  would  say- 

Mr.  Deans:   —if  he  is   aware  that  a  great 
number  of  prosecutions  are  going  on  in  the 
province    now    and    there    are    prosecutions 
likely  all  summer  and  into  the  fall?  It  seems 

ridiculous  to  make  these  people  suffer— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker.  Mr.   Speaker:    Question? 
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Mr.  Sargent:  He  said  is  he  aware. 

Mr.  Deans:  —pending  the  legislative 
change. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Yes,  I  am  aware. 

Mr.  Deans:  Will  the  government  do  some- 
thing about  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  am  concerned. 

Mr.    MacDonald:    Supplementary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
South. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Doe's  the  prospect  of  the 
Minister  of  Health's  making  some  comment 
on  this  include  a  tabling  of  the  study  which 
has  been  done  of  the  denturists? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the 

Minister  of  Health— and  I'm  just  going  by 
memory  now— made  some  observations  relat- 

ed to  this,  prior  to  his  own  involvement  with 
the  medical  service  industry  in  this  province, 
where  he  indicated  that  probably  the  report 
would  be  tabled. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  member  for 

Huron-Bruce    have    a    supplementary? 

Mr.   M.   Gaunt   (Huron-Bruce):   No. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

PREMIER'S   STAFF 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  two-point  question  of  the 
Premier,  Mr.  Speaker:  With  regard  to  the 
great  expansion  in  his  office— a  300  per  cent 
expansion  in  people  and  a  $750,000  budget- 
would  he  guarantee  the  House  that  at  no 
time  will  this  number  exceed  the  population 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario? 

Secondly,  could  he  tell  the  House  if  any 
federal  Conservative  business  is  being  done 
by  these  people  in  his  office? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  try  to 
reply  in  a  very  constrained  fashion,  knowing 
the  sensitivities  of  the  hon.  member  these 
days,  and  observe  to  him  that  there  are  not 

300  some  people  in  the  Premier's  office. 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  300  per  cent  increase. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  term  used  was  some 
300  people;   there   are  not  300  people. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  didn't  say  300  people.  I 
said  it's  a  300  per  cent  increase— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  can  assure  him  that  the 

complement  in  the  office  is  in  the  neighbour- 
hood of— we  may  get  into  it  later  today  or 

Monday  or  Tuesday;  some  time  I  hope  be- 
fore Friday— of  some  65  persons;  in  that  gen- 

eral neighbourhood,  I  don't  expect  that  figure 
will  mushroom  to  close  to  eight  million. 

Mr.  Reid:  Not  until  after  the  federal 
election! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would  think  that  might 
even  be  obvious  to  the  hon.  member  although 
he  may  have  some  difficulty  in  discerning 
these   things. 

I  can  also  assure  him  I  don't  know  what 
he  means  by  Progressive  Conservative  fed- 

eral business.  If  he  is  referring  to  the  very 
important  activities  of  the  Progressive  Con- 

servative Party  federally  to  unseat  the  pres- 
ent Liberal  administration  in  Ottawa,  which 

I  am  sure  he  would  philosophically  support 
in  any  event,  I  can  assure  him  none  of  that 

activity  is  going  on  within  the  Premier's 
office. 

Mr.    Sargent:    A    supplementary    question: 
My  concern  is  that  the  taxpayers  >are  paying 
for     Conservative     Party     business     out     of 

Queen's  Park- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Question? 

Mr.   Sargent:   Is  this  happening? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  say 
that  it  is  certainly  not  happening.  If  we  on 
this  side  of  the  House  had  the  opportunity 
to  ask  questions,  we  might  ask  what  is  going 
on  with  the  Liberal  caucus  office  as  it  relates 

to  some  of  these  matters,  but  I  won't. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please!  The  hon. 
member  for  Sandwich- Riverside. 

NEW  TORONTO  AIRPORT 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Premier:  What  is 

the  Premier's  reaction  to  the  warning  in  this 
morning's  press  that  spring  floods  and  fre- 

quent fogs  may  result  from  the  building  of 
a  new  Toronto  international  airport  at 
Pickering,  according  to  the  report  of  two 

prominent— Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Who  said  that? 

Mr.  Burr:  Dr.  Osmond  Solandt,  whom  the 
Premier  knows. 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  He  is  the  government's  con- sultant. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  haven't 
discussed  this   with— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  He  is  the  Premier's  reli- 
able  man,  remember? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —Dr.  Solandt,  but  I  am 
delighted  to  -see  at  least  one  member  of  the 
New  Democratic  Party  using  Dr.  Solandt  as 
a  source  after  what  they  observed  about  him 
yesterday  to  me.  This  is  a  real  revelation! 
I  am  delighted  to  see  this  kind  of  question 
being  asked,  but  I  have  to  say  very  frankly 

I  haven't  discussed  it  with  Dr.   Solandt. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  Premier  ignores  him 
now,  is  that  right? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No,  not  at  all.  We  don't 
operate  that  way  on  this  side  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce. 

Interjections  by  hon.   members. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  the  Environment- 

Mr.    Speaker:    Order,    please!    There    is    a 
supplementary,  I  believe. 

Mr.  Burr:  Would  the  Premier  give  us  his 
opinion  on  Monday  after  he  has  had  time  to 
read  the  report? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the 
member  is  presuming  a  great  deal  as  far  as 
my  limited  abilities  are  concerned  to  give  an 
opinion,  after  reading  the  report,  as  to  the 
creation  of  fog. 

I  mean,  I  might  give  an  opinion  as  to  the 
creation  of  fog  in  this  Legislature  from  time 
to  time  but  certainly  not  as  it  relates  to  the 

airport.  I  don't  know  that  I  will  have  an 
opportunity  to  read  the  report  over  the  week- 

end and  even  if  I  did  I  would  have  to  con- 
fess, Mr.  Speaker,  I  may  not  be  in  a  position 

to  offer  a  personal  point  of  view— even  if  I  do 
have  the  time. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Huron-Bruce. 

POLLUTION  OF  MAITLAND  RIVER 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  the  Environment.  Since 

Dr.  Frank  Mills,  the  medical  officer  of  health 
for  Huron  county,  has  called  the  Maitland 

River  "an  outhouse  for  Perth  county,"  based 

on  his  recent  surveys  conducted  on  that  river, 
what  is  the  water  resources  branch  doing 
about  this  problem  over  and  above  what 
they  have  already  done  in  recent  weeks? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
familiar  in  detail  with  the  matter  that  the 

hon.  member  is  discussing,  but  as  far  as 
the  industrial  end  is  concerned  this  is  our 

responsibility.  I  believe  that  any  discharges 
there  are  presently  in  the  process  of  being 
controlled. 

As  far  as  private  waste  is  concerned,  pres- 
ently it  is  the  responsibility  of  the  local 

health  unit  to  see  that  the  sources  are  cleaned 

up.  I  will  get  an  up  to  date  report  on  what 
the  situation  is.  Am  I  right  in  recalling  that 
we  have  just  issued  a  report  on  that  water 
course? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Not  to  my  knowledge;  not  re- 
cently; a  while  ago. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I  will  get  further  informa- 
tion for  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  A  supplementary:  When  the 
minister  is  looking  into  this  matter  would 
he  also  check  into  the  matter  having  to  do 
with  the  aeration  pumps?  I  believe  that  only 
one  out  of  the  two  has  been  working.  Would 
he  also  check  that  matter? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Is  the  hon.  member  talk- 
ing about  the  Listowel  plant? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Yes,  that  is  what  is  causing 

the  problem. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I  am  informed  actually 
on  that  one,  there  have  been  no  discharges 
from  the  lagoon  this  year;  we  have  made 
arrangements  for  spray  irrigation  so  that 

there  won't  be  any.  At  present,  one  of  the 
aerators  is  working,  the  second  one  is 
having  a  larger  motor  installed  and  the  third 
one  is  on  order,  so  we  assume  we  will  have 
two  running. 

One  of  the  problems  that  concerns  us  is 
the  discharge  from  the  Campbell  Soup  Co.; 
we  are  trying  to  meter  this  so  that  we  can 

keep  a  closer  track  on  the  load  on  that  par- 
ticular lagoon.  But  I  know  that  there  has 

been  no  discharge  from  that  lagoon  this 

year. Mr.  Gaunt:  A  supplementary:  In  view  of 
what  the  minister  says,  Dr.  Mills  apparently 
found  that  there  was  some  undigested  sewage 

material  being  dumped  into  the  river.  Per- 
haps the  minister  could  also  look  into  that 
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in    view    of    the    information    he    has    been 

given? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  may 
be,  but  my  information  is  that  it  is  not 
coming  from  the  lagoon. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  St.  David. 

SALARIES  PAID  TO  PROFESSORS 
WATKINS  AND  LAXER 

Mrs.  Scrivener:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to 
address  a  question  to  the  Provincial  Secre- 

tary for  Social  Development  in  the  absence 
of  the  Minister  of  Colleges  and  Universities 
(Mr.  Kerr). 

Further  to  the  question  I  addressed  to 
the  Ministry  of  Colleges  and  Universities 
several  weeks  ago  concerning  the  status  of 
Professors  Laxer  and  Watkins,  I  wish  addi- 

tional clarification  of  the  answer  provided 
by  the  ministry  in  Hansard  for  June  20, 
1972,  on  page  3966,  in  view  of  the  sentence 

in  that  statement,  which  reads:  "Outside 
activities  should  be  in  keeping  with  the  in- 

dividual's obligations  to  his  primary  em- 
ployers, the  university ." 

My  question  is,  how  does  the  ministry 

define  "obligations"  in  this  context?  And 
does  organizing  a  political  party  or  standing 
for  a  political  office  fall  within  this  context, 
or  would  these  be  considered  a  conflict  of 
interests? 

An  hon.  member:  Good  question! 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Secretary 
for  Justice):  I  think  the  member  for  Scar- 

borough West  is  putting  her  up  to  this! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

An  hon.  member:  She'll  be  over  on  their 
side  on  Monday! 

Mr.  Shulman:  We  would  be  very  happy  if 
they  would  keep  him  at  the  university! 

An  hon.  member:  Have  a  pleasant  week- 
end! 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  There  are  gale  force 
winds  in  Orillia. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I 

didn't  think  anybody  would  wield  a  double- 
edged  axe  after  the  election. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  The  hon.  min- 
ister has  the  floor. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Who  says  she  doesn't realize? 

Hon.  R.  Welch  (Provincial  Secretary  for 
Social  Development):  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
hon.  member  asks  me  to  comment  on  an 

answer  by  the  ministry  to  the  particular 
question  to  which  she  made  reference.  I 
suppose  this  involves  some  interpretation  of 
extracurricular  activities,  and  if  I  might  be 
excused  from  being  a  bit  partisan  and  per- 

sonal, I  would  hope  that  perhaps  the  men  in 
question  might  carry  on  their  extracurricular 
activities.  Perhaps  in  the  long  run  they  will 
be  doing  the  people  of  this  province  a  great 
service  in  restoring  the  two-party  system  to 
Ontario. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Grey-Bruce. 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  supplementary— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Any  truth  in  the 
rumours  that  they  want  him  to  mark  papers 
this  weekend? 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  Why  don't 
they  give  the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Social 
Development  more  work  to  do? 

Mr.  Reid:  Why  don't  they  give  him  some- 
thing to  do? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  had  four  questions  yes- terday! 

Mr.  MacDonald:  If  I  get  a  chance,  we  will 
have  one  more  today. 

Mr.  Reid:  He  didn't  answer  one  of  them. 
He  said  he  would  refer  them  to  the  minister. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Grey-Bruce 
has  the  floor. 

INVERHURON  PROVINCIAL  PARK 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  question  of  the  Minister  of 
the  Environment:  Has  the  minister  anything 

to  report  to  the  much-rumoured  report  of  the 
closing  of  Inverhuron  park  due  to  the  leakage 
of  hydrogen  sulphide  from  Douglas  Point? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
that  the  hon.  member  might  address  that 
question  to  the  minister  responsible  for  the 
park,  the  Minister  of  Natural  Resources,  when 
he  is  here.  The  information  that  I  have  is 

that  the- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  is  his  responsibility. 

Hon  Mr.  Auld:  Perhaps  the  hon.  member 
can  ask  hs  colleagues.  They  seem  to  have  the 
answers  over  there. 

Mr.  Reid:  We  know  more  about  it. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 

It  seems  otherwise,  doesn't  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  The  information  that  I 
have,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  the  Atomic  Energy 
Control  Board,  on  the  advice  of  its  advisory 
committee,  which  consists  of  representatives 
of  my  ministry,  the  Ministry  of  Labour,  the 
Ministry  of  Health  and  the  federal  depart- 

ments of  Health  and  of  the  Environment, 
recommended  that  the  plant  operate  on  a  10 
per  cent  basis  during  July  and  August  while 
they  were  checking  it  out  and  making  sure 
that  it  was  running  properly.  And  in  that  case 
there  would  be  no  requirement  to  do  any- 

thing about  Inverhuron  park. 

They  are  planning  quite  a  number  of  safe- 
guards, which  I  detailed  in  the  House,  I 

believe  two  or  three  days  ago  at  some  length, 
which  caused  some  concern  on  the  other  side. 
If  the  hon.  member  would  like  to  look  up 

Hansard,  I  think  he'll  see  the  story  there. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
It  is  a  matter  of  record  that  they  are  going  to 
build  huts  to  protect  people  from  possible 

leakage.  Is  this  under  the  minister's  control? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  No,  Mr.  Speaker.  As  I 
indicated,  as  far  as  the  heavy  water  plant  is 
concerned,  it  is  owned  by  Atomic  Energy  of 
Canada  Ltd.  and  the  safety  requirements  are 
set  by  the  Atomic  Energy  Control  Board. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Why  can't  the  minister  find 
out  something,  bring  the  report  to  the  House, 
and  tell  us  what  is  going  on? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  If  the  hon.  member  would 

look  up  Hansard,  he  will  see  quite  a  com- 
plete statement  of  mine  there,  I  think  a  week 

or  so  ago. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  asked  the  minister  last  week 

and  he  didn't  know  anything  about  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 
It's  York  South. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Pardon  me,  York  South. 

ALGONQUIN  COLLEGE 

Mr.  MacDonald:  A  question  of  the  Provin- 
cial Secretary  for  Social  Development.  With 

reference  to  the  situation  in  the  Algonquin 
College  school  of  business,  apart  from  the 
alleged  conflict  of  interest,  a  search  into 
which  is  being  investigated  by  the  college 
itself— and  I  agree  that  is  appropriate— does 
the  minister  not  feel  that  it  is  time  for  the 

council  of  regents  to  move  in  to  deal  with 
all  of  the  new  problems  which  have  been 
created,  because  of  what  I  think  are  extra- 

ordinary investigatory  procedures  and  which 
have  now  got  a  whole  crossfire  of  threatened firings? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  made 
reference  to  this  yesterday  when  the  member 
for  Ottawa  Centre  raised  the  same  point.  It 
may  well  be,  once  the  minister  has  the 
results  of  the  particular  study  being  under- 

taken by  the  chairman  of  the  board  and  the 
president  of  that  college,  that  he  might  well 
want  to  take  into  consideration  the  method  of 
the  investigation  that  the  member  for  York 
South  has  mentioned  and  some  of  the  ancil- 

lary problems  that  may  or  not  have  developed 
by  virtue  of  the  procedures  followed  in  that 
investigation.  I  think  that  perhaps  it  would 
be  fair  enough  to  say  that  the  minister  would 
be  able  to  take  that  into  consideration  at  the 

time  he  has  the  report  of  the  specific  investi- 

gation. 
Mr.  MacDonald:  By  way  of  supplementary 

of  the  minister,  if  I  may  paraphrase  a  winter 
slogan,  why  wait,  why  not  do  it  now? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  think  the  matter  will 
have  to  wait  the  receipt  of  the  report  by  the 
minister. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Supplementary,  yes. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Now  that  the  minister  is 

aware  that  there  are,  in  fact,  two  real  sub- 
jects of  inquiry,  the  original  one  and  the 

method  by  which  it  is  done,  what  steps  will 
the  government  take  in  order  to  ensure  that 
both  inquiries  are  concluded  in  time  that  the 
new  academic  year  will  not  be  affected  by 
this  matter? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I'll  take  that  matter  up 
with  the  minister  on  his  return,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 
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Mr.    Singer:    It's    a    tough    job    that    the minister  has. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

HOMEMADE  WINE  CONVICTION 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Attorney  General.  Will  the  Attorney 
General  make  the  appropriate  changes  to  the 
Liquor  Control  Act  to  allow  the  little  old 
winemakers  of  the  province  to  take  the  fruits 
of  their  labour  from  their  homes  to  their 
cottages  over  the  summer. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Touche. 

An  hon.  member:  A  beautifully  phrased 
question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  A  good  question.  The 
member  referred  that  matter  to  me  before. 
I  am  obtaining  a  report  on  it.  He  has  made 
a  good  suggestion. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Supplementary  question: 
Since  I  raised  this  matter  with  the  Attorney 

General's  predecessor  something  like  two 
years  ago,  because  of  a  prosecution  of  one 
of  my  constituents  for  carrying  a  bottle  of 
homemade  wine  while  he  went  duck  hunting, 
how  long  is  it  going  to  take  the  minister  to 
make  up  his  mind  that  the  situation  is 
absolutely  absurd  and  is  being  violated  by 
most  of  the  top  people  in  the  government? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  can  document  it,  if  the 
members  want  it. 

An  hon.  member:  What  about  the  opposi- 
tion? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  can  document  it- 

Mr.  Deans:  And  some  of  the  official  op- 
position. Including  the  OPP. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  Reid:  The  Attorney  General  is  carrying 
his  bottle  around. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Not  that  I'm  aware. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Empty  your  pockets. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  will  just 

add  urgency  to  the  fact  and  we'll  consider this  matter. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  question  period  has  now 
expired. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Motions. 

Introduction  of  bills. 

MUNICIPAL  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Municipal  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  com- 
plementary to  the  Municipal  Elections  Act, 

which  was  recently  introduced  and  dealt  with 
by  the  House,  and  it  is  required  to  bring  the 
Municipal  Act  into  conformity  with  the  other 
one.  Mr.  Meen,  the  parliamentary  assistant, 
will  be  processing  this  through  the  House. 

Mr.  A.  K.  Meen  (York  East):  Processing, 
that's  a  good  term. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Processing,  Mr.  Speaker?  This 
isn't  a  factory! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

INDUSTRIAL  SAFETY  ACT,  1971 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Industrial 
Safety  Act,  1971. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is 
a  very  minor  amendment,  substituting  the 

word  "director"  instead  of  "chief  inspector" in  the  Act. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  This  is  why  he  is  giving 
priority  to  it.  It  is  very  important. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 

THIRD  READINGS 

The  following  bills  were  given  third 
reading  upon  motion: 

Bill  140,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Regional 
Municipality  of  York  Act. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  wish  to  speak  on  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  On  third  reading,  there  are 
very  brief  comments  permitted. 
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Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Any 

length  of  comment- 

Mr.   Cassidy:   Any  length  of   comment  is 
permitted,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  principle  of  the  bill  has 
been  debated. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  I  understand,  although 
in  fact  the  principle  of  the  bill  was  not 
debated  for  certain  unavoidable  reasons 
yesterday. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  The  House  debated 
the  second  reading  yesterday. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  sorry.  I  am  just  looking 
for  a  copy  of  the  bill,  Mr.  Speaker.  The 
point  that  I  wish  to  raise— and  which  I  will 
raise,  in  fact,  quite  briefly  because  the  par- 

liamentary assistant  knows  the  point  that  I 
wish  to  raise— is  the  fact  that  in  the  bill  it 
provides  for  the  regional  municipality  of 
York  to  take  over  powers  over  recreation.  This 
is  quite  an  innovation  in  the  field  of  regional 
legislation  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  and  it 
seems,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  represent  a  pretty 
fundamental  change  in  principle  in  terms  of 
the  two-tier  government. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please;  that  principle 
was  settled  on  second  reading. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  there  was  a  certain 
agreement  between  myself  and  the  parlia- 

mentary assistant,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  we 
might  raise  this.  As  I  understand  it,  on 
third  reading  the  point  is  that  one  may  not 
comment  on  specific  clauses,  naturally,  of 
the  bill,  but  certainly  one  may  reconsider, 
in  view  of  evidence  that  has  happened  since 
second  reading,  whether  or  not— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Brief  comments  are  in  order 
but  the  main  principle  of  the  bill  has  been 
decided.  The  member  might  carry  on  for  a 

moment,  we'll  see. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  All  right,  yes.  I  shall  be 
very  brief,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  acknowledge  that. 
Perhaps  I  could  just  simply  ask  the  toler- 

ance, if  you  will,  of  the  Speaker,  in  view  of 
the  fact,  that  this  point  was  not  raised 
yesterday  and  that  the  member  for  York 
East  (Mr.  Meen)  and  myself  might  discuss  it 
briefly,  the  reasons  for  which  is  for  the  first 
time  a  regional  municipality  is  being  given 
full  powers  over  recreation  and  parks  func- 

tions which  had  in  the  past  been  considered 
to  be  very  close  to  local  residents  and  there- 

fore properly  a  matter  for  area  municipali- 

ties—in fact  so  long  as  the  two-tier  system 

prevailed. 
Mr.  A.  K.  Meen  (York  East):  Mr.  Speaker, 

replying  to  the  point  raised  by  the  member 
from  Ottawa  Centre,  I  would  simply  say 
that  this  was  initiated  at  the  regional  level. 

The  regional  council  is  made  up  of  the  rep- 
resentatives from  the  area  municipalities  and 

they  wish  to  conduct  this  on  this  basis. 
It  does  not  preclude  the  area  municipalities 
from  having  their  own  recreational  councils 
should  they  wish,  and  indeed  I  expect  that 
some  of  them  will  continue  to  do  so,  at 
least  for  some  time.  But  they  do  want  to 
have  area  community  centres,  or  regional 
community  centres,  and  of  course  they  will 
get  the  grants  to  the  region.  There  will  not 
be  a  duplication  of  grants.  The  area  muni- 

cipalities would  not  receive  the  money  that 
would  have  gone  to  them  had  they  not  had 
the  regional  basis  established  under  subsec- 

tion 8  of  section  19,  but  the  fact  remains 

that  this  came  from  them.  We  think  it's  an 
interesting  innovation  and,  really,  it  will  not, 

we  think,  detract  from  the  "grass  roots" approach  to  this  area  of  activity  at  the 

regional  level.    We  think  it's  a  good  thing. 

THIRD  READINGS 

(continued) 

Bill  159,  An  Act  respecting  the  Village  of 
Point  Edward. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  speak 
on  it.  Possibly  the  parliamentary  assistant 
and  I  could  have  the  exchange  that  we  were 
denied  yesterday.  This  particular  bill  limits 
the  amounts  which  the  village  of  Point  Ed- 

ward may  receive  from  the  Blue  Water 
Bridge  and  limits  it  to  an  amount  which  is 
clearly  far  below  what  the  village  would 
receive  were  the  bridge  assessed  at  market 
value;  that  is,  if  one  can  determine  a  market 
value.  Certainly  a  value  based  on  the  orig- 

inal cost  of  the  bridge  would  come  up  with 
a  higher  tax  rate. 

I  would  like  the  minister  or  the  parlia- 
mentary assistant  to  explain  the  reasons  for 

this  and  the  reasons  why,  in  effect,  the 
village  of  Point  Edward  is  being  made  to 
subsidize  the  motorists  from  the  United 
States  and  Canada  who,  in  fact,  use  the 
bridge  and  pay  tolls  on  it. 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Speaker,  that's  an  in- 
credible observation  in  this  instance,  inas- 

much as  until  the  bill  was  passed  the  village 
of  Point  Edward  had  no  capacity  to  recover 
any  money  from  the  bridge  authority.    They 



JUNE  23,  1972 4161 

have  worked  this  out  with  them;  it's  retro- 
active to  1971.  There's  mutuality  of  agree- 

ment between  the  parties  concerned. 

The  agreement  is  patterned  very  closely 
on  a  similar  agreement  made  between  the 
bridge  authority  at  Fort  Erie  and  the  local 
municipality.  In  that  case  they  drew  the 
agreement  and  started  making  payments  and 
then,  as  hon.  members  will  recall,  they  came 
to  this  Legislature  a  year  or  two  ago  with  a 
private  bill  to  validate  ex  post  facto  what 
they  had  been  doing  for  some  time. 

In  this  instance,  the  village  of  Point  Ed- 
ward and  the  bridge  authority  have  worked 

out  their  agreement  which  everyone  con- 
siders to  be  satisfactory,  and  the  members 

from  up  that  way  are  ecstatic  over  the  ar- 
rangements that  have  been  made. 

As  I  opened  my  comments  I'm  quite astonished  that  there  should  be  any  criticism 
of  this  schedule  of  payments,  which  is  far 
and  away  in  excess  of  what  they  could  get 
any  other  way.  Indeed,  this  is  the  only  satis- 

factory way  of  coming  to  a  conclusion  as  to 
the  amount  of  tax  or  revenue  that  could  be 
derived  from  that  particular  asset. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  was  purely  a  question, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  It  seems  to  me  it  was 
answered. 

THIRD  READINGS 

(continued) 

Bill  160,  An  Act  respecting  the  Village  of 
Wasaga   Beach. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  have  a  couple  of  comments 
to  make  on  Bill  161.  On  a  point  of  order 
before  I  begin,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  assured 
by  my  learned  and  experienced  friend  in  the 
House,  to  my  right,  that  in  fact  it  is  per- 

fectly in  order  to  comment  in  a  general  way 
relating  to  the  principles   of— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Bearing  in  mind  that  the 
principle  of  the  bill  has  been  passed  and 
that  the  detailed  study  has  been  done,  it 
sort  of  limits  the  discussion. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Granted  one  can't  speak  for 
three  hours  on  these  things  but,  as  he  puts 
it,  the  anomalies  in  principle  of  the  bill  cer- 

tainly are  open  to  question,  and  there  is  a 
very  serious  anomaly  in  this  particular  bill. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Secretary 
for  Justice):  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of  order, 
certainly  there  is  no  rule  in  this  House  or, 
as  far  as  I  know,  in  the  rules  of  any  parlia- 

mentary institution,  based  on  the  Westmin- 
ster principles,  that  forbids  any  member 

from  speaking  on  third  reading.  There  is  no 
question   about   that. 

Mr.   Cassidy:   The  minister  is  dead  right. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  However,  sir,  there 
are  other  rules  which  clearly  indicate  that 
members  should  not  be  repetitious,  and  that 
they  absolutely  cannot  deal  with  matters 
that  have  already  been  discussed,  No.  1,  and 
certainly  not  matters  which  have  already 
been  approved  in  the  House. 

The  proper  traditional  place  for  the  de- 
bate on  principle,  to  be  taken  in  respect  of 

the  procedures  of  legislation  through  this 
chamber,  or  any  other  parliament,  is  cer- 

tainly on  second  reading.  If  there  is  a  ques- 
tion of  detail,  a  question  of  form,  a  question 

of  phraseology,  then  that  usually  is  amended 
and  discussed  in  committee  of  the  whole. 

There  is  no  need  for  a  rule  that  members 
cannot  speak  again  on  principle  or  on  detail 
on  third  reading,  simply  because  those  mat- 

ters have  been  discussed  and,  presumably, 
once  it  reaches  third  reading,  they  have  been 
approved.  I  would  suggest  to  you,  sir,  that 
the  hon.  member  today  is  embarking  on  a 
precedent  shattering  procedure  in  this  House 
when  he  continually— this  is  the  third  time 
out  of  four  third  readings  that  have  come  up 
here  this  morning— stands  up  and  talks  on 
matters  either  of  detail  or  of  principle,  be- 

cause if  it's  an  amendment  or  discussion  in 
respect  of  principle,  then  the  principles  con- 

tained in  the  bills  have  already  been  approv- 
ed by  this  chamber  on  second  reading.  If  he 

didn't  discuss  those  matters  on  second  read- 

ing, then  he  should  have.  If  it's  a  matter 
of  detail- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Where  was  the  minister 
yesterday? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  was  right  here- 
then  those  amendments  should  have  been 

discussed— 
Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 

Does  the  member  mean  that  he  himself  was 

not? 

Mr.  Meen:  We  know  where  the  member 

was. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —or  the  details 
should    have    been   discussed    in    committee, 
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either  committee  of  the  whole  or  the  parti- 
cular committee  of  the  House  to  which  the 

matter  is  referred.  I,  therefore,  suggest  to  you 
that  these  continual  references  by  the  hon. 
member  on  third  reading  are  out  of  order. 
The  traditional  way  of  doing  it,  if  he  objects 
to  the  bill — 

Hon.  Mr.   Grossman:   Hoist  it. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence: 
it  or  to  hoist  the  bill. 

-is  to  vote  against 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Speaker,  speaking  to 
the  point  of  order,  one  can  get  into  some 
pretty  neat  hair-splitting  here,  some  neat 
legalism,  by  arguing  that  the  principle  of 
the  bill  is  being  dealt  with  on  second  read- 

ing and  that  the  details  of  the  bill  have  been 
dealt  with  in  committee  of  the  whole  House 
and,  therefore,  nothing  can  be  done  on  third 
reading. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  That's  about  it. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That  is  the  point,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  I  want  to  challenge.  There  has 
been  a  traditional  right  to  speaking  on  third 
reading.  I  agree  that  it  has  never  been  very 
extensive.  But  the  proposition  that  you  are 
now  going  to  choke  it  off  is  just  another 
kind  of  legalism. 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  Oh,  come  on!  The  member 

knows  better  than  to  talk  like  that. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Mr.  Speaker,  on  the  point  of  order,  it 

is  true  that  there  is  no  rule  that  forbids  de- 
bate on  third  reading,  but  our  custom  is 

that  on  third  reading  it  is  a  reiteration  of  a 
strongly  held  objection,  or  sometimes  a 
statement  of  approval  of  a  bill  that  has  some 
special  importance.  I  must  agree  with  the 
hon.  minister  who  spoke  that  the  rules  simply 
do  not  permit  a  further  debate  on  principle, 
or  do  they  permit  a  discussion  of  the  detail 
of  the  bill  when  the  House  has  given  its  ap- 
proval. 
The  circumstances  are  a  bit  special,  in 

that  the  hon.  member  who  wants  to  speak  on 
third  reading,  was  ejected  from  the  House 
during  a  period  yesterday  afternoon,  when 
it  was  normally  under  discussion.  Obviously, 
that  is  something  that  is  his  responsibility 
entirely,  except,  in  these  circumstances  the 
Speaker  retracted  his  rejection,  and  there  is 
a  certain   area   of  sensitivity. 

The  other  particular  matter  there  is  that, 
as  I  understand  it,  in  the  case  of  Bill  161— 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —it's  imperative,  or  it's 
quite  important,  as  far  as  the  city  of  Toronto 
is  concerned,  for  their  mall,  that  this  receive 
royal  assent.  I  understand  that  the  officials  of 
the  government  are  attending  His  Honour 
now  in  the  hospital  and  waiting  for  a  phone 
call  so  that  they  may  proceed  with  royal  as- 

sent. This  should  not  interfere  with  the  demo- 
cratic rights  of  any  member,  of  course.  I 

just  hope  that  while  we  are  talking  about 
hair  splitting  and  everything  else,  we  con- 

sider the  business  of  the  House  and  the  prov- 
ince as   at  least  equally  important. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  just  draw  to  your  at- 
tention, Mr.  Speaker,  that  we  have  spent  10 

minutes  on  arguments  with  regard  to  legal- 
isms which,  with  respect,  sir,  you  initiated, 

and  at  this  point  we  would  have  finished  all 

the  bills  if  they  hadn't  been  raised. 
Mr.  Cassidy:  Precisely. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  He  got 
thrown  out.  It  was  his  responsibility.  Let  him 
take  the  consequences. 

An  hon.  member:  Ah,  come  on. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  On  a  point  of  order,  it 
has  been  customary  to  allow  brief  comments, 

but   I  just   reminded  the   members   that— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That's  right.  Three  times. 

Mr.  Speaker:  —discussion  on  the  principle 
of  the  bill  would  be  out  of  order,  so  it  does 
limit  the  discussion.  If  the  hon.  member  has 
a  few  comments  he  feels  compelled  to  make 
he  can  make  them. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  that  was  what  I 
was  in  the  process  of  doing  in  the  two  pre- 

ceding bills.  If  the  government  was  so  con- 
cerned about  getting  this  to  His  Honour,  they 

could,  of  course,  have  brought  this  on  first 
rather  than  going  with  the  previous  two 

orders    and— 
Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  What  bill  were 

we  on? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  are  on  Bill  161  right  now. 

The  points  that  I  would— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  On  the  point  of  order 
again,  surely  third  reading  is  not  a  time 
where  the  critic  of  any  particular  party  in 
an  area  such  as  municipal  affairs  or  any 
other  has  the  opportunity  to  consider  in  a 
detailed  manner,  each  bill  item  by  item?  Mr. 
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Speaker,  that  matter  was  considered  by  the 
House.  I  know  the  circumstances  are  special, 

but  surely  we  should  not  allow  a  precedent 

to  be  established  just  because  the  hon.  gen- 
tleman is  so  tenacious? 

Mr.   Cassidy:    Stop   being  so  sensitive. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  the  point  of 

order- 

Mr.    MacDonald:    The    Liberals    as    usual 

are  more  Tory  than  the  Tories. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No.  Only  while  we  are 
right  and  the  NDP  are  wrong. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  can't  recall  exactly— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  the  point  of 

order,    I    can't    recall    exactly   which   bill   it 
was,  but  I  recall  the  Leader  of  the  Opposi- 

tion speaking  for  about  15  minutes- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No. 

Mr.  Deans:  —yesterday,  on  a  bill,  on  third 
reading,    expressing    his    views. 

Mr.  Speaker:  That's  beside  the  point. 

Mr.  Deans:  If  he  is  going  to  try  to  en- 
force rules  for  other  people,  then  he  should 

be  prepared  to  live  by  those  rules  himself. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  You  mean  if  you  want  to 
be  consistent  it  is  beside  the  point,  right. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  is  right,  I  did  speak. 
But  on  the  point  of  order,  Mr.  Speaker,  since 
the  hon.  gentleman  has  raised  it,  I  spoke  on 
the    amendment   to   the    Insurance   Act- 

Mr.  Deans:  Right. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —which  apparently  was 
of  no  importance  to  the  NDP  because,  as  I 
said,  third  reading  offers  any  member  the 

opportunity  to  reiterate  a  strongly-held  ob- 
jection, which  I  did  briefly,  and  we  voted 

against  the  bill.  I  don't  recall  what  action 
the  NDP  took,  if  anything. 

Mr.  Deans:  Well,  on  the  point  of  order, 

it  bears  out  exactly  what— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  was  brief;  it  was  no 
more  than  five  minutes. 

Mr.  Deans:  —the  member  for  Ottawa  Cen- 
tre is  doing. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  We  are  reiterating  a 

strong  position. 

Mr.  Deans:  He  is  reiterating  a  strong 

position  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Is  the  NDP  going  to  vote 

against  the  bill? 

Mr.  Deans:  We'll  decide  what  we  are 
going  to  do  when  the  occasion  arises. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Of  course  they  are  not 

going  to  vote  against  the  bill.  They  let  it 
go  by  without  any  comment  yesterday. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  The  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Ottawa  Centre  has  been  given  per- 

mission to  make  his  comments. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  do  believe  I  have  the  floor, 
Mr.  Speaker.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  am 

making— I  think  the  word  is  "iterating"— 
several  strong  comments  on  the  bill,  and 
which  we  would  hope  also  to  do  on  Bill 

77,  which- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  hasn't  made  any 
strong  ones  yet. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —inadvertently  I  am  afraid, 
I  confess,  passed  the  report  stage  yesterday, 
and  I  would  hope  that  the  parliamentary 
assistant  would  consider  holding  Bill  77  back 
until  next  week  so  that  we  can  finish  the 
Waterloo  bill  today. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  There  should  be  no 
debate  on  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  two  points 
that  I  wish  to  make  here,  and  I  assure  you 

these  are  strongly  held,  would  be  the  fol- lowing: 

First,  we  do  not  understand  why  the  gov- 
ernment continues  to  get  itself  and  Metro- 

politan Toronto  into  the  present  position 
where  they  have  to  come  running  every 
summer  in  order  to  get  permission  to  set  up 
a  pedestrian  mall.  Surely  the  municipality  of 
Metropolitan  Toronto,  after  18  or  20  years 
of  existence,  is  adult  enough  and  sufficiently 
trustworthy  that  general  enabling  legislation 
can  be  passed  rather  than  this  piecemeal 
and  very  late,  as  it  happens  now,  move? 

The  second  point,  Mr.  Speaker— I  told 
you  I  would  be  brief;  I  will  be  very  brief 
on  this— is  that  we  do  not  understand  why 

the  government,  which  has  in  every  re- 
gional   bill    introduced    over    the    last    three 
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or  four  years  insisted  on  a  deadline  for 
passage  of  a  regional  official  plan,  did  not 
take  this  opportunity  in  the  amendments  to 
the  Municipality  of  Metropolitan  Toronto  Act 
to  set  a  deadline  under  which  the  Metro 

Toronto  official  plan  would,  in  fact,  be  pass- 
ed. There  was  no  move  there  and  this  sug- 

gests to  us  that  the  government  lacks  the 
gumption  or  lacks  the  guts. 

Mr.  Meen:   Mr.   Speaker,  that  observation 
is  completely  out  of  order. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  have  also  finished. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  And  that  is  the  point. 

He  says- 

Mr.    Speaker:    This    motion    is    for    third 
reading  of  Bill  161.  Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to. 

I  resolve  that  the  bill  do  now  pass  and  be 
intituled  as  in  the  motion. 

THIRD  READINGS 

(continued) 

Bill  161,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Municipality 
of  Metropolitan  Toronto  Act. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  15th  order,  re- 
suming the  adjourned  debate  on  the  motion 

for  second  reading  of  Bill  167,  An  Act  to 

establish  the  Regional  Municipality  of  Water- 
loo. 

REGIONAL  MUNICIPALITY  OF 
WATERLOO  ACT 

(concluded) 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Mr.  Speaker,  when  we  adjourned  last 

night  I  was  expressing  the  regret  we  feel  on 
this  side  of  the  House  that  on  this  bill  neither 
the  minister  nor  his  spokesman  in  the  House 
had  undertaken  to  adequately  consult  with 
the  elected  members  of  the  Legislature  from 
those  communities  that  are  concerned  with 

these  new  regionalizations.  I  think  that  the 
comments  by  both  the  members  from  the 

Sudbury  area  and  from  the  Kitchener- Water- 
loo area  amply  provided  the  evidence  that 

they  were  prepared  to  express,  not  only  their 
own  expert  views  but  the  views  of  the  people 
in  the  communities  concerned.  Therefore,  I 
consider  it  irresponsible  of  the  government  if 

they  did  not  take  the  steps  necessary  to  ade- 
quately consult  with  the  elected  members 

from  the  community. 

I  would  also  say  that  the  handling  of  the 
bills  themselves  do  not  conform  with  the 

often-repeated  belief  by  the  Premier  (Mr. 
Davis)  and  others  that  consultation  with  the 

municipalities  themselves  is  to  be  the  watch- 
word, the  cornerstone,  the  modus  operandi, 

whatever  we  might  want  to  call  it,  of  the 

government  in  the  future. 

They  have  often  been  criticized  in  the  past, 
particularly  in  the  circumstances  of  the 

regional  government  bills  for  Ortawa-Carle- 
ton;  York  and  perhaps  the  classic  case,  Nia- 

gara, where  the  bills  were  presented  to  the 
House  and,  as  was  mentioned  just  a  few 
moments  ago,  an  impossible  timetable  was 
established— impossible  if  the  government  is 
going  to  consider  the  consultation  of  the 
communities  concerned  to  be  of  any  real 

importance. 
The  bill  for  Sudbury  was  in  the  hands  of 

most  of  the  Sudbury  officials  on  the  very  day 
that  it  received  second  reading  in  this  House. 

As  for  the  bill  for  Waterloo,  while  I  under- 
stand it  has  been  sent  up  to  the  area  by  spe- 

cial courier,  still  there  has  been  little  or  no 

opportunity  for  the  officials  of  the  area  to 
examine  it  in  detail  and  to  report  back  to 
the  members  of  the  Legislature  or  even  to 

the  government. 

The  point  to  be  made  by  the  representa- 
tives of  the  government  is  surely  that  while 

the  bill  was  not  available  publicly,  and  cer- 
tainly not  to  the  members  of  the  Legislature, 

certain  preferred  people  in  the  Kitchener- 
Waterloo  area  would  have  had  an  opportunity 
in  confidence  to  examine  it.  While  that  may 

solve  some  of  the  problems  as  far  as  consul- 
tation is  concerned,  I  simply  would  say  to 

you,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  I  believe  it  to  be  an 
inadequate  means  of  consultation. 

I  have  said  frequently  that  matters  per- 
taining to  regional  government,  or  any  Act 

of  this  House  that  is  going  to  have  far-reach- 
ing and  continuing  effects  on  the  citizens  and 

taxpayers  of  a  specific  area,  should  be  arrived 
at  after  careful  study.  I  would  say  in  this 
case  that  the  study  has  been  careful,  lengthy 

and  expensive— at  least  $4  million  was  spent 
in  examining  the  needs  for  governmental 
change.  But  once  the  government  reaches  a 
decision,  it  should  be  regarded  as  a  tentative 
decision,  a  decision  that  could  be  changed  by 
the  expertise  of  those  people  who  have  to  put 

up  with  the  new  legislation  in  the  area 
concerned. 

I  don't  believe  consultation  is  a  one-way 

street.  I  don't  believe  it  is  enough  for  the 
minister  or  his  advisers  to  simply  have  studies 
implemented  which  are  then  received  by  the 
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government,  or  to  have  views  expressed  by 
the  local  officials,  which  are  listened  to  by 
the  government,  without  the  minister,  or  in 
this  case  the  parliamentary  assistant,  express- 

ing the  view  of  the  government. 

It  is  not  enough  for  the  minister,  in  this 
case  the  Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs 
(Mr.  McKeough),  to  simply  receive  all  this 
information— this  input,  as  it  is  probably  re- 

ferred to  in  the  department— and  then  to  feed 
it  into  a  mysterious  machine,  to  be  advised  by 
the  legislative  counsel,  and  to  bring  forth  a 
bill  that  is  presented  to  the  Legislature  and 
then  requires  second  reading  a  few  days  later. 

The  procedure  obviously  should  be  for  the 
bill  to  be  on  the  order  paper  for  a  reasonable 
period  of  time.  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 

loo North  (Mr.  Good)  said  six  months,  and 
I  would  agree  with  him,  during  which  time 
the  people  in  the  community  affected  could 
carefully  examine  the  effect  the  bill  will  have 
on  them  after  it  becomes  law.  It  is  only  then 

that  they  can  get  in  touch  with  their  repre- 
sentatives in  the  Legislature,  as  well  as  the 

members  of  the  government,  and  indicate 

their  prediction  of  the  effects  of  pertain  meas- 
ures. 

The  procedure  that  the  government  has 
taken  might  be  justified  if  they  could  say 
that  their  extensive  facilities,  as  far  as  com- 

puters and  experts  in  the  department  go- 
many  of  them  are  very  competent  people 
indeed— have  indicated  to  the  government 
what  the  result  of  the  regionalization  will,  in 
fact,  be,  when  it  is  imposed.  The  minister 
himself  has  indicated  that  this  is  not  so,  that 
a  certain  amount  of  risk  has  to  be  taken  and 
no  expert  can  predict  what  the  tax  rates  will 

be  next  year,  unless  the  government  is  pre- 
pared to  say  that  the  tax  rates  will  be  thus 

and  so  and  that  any  differences  will  be  met 
from  external  funds  from  the  consolidated 
revenue  fund  of  the  province. 

I  would  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  a  method  is 
readily  available  to  any  government  which 
recognizes  what  should  be  a  prime  role 
played  by  the  Legislature  and  the  private 
members  within  the  Legislature.  That  is  for 
the  bill  to  be  introduced  with  a  statement 
from  the  ministry  at  the  time,  that,  while  it 
is  a  statement  of  government  opinion  and 
policy  and  will  be  implemented  unless  good 
and  sufficient  reason  is  brought  forward  for 
change,  it  is  going  to  remain  at  the  first 
reading  stage  long  enough  for  the  people  in 
the  community  and  others  who  may  be  expert, 
or  perhaps  not  so  expert,  to  examine  it  and 
give  their  recommendations. 

I  have  said  this  before  and  I  expect  that, 
as  the  process  of  regionalization  goes  on,  I 
will  say  it  again.  Unfortunately,  the  govern- 

ment does  not  learn  this  particular  lesson  and 
its  procedures  are  identical  with  the  imposi- 

tion of  regional  government  in  the  Niagara 
area;  that  is,  with  a  timetable  that  does  not 
take  into  account  the  role  of  the  Legislature 
in  any  significant  way.  I  do  appreciate  the 
fact  that  the  parliamentary  assistant  is  knowl- 

edgeable and  expert  in  dealing  with  municipal 

legislation. 
I  should  say  that  I  am  impressed  with  his 

ability  in  the  House  and  elsewhere  to  him- 
self comprehend  and  then  make  clear  to 

others  what  the  intention  of  the  legislation 
is.  I  also  have  the  impression  that  he  is  ca- 

pable as  a  person  of  considering  objections 
from  any  source,  which  is  something  that 
can't  be  said  for  his  senior  minister.  I  have 
the  impression  that  the  minister,  who  is  absent 
at  the  present  time,  is  not  prepared  to  give 
serious  consideration  to  alternatives  and  objec- 

tions expressed  from  this  side  of  the  House. 

In  passing,  I  would  say  that  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Ottawa  South  (Mr.  Bennett),  who  had 

the  carriage  of  the  Sudbury  bill,  in  one  of 
his  statements  said  that  he  expressed  no 
apology  or  regret  for  the  timetable  imposed 
on  the  House  by  that  particular  bill.  I  tried, 
by  interjection,  to  call  to  his  attention  the 
fact  that  even  the  minister  himself,  who  is 
not  generally  given  to  apologizing  to  the 
House,  had  extended  an  apology  in  this 
incidence  because  of  the  difficulty  in  draft- 

ing the  bill.  Both  of  these  bills,  and  further 
regionalizations,  have  been  in  the  works  for 
a  long  time  and  there  simply  is  no  excuse 
for  the  timetable  that  is  imposed  on  both  the 
House  and  the  people  in  the  community. 

Certainly,  in  Kitchener- Waterloo,  there  has 
been  an  expectation  of  municipal  change  of 
this  nature  for  many  months,  in  fact,  for 
years.  I  suppose  the  politics  of  the  bill  is  the 
feeling  in  Kitchener- Waterloo  for  people  to 

throw  up  their  hands  and  say,  "Well,  there  is 
nothing  we  can  do.  Let's  get  whatever  the 
government  is  going  to  do  and  try  it  out." 
In  other  words,  the  exasperation  at  the  pro- 

cess that  has  been  implemented  over  the  last 
five  and  six  years  leads  now  to  the  feeling 
that  any  further  debate  or  any  call  for  any 
delays,  so  that  the  government  position  can 
be  carefully  examined,  is  simply  inadmissible. 

We,  on  this  side,  bow  to  that  feeling,  be- 

cause we  really  don't  have  much  choice  in 
the  matter.  I  would  say  that  we're  going  to 
be  presented  with  three  or  four  of  these  bills 
of    a    similar    nature    during    the    next    two 
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sessions.  I  would  hope  that  the  hon.  member 
for  York  East  (Mr.  Meen)  who  is  going  to  be 
more  and  more  influential,  I  would  predict, 

in  these  matters  pertaining  to  municipal  gov- 
ernment, will  not  be  too  easily  overawed  by 

his  senior  in  these  matters,  and  will  stand  up, 
not  only  for  the  rights  of  the  people  in  the 
community,  but  the  rights  of  the  Legislature 
in  the  introduction  of  further  regionalization. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  York  Centre. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Mr. 

Speaker,  I  rise  to  pursue  that  same  subject 

of  the  method  of  developing  regional  govern- 

ment legislation,  based  on  experiences  we've 
had  in  the  regional  municipality  of  York  in 
the  development  of  that  original  bill  and  of 
the  problems  that  have  faced  us  since.  I,  too, 
am  most  hopeful  that  the  member  who  is 
carrying  this  bill  through  on  behalf  of  the 
government,  the  member  for  York  East,  will 

have  greater  say  in  how  future  regional  gov- 
ernment legislation  is  developed. 

At  the  time  of  the  York  regional  govern- 
ment proposal,  during  that  winter  they  did 

make  an  effort  to  work  out  a  process  of 
evolution  of  the  legislation  and  all  things  to 
do  with  the  bill,  so  that  there  would  be  a 
thorough  study  by  not  just  a  few  people,  a 
few  experts,  or  even  just  a  few  heads  of  the 
municipalities  in  their  two  meetings  with  the 
minister  to  discuss  their  views  on  the  matter, 
as  to  the  consequences  of  any  proposals  in 
the  bill.  We  felt  that  any  legislation  should 
go  through  a  process  of  study  and  evolution 
that  included  all  members  of  the  council  and 

included  an  opportunity  for  the  public  to 
examine  the  consequences. 

For  example,  we  proposed  to  the  Minister 
of  Municipal  Affairs  at  that  time  that  the 
government  agree  to  make  a  grant  of  up  to 
$50,000  amounting  to  two-thirds  of  any 
moneys  spent  on  a  mutual  study,  and  the 
balance  of  the  moneys  would  be  contributed 
by  the  municipalities  at  the  rate  of  about  15 
cents  per  capita  in  the  municipalities.  We 
proposed  the  study  would  be  under  the 
direction  of  the  municipal  committee  headed 
by  the  minister  or  his  designate  and  the 
senior  members  of  the  council  as  he  had 

organized  that  in  a  municipal  committee;  but 
that  they  would  have  frequent  meetings  at 
which  those  that  they  designated  to  get 
detailed  projections  of  cost,  detailed  projec- 

tions of  impact  and  quality  and  level  of 
service,  could  present  these  to  the  committee, 
to  be  then  passed  down  to  members  of  the 

council  and  out  to  the  public  in  general, 
where  there  would  be  a  full  opportunity  for 

the  public  to  really  evolve  the  whole  legisla- 
tion. 

It  would  have  been  possible.  But  the 

minister  felt  that  that  nine-months'  process 
was  not  one  he  could  live  with.  He  insisted 

on  developing  a  whole  plan  himself  within 
the  department,  and  as  a  result  we  have 
seen  just  this  past  year  alone  a  28  per  cent 
increase  in  the  expenditures  by  the  regional 
council. 

Many  of  the  services  which  have  changed 
to  a  regional  level  have  been  causing  serious 
problems.  The  matter  of  the  police  itself  in 
the  communities  of  Woodbridge  and  my  own 
community  of  Unionville  and  other  areas,  I 
find  has  resulted  in  a  breaking  down  of  the 
confidence  and  mutual  assistance  between 
citizens  and  the  police  themselves,  because 
of  this  imposition  of  a  type  of  police  service 
that  is  perhaps  all  right  in  Toronto  but 

doesn't  work  in  a  rural  urban  area  such  as 
York. 

When  you  have  a  breakdown  of  public 
support  and  understanding,  it  causes  a  certain 
serious  breakdown  and  lowering  of  morale 
within  the  police  force  itself,  and  all  in  all  we 
are  having  a  tremendous  increase  in  costs 
there  with  no  commensurate  improvement  in 
service.  Some  of  the  instances  that  have 

occurred,  for  example  in  Woodbridge,  in  the 

last  year  and  in  my  own  community  of  Union- 
ville, have  been  most  distressing.  In  talking  to 

the  people  in  those  communities,  they  say  that 
even  though  we  supposedly  now  have  a  much 
more  modern,  better  equipped  police  force, 

we  really  don't  have  the  same  sense  of  secu- 
rity and  confidence,  and  we  have  much  more 

confrontation  between  citizens  and  the  police 
than  we  formerly  had. 

This  is  unfortunate  and  it  is  just  an  exam- 
ple of  the  type  of  result  we  get  from  trying 

to  impose  the  cookie-cutter  pattern  of  re- 
gional government  that  has  developed  here 

at  Queen's  Park. 
I  submit  that  over  the  past  five  or  six  years 

the  Kitchener- Waterloo  proposal  could  have 
been  developed  gradually  and  presented  in 
this  legislation  long  ago  in  a  form  that  would 
have  given,  not  only  ourselves  but  the  public 
at  large  a  thorough  opportunity  to  examine 

and  to  propose  amendments.  After  all,  I  don't 
think  it  is  necessary  for  the  government  to 
suddenly  make  a  decision  and  make  that  the 
binding  decision  without  opportunity  for 
people  to  correct  it. 

Surely  this  whole  matter  of  citizen  partici- 
pation and  involvement  in  the  development 

of  legislation  which  greatly  affects  their  lives 

is  essential?  It  shouldn't  be  just  on  the  basis 
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of  theory;  to  the  greatest  extent  possible  it 
should  be  on  the  basis  of  documented  fore- 
casts. 

I  am  hopeful  that  with  the  member  for 
York  East  taking  an  increasing  role  in  the 
development  of  the  form  of  local  government, 
we  will  see  a  new  approach  to  the  procedures 
so  that  such  legislation  is  not  hustled  through 
the  House  or  rammed  down  our  throats  as  it 

was  in  the  case  of  York,  and  so  we  don't  end 
up  with  a  form  of  government  which  I  am 
sure  in  years  to  come  will  cost  us  a  great  deal 
and  will  have  to  have  to  be  completely  re- 

organized to  give  people  the  kind  of  govern- 
ment they  want. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  York-Forest 
Hill. 

Mr.  P.  G.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  this  inundation  of  legislation  that 
is  being  brought  before  us  with  respect  to 
the  regionalization  of  various  areas  in  Ontario, 
it  would  seem  to  me  that  the  government  is 
concerned  very  deeply  with  the  revolutioniz- 

ing or  the  changing  of  structures  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  changing  of  substantive 
things,  which  will  either  make  regions  eco- 

nomically, politically  and  socially  viable,  or 
will  not. 

My  colleagues  have  dealt  with  some  of  the 
aspects  of  this  bill,  which  are  common  to  the 
other  bills  that  are  being  introduced,  but 
nobody  has  yet  spoken  about  the  point  which 
bothers  me  very  much  and  which  the  govern- 

ment seems  to  overlook.  This  is  the  matter  of 
the  appointment  of  the  chairmen  of  the 
regional  councils. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  government  is 
imbued  with  the  philosophy  that,  for  some 
strange  reason,  the  chairmen  of  the  various 
councils  that  are  being  organized  under  these 
various  bills  must  be  public,  non-elected 
persons.  In  the  first  instance,  the  chairman 
is  to  be  chosen  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
in  Council.  It  is  understandable  that  this 
should  be  so  for  an  interim  period,  but  why 
they  should  persist  in  this  business  of  having 
non-elected  people  but  public  people,  as  in 
Metropolitan  Toronto  and  elsewhere,  is  some- 

thing I  can't  understand. 

I  don't  know  how  they  convince  them- 
selves that  by  some  strange  alchemy,  the 

person  who  is  chairman  of  a  regional  council 
deserves  to  be  a  person  appointed  from  up 
on  high  and  not  to  be  responsible  and  re- 

sponsive to  the  people  whom  he  serves.  This 
I  cannot  understand. 

I  have  made  this  sort  of  speech  before, 

and  I  won't  bore  you  with  the  reiteration  of 

it.  The  hon.  member  who  is  guiding  this 
bill  through  has  heard  it  before.  But  in  the 
case  of  Metropolitan  Toronto,  where  you 
have  a  budget  and  a  population  that  are 
larger  than  the  budgets  and  populations  of 
seven  of  the  provinces,  the  chairman  is  a 
man  who,  in  political  and  economic  clout,  is 
more  important  than  the  first  ministers  of 
seven  of  the  provinces.  He  is  a  person  who 
looks  to  election  from,  I  believe,  31  mem- 

bers of  council  in  the  metropolitan  corpora- 
tion; similarly,  in  Sudbury,  Porcupine  and 

Kitchener-Waterloo,  the  persons  who  will 
have  this  kind  of  clout  and  will  be  adminis- 

tering this  kind  of  budget  are  persons  who 

don't  have  to  answer  to  the  people  of  their constituencies. 

The  Premier  of  the  province  has  to  go  out 
and  get  elected  in  a  constituency;  the  vari- 

ous ministers  have  to  go  out  through  the 
length  and  breadth  of  the  Province  of  On- 

tario and  get  themselves  elected  personally 
and  then  come  here  and  answer  for  their 
doings  to  this  Legislature;  but  the  chairmen 
of  these  various  regional  councils  shall  be 
chosen  as  the  most  popular  member  of  their 
particular  clubs.  I  tell  you  that  it  is  wrong, 

it  is  undemocratic  and  I  don't  know  why  the 
government  persists  in  this. 

Perhaps  the  government  is  confusing  the 
situation  here  between  two  kinds  of  service 

—an  administrative  officer,  such  as  a  chief 
administrative  officer,  who  they  are  appoint- 

ing under  the  Sudbury  bill— although  I  don't 
see  it  in  this  bill— if  he  is  to  provide  political 
or  economic  continuity  and  he  is  a  sort  of 
paid  civil  servant  like  a  deputy  minister  of 
any  minister  in  this  provincial  administration, 
then  all  right.  There  is  nothing  wrong  with 
him  being  elected,  chosen  or  appointed,  but 

I  don't  believe  in  the  term;  I  think  it  is  a 
misnomer  and  it  is  wrong  phraseology  to 
indicate  that  when  he  is  chosen  by  the 
council  he  is  elected. 

I  wish  you  would  get  that  word  out  of 
the  Act,  because  unless  you  are  elected  by 
people  you  are  not  elected.  You  are  chosen 
as  the  most  popular  member  of  the  club 
and,  generally  speaking,  you  may  be  the 
weakest  member  of  the  club,  the  guy  who 
rocks  the  boat  least,  the  fellow  who  is  most 
popular  with  his  members  and  not  the  one 
who  is  most  responsive  and  most  responsible 
to  the  people  that  he  is  supposed  to  repre- 
sent. 

I  am  suggesting,  with  great  respect,  that 
these  jobs  as  chairmen  of  the  various  re- 

gional councils  are  not  administrative  in 
nature  solely.  They  are  political;  they  are 
social.    That  man  who  will  be  the  chairman 
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of  this  council  will  be  the  political  and  social 
lion  of  that  constituency,  of  that  area,  of 
that  region. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  will  have  a  limou- 
sine and  a  driver. 

Mr.  Givens:  And  he'll  have  a  limousine- 
all  the  perquisites  of  office- 

Mr.    R.    F.    Nixon:    And    a    short    licence 
number. 

Mr.  Givens:  All  the  perquisites  of  office, 
like  the  Fleetwood  Cadillac  which  is  even 
bigger  than  the  one  the  Premier  of  the 
province  drives  in  around  Metropolitan  To- 
ronto. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Premier  wouldn't 
be  caught  dead  in  a  Cadillac. 

Mr.  Givens:  Well,  he  may  be  carried  out 
dead  in  a  Cadillac! 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Belong- 
ing to  one  of  his  developer  friends? 

Mr.  Givens:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is 

very  important  and  I  think  it's  self-defeating 
because  the  chairman  should  be  the  influ- 

ential person  that  I  picture  him  to  be.  He 
can  only  be  that  influential  toward  his  peo- 

ple and  vis-a-vis  the  Province  of  Ontario  if 
he  is  elected.  He  will  have  more  political 
clout. 

Maybe  this  is  the  reason  why  a  man  like 

the  minister  doesn't  want  these  people  to 
have  this  kind  of  political  clout  and  wants 
to  keep  them  stunted  in  growth;  keep  them 
swathed  in  the  swaddling  clothes  of  being 
subject  to  the  edicts  which  come  from 

Queen's  Park— 
An  hon.  member:  A  very  good  point. 

Mr.  Givens:  —and  I  think  that  is  wrong. 
They  have  said  in  argument  that  it  will  be 
tough;  it  will  be  expensive  and  inconvenient 
for  chairmen  to  have  to  be  elected.  At  this 

point,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  care— I'm  just 
talking  on  the  matter  of  principle.  It's  really immaterial  to  me  whether  the  person  should 
be  elected  at  large  by  the  whole  regional 
constituency  such  as  Metropolitan  Toronto 
or  whether  he  should  be  elected  from  a 
constituency  like  the  members  here  are 
elected  from  a  constituency. 

We  shouldn't  be  interested  in  the  con- 
venience of  the  particular  chairman.  We 

should  be  interested  in  doing  what  is  right, 
what  is  just,  what  is  equitable  and  what  is 
politically  honest.  It  is  dishonest  to  keep 
appointing  these  chairmen  this  way.    He  is 

a  very  influential  and  popular  person  and  he 

has  to  be.  You  can't  merely  look  at  this 
person  as  another  member  of  the  council. 

The  person  who  is  the  chairman  of  a 
committee,  who  is  chairman  of  Metropolitan 
Toronto,  or  who  is  chairman  of  this  Water- 

loo district  has  influence  beyond  the  influence 

of  any  individual  member  because  he's  got 
that  gavel.  Because  he's  got  that  gavel,  it's just  like  the  edge  that  a  corporal  has  over 
a  private,  or  the  sergeant  over  a  corporal,  or 
a  one-pipper  over  a  non-commissioned  offi- 

cer. He  has  that  influence.  Nobody  is  going 
to  tell  me  here— and  I  say  this  without  fear 
of  contradiction— that  the  chairman  of  Metro 
is  like  any  other  member.  That  he  is  equal 
in  his  influence,  in  his  clout  and  whatever  he 
can  accomplish  to  any  other  member  of  his 
council. 

He  should  be  elected.  In  any  area,  in- 
cluding Metropolitan  Toronto  where  you 

have  over  two  million  people,  if  you  have 

to  get  elected  you  don't  go  door  knocking, 
door  to  door.  The  media— the  press,  the 
radio,  the  television— span  the  whole  cross- 
section  of  the  constituency,  of  the  region. 
There  is  no  reason  for  saying  today,  as  you 

might  have  said  50  years  ago,  "Why  subject a  man  to  going  from  door  to  door  to  get 

himself  elected?" 
He  doesn't  have  to  attend  all  the  school 

meetings  and  all  the  church  functions  where 
10  to  12  people  will  appear.  He  can  be 
selective  in  the  meetings  he  appears  at  and 

it's  really  practical— just  as  it  is  practical  for 
the  Premier  of  the  province  or  any  cabinet 
member  to  have  to  get  himself  elected— for 
a  chairman  of  a  regional  area  to  be  elected 
and  be  responsive  and  responsible  to  the 

people. 
I  cannot  repeat  that  too  much.  I  think  it's 

thoroughly  undemocratic,  for  the  reasons  that 
I  have  indicated,  to  persist  in  this  manner  of 

selecting  chairmen.  Maybe  it's  a  deliberate 
policy  for  the  reasons  that  I  have  indicated; 
namely,  that  this  is  the  way  that  they  want  it 

to  be.  They  don't  want  these  people  to  have 
too  much  influence.  I'm  suggesting  with  the 
greatest  respect,  in  conclusion  on  this  point, 
that  there  is  no  political  office  in  this  land,  as 
compared  or  contrasted  to  an  administrative 
office,  that  should  be  non-elected.  There  is 

no  justification  for  it  in  any  manner  what- 
soever and  I  think  that  this  principle  is wrong. 

I  don't  suppose  the  parliamentary  assistant 
will  do  anything  about  it  but  I'll  tell  him 
this.  I  intend  to  continue  to. harp  on  it  be- 

cause I  think  that  basically  this  is  an  unjust 
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and  undemocratic  principle  which  you  should 
not  persist  in. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  other  hon.  members 
wish  to  speak  to  this  bill?  The  member  for 
Wentworth. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Thank  you,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  want  to  speak  about  two  or  three 
things  in  the  bill.  I  first  of  all  want  to  tell 
the  member  who  is  piloting  the  bill  through 
the  House  that  the  people  of  Ontario  still 

don't  understand  what  it  is  you  want  to  do in  the  changes  that  you  are  bringing  about 
as  a  result  of  regional  government. 

I  attended  a  meeting  in  Beverly  township, 
in  the  town  of  Rockton,  about  three  weeks 
ago.  At  that  meeting  were  perhaps  two  or 
three  hundred  people  and  the  question  that 
was  asked,  the  one  that  seemed  to  be  most 
important  aside  from  all  of  the  questions  of 

the  boundaries,  was  the  question  of  what's 
it  all  about?  Why  is  it  that  the  government 
wants  to  bring  about  regional  government? 

I  tried  on  behalf  of  the  government— and 

that  is  something  that  I  don't  often  do,  I 
have  to  confess— but  I  tried  on  behalf  of  the 

government  to  explain,  as  non-partisanly  as  I 
could,  what  it  was  that  the  government  was 
attempting  to  do  by  way  of  regional  govern- 
ment. 

I  am  going  to  tell  you  that  you  failed  in 
bringing  the  message  to  the  people.  The 
message  that  you  have  to  get  to  the  people 
about  the  advantages  of  regional  government, 

you  haven't  been  successful  in  getting  there. 
It  worries  me,  because  every  time  I  pick 

up  the  paper  and  every  time  I  go  out  and 
canvass  and  every  time  I  attend  a  public 
meeting  about  the  municipal  government,  I 
have  the  same  question  asked  of  me;  and 
people  raise  all  of  the  problems  of  Niagara, 
particularly  in  the  peninsula  area.  People 
continuously  point  to  the  difficulties  that  St. 
Catharines  has.  People  continuously  point  to 
the  abundance  of  problems  that  have 

appeared  in  the  press.  But  it's  tough  to  point to  the  answers,  because  we  never  hear  them. 

It's  tough  to  point  to  the  answers.  It's 
tough  to  say  to  the  people  that  there  are 
going  to  be  benefits;  that  in  fact  a  change  to 
regional  government  will  mean  a  more 
efficient  form  of  government.  But  all  you 
hear  coming  out  of  the  regions  already  formed 
—not  all  of  the  regions,  but  the  regions 
closest  to  their  own  area— are  the  disputes, 
the  problems,  and  very  little,  if  any,  of  the 
valuable  contributions. 

Mr.  A.  K.  Meen  (York  East):  Not  so. 

Mr.  Deans:  Well,  the  member  for  York 

East  says  it's  not  so;  but  I  say  to  him,  show 
me  in  the  newspapers,  point  out  to  me  the 
radio  or  the  television  programme  that  has 
carried  the  benefits  that  have  flowed  from 

regional  government.  Show  it  to  me. 
There  is  no  attempt  being  made  by  this 

government  to  get  the  message  across,  and 
this  hinges  very  closely  on  this  bill,  because 

the  people  in  the  area  haven't  really  been 
consulted.  They  haven't  been  consulted  and they  are  still  asking  why. 

They  may  not  agree.  They  may  say  they 
disagree,  but  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that 
when  it  comes  to  such  a  substantial  change 
in  the  form  of  government,  it  is  essential 
that  the  government  conduct  a  greater  pro- 

gramme of  information.  Not  only  information 
about  the  particular  region  that  is  going  to 
be  affected  by  that  bill,  but  about  the  benefits 
that  have  flowed  from  the  changes  that  were 
made  in  the  various  other  regions  that  are 
now  under  regional  government. 

I  say  to  this  member  that  you  have  failed 
miserably  in  doing  that  job.  I  will  be  in- 

terested in  hearing  his  comment  on  why  he 

shook  his  head  and  said  it  isn't  so. 
Now,  I  want  to  tell  you  that  there  are 

some  things  that  you  don't  do  very  well;  and 
you  have  done  them  again,  and  therefore 

they  are  not  very  well  done.  You  don't  com- municate very  closely  or  clearly  with  the 
people  who  are  involved.  In  the  case  of  the 
Sudbury  bill,  my  colleague  tells  you,  or  tells 
your  colleague,  of  the  difficulties  in  trying 
to  get  some  form  of  reasonable  communica- 

tion between  the  employees'  representatives 
and  the  government  in  an  effort  to  try  and 
sort  out  what  regional  government  is  going 
to  mean  to  the  individual  employee. 

This  was  the  very  same  thing  that  was 
said  at  the  time  we  debated  the  Niagara  bill. 
It  was  the  very  same  thing  that  was  said  at 
the  time  we  debated  the  Lakehead  bill.  It 
was  the  very  same  thing  that  was  said  at  the 
time  we  debated  the  Ottawa  bill. 

Unfortunately,  we  don't  seem  to  be  able 
to  understand  that  there  has  to  be  a  greater 
degree  of  communication  between  those  peo- 

ple who  are  going  to  oppose  the  legislation 
and  the  people  who  must  work  under  the 
legislation.  Not  only  the  people  who  are 

going  to  administer  it- 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  They 
don't   count. 

Mr.  Deans:  — and  I  am  really  concerned 
that    this    government   seems    to    completely 
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discount  the  effects,  whether  real  or  imagin- 
ed, that  these  changes  have  on  the  people 

who  are  employed  by  the  municipalities. 

One  of  the  problems  that  has  arisen  in  the 
changeover  from  the  smaller  municipalities 
to  regional  government  has  been  that  while 
there  has  been  compensation  made  for  any 
injurious  effects  due  to  the  transition  on  em- 

ployees who  must  change  from  the  lower  to 
the  upper  tier  upon  this  region  being  formed, 
there  is  no  way  in  the  bill— or  for  that  matter 
no  way  in  the  application  of  the  formation 
of  regional  government— to  take  account  of 
all  of  the  employees  of  municipalities  who 
are  affected  after  the  bill  has  been  instituted 

and  after  the  protection  time  period  has 
expired. 

It  is  happening  in  Niagara  at  the  moment 
—and  the  parliamentary  secretary  I  am  sure 
is  aware  of  the  fact— there  are  employees  in 
Niagara  who  are  now  being  taken  from  the 
lower  to  the  upper  tier,  because  of  changes 
in  the  regional  government  structure,  and  be- 

cause of  changes  which  are  voted  upon  or 
decided  upon  by  the  local  municipalities,  and 
their  future  as  employees  is  very  much  in 
jeopardy.  The  whole  matter  of  the  seniority, 
the  whole  matter  of  the  establishment  of  the 

rights,  these  things  that  they  fought  for  for 
years— and  as  the  member  for  Sudbury  stated 
very,  very  well,  are  in  fact  their  only  guar- antee. 

They  don't  have  financial  investments; 
they  have  an  investment  of  labour,  and  the 
only  thing  that  holds  them  to  the  job  is  their 
seniority  and  the  benefits  that  they  have  built 
up  over  the  years.  There  has  to  be  a  clearly 
spelled  out  guarantee,  not  only  for  the  em- 

ployees who  will  be  affected  immediately  by 
the  changeover,  but  for  any  employees  who 
are  affected  at  any  time,  until  the  end  of 
their  employment  with  the  municipality.  That 
is  vital. 

Anyhow,  I  want  to  say  to  you  that  not 
only  must  this  kind  of  discussion  take  place; 
not  only  must  there  be  discussion  between 
the  government  and  the  municipality  offi- 

cials; not  only  must  there  be  discussion  be- 
tween the  government  and  the  employees  of 

a  municipality;  not  only  must  there  be  dis- 
cussion between  the  government  and  the 

residents  of  the  municipality  to  be  affected, 
but  there  must  be  discussion  between  the 
government  and  the  neighbouring  munici- 

palities. And  this  doesn't  take  place. 
In  the  case  of  the  Waterloo  bill,  we  saw 

quite  clearly  the  arrogance  of  this  govern- 
ment in  the  first  instance,  when  they  estab- 

lished a  boundary  and  did  not  communicate 

with  the  Wentworth  region  in  an  effort  to 
determine  whether  or  not  that  boundary  was 
not  only  acceptable  to  Waterloo,  but  was 
acceptable  to  Wentworth,  its  neighbour.  It 
was  only  as  a  result  of  a  tremendous  amount 
of  pressure  exerted  by  the  people  who  live 
in  Beverly  township  that  they  fiinally  got 
away  from  a  42-mile  chunk  being  taken 
out  of  Beverly,  down  to  a  12-mile  area  be- 

ing taken  out  of  Beverly. 

It  was  only  after  a  great  deal  of  influence 
exerted  by  the  people  of  the  area;  their  con- 

cerns being  expressed  to  the  minister  through 
their  own  member  for  Wentworth  North, 
through  myself  and  through  other  members 
of  the  Legislature.  It  was  only  after  the 
warden  of  Wentworth  county,  the  reeve  of 
the  township,  the  reeves  of  every  other 
neighbouring  township,  the  mayor  of  the 
municipality  of  Hamilton;  all  had  to  leave 

municipal  business  and  travel  to  Queen's Park  to  meet  with  the  minister,  after  he  had 
announced  that  42  square  miles  was  going 
to  be  taken  out  of  Beverly  township  and 
placed  with  Waterloo. 

If  there  had  been  adequate  communication 
prior  to  the  introduction  of  this  land  of  legis- 

lation; if  there  had  been  adequate  communi- 
cation between  this  government  and  the 

neighbouring  municipalities,  as  well  as  the 

municipality  involved,  then  we  wouldn't  have 
had  them  having  to  come  this  far  to  get  that done. 

What  has  happened  as  a  result  of  this 
pressure  is  that  there  has  been  a  movement 
by  the  government  from,  as  I  say,  the  42- 
square  mile  to  the  12-square  mile  area.  I  want 
to  suggest  to  the  member  for  York  East  that 
even  at  this  late  stage  there  are  a  great  many 
people— the  majority  of  the  people— in  the 

12-square  mile  area  who  don't  want  to  go 
with  the  Waterloo  regional  municipality.  The 
majority  of  the  people  who  live  in  that  area 
want  to  remain  in  Beverly  and  become  a  part 
of  Wentworth. 

I  want  to  read  to  you  a  letter  sent  to  me 
and  I  suspect  some  of  the  other  members  re- 

ceived a  similar  land  of  letter.  It  is  from  the 

corporation  of  the  township  of  Beverly,  ad- 
dressed to  myself.  It  was  sent  to  me  on  June 

14,  1972.  It  says  as  follows: 

At  a  council  meeting  on  June  12,  1972, 
a  group  of  citizens  presented  the  results  of 
a  survey  taken  in  the  12.5  square  miles 
stated  to  be  in  Waterloo  region.  The  sur- 

vey produced  the  following  results:  172 
people  were  polled;  the  question  being 

asked  was,  "Do  you  wish  to  remain  in 

Beverly  township?" 
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That  is  fairly  simple  and  can  hardly  be  mis- 
understood, but  we  will  debate  whether  it 

can  or  not  in  a  moment. 

The  results  were  113,  yes;  40,  no;  and  19 
had  no  opinion.  By  their  calculations,  66  per 
cent  were  in  favour  of  remaining  within 
Beverly  township;  23  per  cent  were  opposed 
to  remaining;  and  11  per  cent  had  no  opinion. 

I  read  again  from  the  letter: 

This  presentation  resulted  in  the  follow- 
ing resolution,  which  is  attached.  We  are 

also  attaching  a  copy  of  a  resolution  passed 
by  the  council  of  the  corporation  of  the 
village  of  Ayr. 

Hoping  to  hear  from  you  soon, 
I  am. 

It  is  signed  by  the  clerk-treasurer  of  the 
council. 

At  a  meeting  on  June  12,   1972,  the  cor- 
poration of  the  township  of  Beverly  passed 

the  following  resolution,  moved  by  Councillor 
Mcintosh  and  seconded  by  Councillor  Betzner: 

This  council  forwards  to  the  Prime  Min- 
ister [of  Ontario]  the  results  of  the  survey 

taken  by  a  group  of  interested  citizens  in 
regard  to  the  proposed  12  square  miles  to 
be  aligned  in  Waterloo  region  and  reaffirm 
their  position  that  no  portion  be  severed 
until  the  province  presents  its  plan  for  the 
whole  township.  Further,  that  this  council 
stand  ready  to  discuss  this  matter  further 
with  the  Prime  Minister  immediately. 

It  was  carried  by  a  vote  of  four  to  one, 
Councillors  Mcintosh,  Betzner,  Evald,  and 
Reeve  Kitchen  voting  in  favour  and  Coun- 

cillor Hood  voting  against.  It  was  sent  to  the 
Treasurer,  to  the  member  for  Wentworth 

North  (Mr.  Ewen),  to  myself,  to  the  coun- 
cillors and  to  the  warden  of  the  county  of 

Wentworth. 

It  might  be  argued,  or  the  attempt  may  be 
made  to  argue,  that  in  fact  the  question  was 
ambiguous.  In  fact,  it  was  not.  The  debate 
that  had  gone  on  in  Beverly  township  was 
widely  held  and  it  was  widely  reported.  It 
was  a  continuous  debate  over  the  last  four 
or  five  weeks.  They  knew  the  options  that 
were  opened. 

There  was  only  one  of  two  options,  and  it 
was  explained  to  them  at  the  public  meeting 
and  reported  in  the  press.  The  options  were 
that  they  could  go  with  Waterloo,  or  go  with 
Hamilton- Wentworth.  They  would  become  a 
part  of  a  region  at  some  point;  there  was  no 
way  that  Beverly  township  could  maintain 
itself  as  an  economic  area  outside  the  regional 
government.  They  understood  that.  Yet  when 

asked  if  they  wanted  to  remain  in  Beverly 
intact,  the  majority  said  yes. 

I  suggest  to  the  member  for  York  East  that, 
if  what  has  been  said  often,  one  of  the  cri- 

teria for  the  formation  of  regional  govern- 
ment is  community  acceptability,  then  it  is 

evident  here  that  the  community  involved 

does  not  accept  what  the  government  has  of- 
fered as  a  solution  to  a  problem.  If,  in  fact, 

this  government  had  not  procrastinated  so 
much  over  the  last  two  years  about  the  re- 

gion of  Hamilton- Wentworth-Burlington,  we 
wouldn't  be  faced  with  this  problem  today. 
If  this  government  had  been  prepared,  even 

at  this  late  stage,  to  indicate  what  the  boun- 
daries of  the  Hamilton-Wentworth-Burling- 

ton  region  were  going  to  be,  then  the  people 
of  Beverly  could  have  looked  with  even  a 
clearer  picture  of  what  their  future  held  and 
could  quite  easily  then  have  arrived  at  a 
more    definitive  conclusion. 

This  government  has  been  vague  in  its 
atitude  toward  the  formation  of  regional  gov- 

ernment, moving  at  times  with  haste,  without 
consultation  and  without  consideration  and 
moving  at  other  times  so  slowly  as  for  any 
move  hardly  to  be  discernible  at  all.  This  is 
the  problem  that  has  arisen  in  the  area  that 
we  are  talking  about. 

I  suggest  to  this  member  that  it  is  about 
time  that  this  government  paid  some  attention, 
not  only  to  their  whims  but  to  the  needs  of 
the  people  in  the  area,  and  started  to  find  a 
programme  that  will  place  squarely  before 
the  people  of  the  area  what  it  is  that  they 
can  expect  from  regional  government  and, 
secondly,  what  it  is  that  is  going  to  happen 
all  around  their  region  so  that  they  can 

clearly  set  see  what  effect  regional  govern- 
ment is  going  to  have  on  them  as  indiivduals 

in  the  long  run. 

I  don't  think  it's  nearly  good  enough  to 
treat  the  people  in  the  shoddy  way  that  they 
have  been  treated  by  this  government  on  this 
bill.  I  suggest  to  this  member  that  before 
he  proceeds  through  the  House  with  the  bill, 
the  government  has  an  obligation  to  clearly 
spell  out  its  intentions  for  the  total  region, 
including  Hamilton,  in  order  that  all  of  the 
people  of  the  area  who  are  vitally  concerned 
and  vitally  involved  in  its  economic  growth 
and  in  providing  the  recreational  and  indus- 

trial services  that  are  required  to  make  the 
area  viable,  will  know  what  will  happen  in 
the  total  area  before  we  proceed  with  chop- 

ping up  the  area  of  Beverly. 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Speaker,  could  I  ask  the 
hon.  member  if  he  is  suggesting  that  he  is 
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going  to  vote  against  this  bill  if  the  govern-  Mr.  Meen:  I  must  say  that  I  heard  some 
ment  isn't  in  a  position  to  make  a  definitive  very  fine  comments  indeed  about. the  meet- 
statement  on  the  future  of  the  county  of  ing  held  at  Rockton,  to  which  the  member 
Wentworth?  referred— 

Mr.  Deans:  Now,  as  I  was  saying,  Mr. 
Speaker,  at  the  time  that  the  Niagara  bill 
was  introduced,  the  government  said  they 
were  going  to  put  Grimsby  in  with  Niagara 
pro  tern,  they  were  going  to  go  in  there  for 
a  little  while  and  eventually,  when  they 
formed  the  Hamilton  region,  they  would  re- 

evaluate Grimsby's  position.  They  went  ahead and  did  this. 

We  all  know  that  in  itself  was  simply  a 
guise.  There  was  no  intention  of  re-evaluating 

Grimsby's  position.  I  think  if  the  member  is 
going  to  say,  as  he  might  well  say,  that  if 
at  the  time  the  region  of  Wentworth- 
Burlington-Hamilton  is  formed— and  I  include 
Burlington  because  it  has  to  be  there— if  at 

the  time  this  region  is  formed  it's  evident  that 
the  people  in  that  corner  of  Beverly  still 
want  to  remain  in  the  Wentworth  region, 
then  they  will  make  the  appropriate  change. 

If  that  somehow  falls  into  the  rhetoric  that 
flows  from  the  other  side  afterward,  I  reject 

it,  because  in  fact  it  hasn't  been  shown  to 
be  true  and  in  the  past  this  hasn't  been  done. 

I  say  to  the  member  that  it's  time  now  to 
spell  out  what  the  government  intends  to  do 
with  the  total  region  before  they  chop  it  away 
little  by  little  and  form  the  boundaries  by 

default— and  this  is  another  boundary;  there's 
only  one  left.  It's  time  this  government  had 
enough  gumption  to  get  up  and  say  what  it 
is  that  they  intend  to  do  and  to  pay  more 
attention  to  making  sure  that  the  people  of 
the  regions  involved  have  an  opportunity  to 
be  involved  in  the  decisions  that  are  finally 
made. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  anyone  wish  to  speak 
on  this  bill  before  the  member  for  York  East? 

Mr.  Martel:  I  hope  we  get  some  positive 

answers.  We  didn't  get  any  last  night. 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  natural 
proclivity,  I  think,  to  take  things  in  the 
order  in  which  they  were  presented,  but  this 
debate  has  gone  on  for  so  long  that  I  think 
we  are  tending  to  lose  sight  of  some  of  the 
major  points  and  there  has  been  a  consider- 

able amount  of  duplication. 

Perhaps  for  openers  I  might  start  at  the 
very  last,  rather  than  at  the  beginning,  and 
deal  with  the  observation  made  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Wentworth. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  thought  you  might. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  was  an  excellent  meeting. 

Mr.  Meen:  —and  he  did  explain  to  the 
people  in  attendance  just  what  regional  gov- 

ernment is  all  about  and  what  we,  the 
government,  are  trying  to  do  in  Waterloo county. 

Mr.  Deans:  And  I  did  it  fairly. 

Mr.  Meen:  I  can  also  sympathize  with  the 
people  in  Beverly,  and  indeed  in  Hamilton 
and  Wentworth,  when  they  see  regional  gov- 

ernments being  structured  around  them,  that 
they  might  just  be  apprehensive  as  to  what 
was  going  to  happen  to  them. 

Mr.  Deans:  That  is  right! 

Mr.   Meen:    I   can   tell  the  hon.  members 
that  it  is  not  the  intention  of  the  government 
to  take  chunks  out  of  them  right,  left  and 

centre,  in  the  figurative  sense- 

Mr.  Deans:  They  are  doing  it. 

Mr.  Meen:  —and  that  it  is  the  govern- 

ment's intention  to  take  a  good  look  at  the 
future  of  Wentworth  in,  you  might  say,  the 
immediate  future.  It  just  happens  that  the 
study  in  the  Kitchener-Waterloo  area  was 
initiated  some  years  ago  and  has  now  come 
to  fruition. 

Both  parties  opposite  have  indicated  they 

propose  to  support  this  bill,  and  I  think  that's wise.  I  interjected  a  question  to  the  hon. 
member  for  Wentworth  during  his  com- 

ments, because  really  we're  not  in  a  position 
to  say,  with  any  measure  of  definition,  what 

is  going  to  happen  with  Hamilton  and  Went- 
worth at  this  juncture.  But  a  study  is  going 

to  be  made  and  it  won't  be  delayed  and 
something  will  be  done- 

Mr.  Deans:  Another  study? 

Mr.  Meen:  —and  the  people  will  not  be 
left  in  limbo  in  that  area  wondering  what  is 
going  to  happen  to  them.  But  we  are  anxious 
to  get  on  with  the  Kitchener-Waterloo  bill, 
which  we  have  before  us  now. 

The  history  of  this  bill  has  been  reviewed 
by  a  number  of  hon.  members  opposite.  It 
started,  as  we  all  know,  in  1966  when  the 
local  government  review  was  initiated.  The 
data  book  was  prepared  by  the  spring  of 
1967,  and  Dr.  Stewart  Fyfe  undertook  the 
commission  and  there  was  a  commission  study 
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then,  based  on  that.  He  had  public  hearings 
and  eventually  his  final  report  was  released 
in  1970.  Now,  since  that  time  our  staff  people 
have  been  studying  that  and  our  provincial 
response  to  that  report  was  available  roughly 
a  year  later,  during  the  year  1971,  in  March 
as  I  recall,  a  year  ago. 

Well,  now,  since  that  time  further  work 
has  been  done.  And  this  year,  March  27  I 
believe,  our  people  attended  in  Kitchener  and 
discussed  the  proposed  structuring  with  the 
municipal  civil  servants  down  there,  and 
with  the  elected  representatives  as  well,  at  a 
well  attended  open  meeting.  Unfortunately  I 

was  not  able  to  get  to  that  meeting,  but  I've had  the  information  derived  from  it  at  hand 
since  that  time. 

Well,  following  that,  the  drafting  of  the 
bill  took  place.  I  might  say  to  those  who 

might  suggest  the  people  in  Waterloo  don't 
want  this  bill,  that  they  have  to  be  com- 

pletely misinformed.  The  hon.  member  for 
Waterloo  North  has  spoken  of  the  urgency 
of  getting  this  bill  in.  The  hon.  member  for 
Kitchener  (Mr.  Breithaupt)  spoke  about  the 
urgency  of  getting  the  bill  in. 

Indeed,  I  remember  making  a  rather  "off 
the  cuff"  observation  to  one  of  the  reporters 
back  in  April,  at  the  time  when  we  were  at 
the  stage  of  getting  the  bill  into  the  mill,  so 
to  speak;  getting  it  drafted  and  getting  go- 

ing. And  I  remember  saying  to  him  that  at 
the  rate  our  legislation  was  moving  along, 
and  the  number  of  things  I  could  see  that  we 
had  to  accomplish  before  this  House  rose  at 
the  end  of  June,  that  I  had  some  misgivings 
as  to  whether  we  would  actually  accomplish 
converting  a  bill  into  an  Act  by  the  end  of 
June,  so  that  we  could  have  a  fall  election. 

Well,  that  news  got  down  to  Kitchener 
like  lightning  and  the  wires  were  pretty  hot 
for  a  few  hours  after  that;  because  everybody 
down  there  wants  it  and  they  want  it  now. 

And  we're  getting  on  with  it  just  as  quickly 
as  we  can.  And  I  reject,  categorically,  the 
suggestion  made  by  some  hon.  members 

opposite  that  we've  been  dragging  our  feet. 
We  have  endeavoured,  wherever  possible,  to 
have  public  participation  in  this.  To  have  the 
input  from  the  various  areas  as  members  have 
mentioned. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Five  years  now. 

Mr.  Meen:  I  have  met  with  the  people 
from  Caryndale.  I  have  tried  to  resolve  their 
problems.  We  eventually  decided  that  in  their 
interests  and  in  the  interests  of  their  children 

and  their  children's  children,  and  the  beauti- 
ful area  indeed  that  they  have  set  up  in  the 

southern  end  of  Waterloo  township,  that  they 
would  have  to  become  a  part  of  the  exten- 

sion of  the  city  of  Kitchener.  But  these  have 

been  things  we've  tried  to  do  with  respect to  Beverly  township. 

The  various  studies  conducted  by  our  staff 
indicated  that  there  was  a  definite  orientation 

of  interest,  not  within  the  12-mile  area  alone, 
but  indeed  reaching  out  to  and  including 
the  42-square  mile  area  of  interest. 

Where  did  they  go  to  shop?  Where  did 
their  kids  go  to  school?  Where  did  their 
friends  live?  What  movies  did  they  go  to? 
What  newspaper  did  they  purchase?  What 
television  stations  did  they  watch?  And  when 
all  these  studies  were  made,  the  definite 
orientation  pointed  into  the  general  Gait  area. 

Now,  when  the  questionnaire  came  up, 
to  which  the  hon.  member  for  Wentworth 

has  made  reference,  I  still  say— and  we  in 

the  department  have  studied  this— and  we're 
of  the  opinion  that  it  was  not  an  unequivocal 
alternative  that  was  offered  to  them.  We 
say  this,  it  looks  as  if  many  of  those  people 
thought  that  the  alternative  was  to  go  into 
the  city  of  Gait.  At  one  time  that  had  been 
thought  of  as  the  alternative,  whereas,  in 
point  of  fact  they  are  a  rural  community  and 
would  have  far  more  empathy,  far  more  com- 

munity of  interest,  with  the  people  of  the 
township  of  North  Dumfries,  and  it  is  for 
that  reason  that  they  are  included  in  North 
Dumfries.  This  is  the  reason  why  we  figure 
that—and  we  have  looked  at  all  these  things 
of  course— these  questionnaires,  put  in  such 
a  brief  form,  cannot  be  relied  on  on  their 
face  value  alone.  We  must  look  at  other 
factors.  The  reduction  from  42  square  miles 
down  to  12.7  square  miles  was  done  in  the 
interests  of  making  sure  that  if  we  were  in 
error  in  any  way,  we  erred  on  taking  too 
little  into  North  Dumfries,  rather  than  too 
much.  We  are  confident  that  we  have  not 
erred  on  the  side  of  taking  too  much.  I  have 
told  the  people  from  the  area,  however,  that 

the  government— if,  after  the  smoke  has  clear- 
ed, it  should  be  made  abundantly  clear  to 

us  that  we  are  in  error  on  that  boundary— 
we  will  consider  some  sort  of  adjustment. 
But  frankly,  I  do  not  expect  that  it  will  be 
an  adjustment  in  the  direction  of  reducing 

that  area  further.  It's  been  made  clear  to 
me,  from  many  calls  that  I  have  received 
and  from  letters  by  the  hundreds,  that  there 
are  a  lot  of  people  in  there  who  are  anxious 
to  be  in  the  Waterloo  region  and  anxious 
to  be  a  part  of  the  township  of  North 
Dumfries. 
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Mr.  Deans:  Might  I  ask  a  question? 

Mr.  Meen:  No,  I  am  limited  in  my  time, 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  going  to  cover  as  many 

of  these  points  as  I  can  and  I  don't  want  to 
waste  any  time  in  further  debate.  I  have 
attempted  to  restrict  my  own  questions  of 
the  members  to  an  absolute  minimum.  As  to 

the  contents  of  the  bill,  it  is  a  conventional 

two-tier  structure,  very  much  like  that  of 
the  Niagara  region. 

The  member  for  Wentworth  talked  about 

people  in  the  area  not  being  happy  about 
regional  government. 

Mr.  Deans:  They  don't  know  anything about  it. 

Mr.  Meen:  I  say  to  him  that  if  he  had 
been  down  with  me  and  with  the  minister 

and  some  of  our  staff  in  the  Niagara  region, 
when  we  went  down  to  St.  Catharines, 
three  or  four  weeks  ago  now  it  would  be, 
for  a  meeting  with  the  regional  government 
of  Niagara,  to  my  pleasure  I  met  a  number 

of  people  from  the  Kitchener-Waterloo  area. 
Some  of  the  senior  elected  people  from  that 
area  came  down  to  Niagara  to  see  just  what 
was  happening.  I  can  tell  you  that  when  I 
met  with  them— 

Mr.  Deacon:  They  were  very  happy. 

Mr.  Meen:  —afterwards,  they  expressed  to 
me  a  feeling  of  confidence  in  the  future  of 
the  Waterloo  region.  They  could  see  from 

the  disposition  of  the  matters  that  came  be- 
fore that  regional  government  meeting  with 

the  minister,  that  things  could  really  be  ac- 
complished which  they  would  have  stood 

no  chance  of  having  accomplished  at  all, 
without  this  kind  of  regional  structure. 

Mr.  Deans:  The  elected  representatives  are 
not  the  only  people  involved. 

Mr.  Meen:  I  don't  think  they  are  appre- 
hensive at  all  on  the  future  of  the  regional 

government  of  Waterloo.  Someone  last 

evening— it  may  have  been  the  member  for 

Waterloo  North  but  I  am  afraid  I  don't 
recall  at  the  moment— suggested  that  there 
was  a  great  disparity  in  the  representation 
by  population  as  set  out  in  our  proposed 
structure  for  their  regional  government.  I 
took  off  my  figures,  approximately,  the  ratio. 
It  does  vary,  of  course.  North  Dumfries,  in 

that  sense,  is  over-represented  with  only  one, 
because  they  have  somewhat  over  4,000 
residents,  and  by  the  same  token  the  city 

of  Kitchener  may  be  slightly  under-represent- 
ed on  the  same  ratio  of  5,000  or  6,000  per 

person.  But  Kitchener,  with  115,000,  has  a 
total  of  nine  representatives  on  regional 
council,  so  really  they  are  not  too  badly 
off.  The  rest  of  the  representation  is,  as 

nearly  as  we  could  do  it,  a  "rep  by  pop" 
based  on  those  factors,  and  I  think  we  have 

accomplished  a  fairly  democratic  representa- 
tion from  the  area.  Had  we  amalgamated 

Kitchener  and  Waterloo— which  I  am  sure 
none  of  the  members  opposite  would  really 

go  for— the  combined  cities,  which  do  have 
in  some  respects  a  common  interest  but  in 
other  respects  not  a  common  interest,  would 
have  had  an  overpowering  effect  on  council. 
That  was  one  of  the  Teasons  for  keeping 

them  separate,  entirely  apart  from  the  re- 
sults of  the  other  studies  that  were  con- 

ducted. 

One  of  the  members  opposite  also  sug- 
gested that  we  were  putting  a  lot  of  power 

into  the  regional  authority  without  leaving 

anything  at  the  area  level.  I  reject  that  sug- 
gestion, too.  I  think  that  came  from  the 

member  for  Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  Deans:  Very  receptive  group. 

Mr.  Meen:  Really,  if  you  take  a  look  at 
the  distribution  at  the  regional  level.  Of 
course,  we  have  water,  water  pumping  and 
treatment  and  major  distribution  trunk  lines, 
but  that  is  at  wholesale  rates.  The  water  will 

be  sold  to  the  area  municipalities  at  whole- 
sale. Sewage  treatment  and  sewage  main 

trunk  lines  are  regional,  but  sewage  collector 
lines  are  at  the  area  level.  Garbage  sites  and 

disposal,  of  course,  have  to  be  on  a  regional 
basis. 

Regional  roads,  of  course,  but  there  are 
local  roads  too;  health  and  welfare;  homes 

for  the  aged;  conservation;  emergency  meas- 
ures organization,  the  EMO  with  which  we 

are  all  familiar;  regional  official  plan,  of 

course;  regional  land  division;  capital  bor- 
rowing, another  obvious  one  for  the  regional 

level;  public  transit,  which  will  be  optional. 
We  did  touch  on  that  in  the  discussion  last 

night.  I  think  it  is  an  interesting  thing;  we 

are  doing  the  same  thing  now  in  Ottawa- 
Carleton. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  haven't  seen  the  bill  yet. 

Mr.  Meen:  No,  but  it  is  the  intention  and 
the  belief  that  we  will  have  that  in  this 
session. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Next  Thursday?  Will  you 
introduce  it  on  Thursday? 

Mr.  Meen:  Could  be.  Now,  police— 
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Mr.  Deans:  Why  does  Municipal  Affairs 
bring  all  its  bills  in  in  the  last  24  hours? 

Mr.  Meen:  With  the  region  taking  over 
police,  there  will  be  additional  grants  to  sup- 

port the  cost  of  police  on  the  regional  basis. 

I'll  get  to  the  grants  in  a  moment.  I've  re- 
ceived a  request  that  I  keep  my  comments 

a  little  briefer  than  I  would  be  otherwise 
tempted  to  do,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  so  I  may 
have  to  skip  some  of  the  subjects  I  wanted 
to  touch  on. 

At  the  area  level  will  be  building  codes; 
building  inspections;  recreation;  parks;  elec- 

trical energy  distribution— the  public  utilities 
will  continue  to  operate  on  the  same  basis; 
the  distribution  of  gas;  local  official  plans, 
of  course;  zoning  bylaws;  the  committees  of 
adjustments;  subdivision  agreements;  and  so 
on.  There  is  quite  a  bit  left  still  at  the  local 
level. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Most  of  it  is  routine  house- 
keeping, nothing  more. 

Mr.  Meen:  In  that  sense,  I'd  simply  repeat 
that  we  have,  with  a  few  experiments  with 
other  regional  governments,  found  things 
that  will  work.  We  have  found  things  that 

wouldn't  work.  This  bill  is  a  distillation  of 
the  things  which  we  think  are  the  best  in  an 
area  of  Ontario  where  the  local  government 
is  already  highly  developed.  This  bill  is  very 
much  unlike  the  Sudbury  bill,  as  there  are 
no  unimproved  areas  in  Waterloo;  quite  un- 

like the  problems  that  arise  in  the  Sudbury 

Interjection    by    an   hon.    member. 

Mr.  Meen:  Now,  as  to  finances- 

Mr.  Martel:   I  am  glad  the  parliamentary 

assistant's  going  to  talk  about  it;  his  friend 
wouldn't  last  night. 

Mr.  Meen:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North  was  asking  about  the  various  grants, 
the  density  grants.  I  think  he  speculated,  or 
one  of  the  members  opposite  speculated,  that 
Kitchener  would  not  receive  a  density  grant 
under  our  scheme  and  that  is  correct.  But 

all  the  remaining  six  municipalities  will  re- 
ceive density  grants. 

Mr.  Good:  How  much? 

Mr.  Meen:  I'll  go  down  those  if  the  hon. members  would  like  to  have  them.  In  the 

case  of  Gait,  which  of  course  is  a  combina- 
tion of  Gait,  Hespeler,  Preston  and  a  part  of 

Waterloo  township,  with  a  population  of 
63,000,    it    will    receive    a    basic   per    capita 

grant  under  our  new  Act  of  $8  or  an  amount 

of  $505,000;  a  police  grant,  with  the  take- 
over of  police,  as  the  hon.  member  would 

well  know,  of  a  further  $205,000;  a  density 
grant  of  $63,000,  to  a  total  grant,  on  the 
basis  of  regional  structure,  of  $773,000. 

Mr.  Good:  What's  the'  rate  of  the  density 
grant  for  Waterloo? 

Mr.  Meen:  It's  a  sliding  scale,  Mr.  Speak- 

er, so  that— 
Mr.   Good:    I  know  that. 

Mr.  Meen:  I  can't  give  that;  figure  it  out 
for  yourself.  It  looks  like  $1  a  head  because 

it's  63,000  people  and  it's  $63,000.  In  the 
case  of  Kitchener,  at  115,000  population- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  less  than  10  per  cent 
of  this. 

Mr.  Meen:  -the  basic  grant  is  $923,000; 
the  police  grant  will  be  $375,000;  no  density 
grant,  as  I  mentioned,  with  a  total  grant  on 
the  regional  basis  of  $1,298,000. 

I  don't  think  we  need  to  go  through  all 
those.  I'll  be  pleased  to  give  them  to  the member  either  later  or  in  committee  if  he 
wants  them  at  that  time.  The  net  result,  as 
estimated  last  night  by  the  member  for  Brant 
(Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon)  at  $2  million,  is  somewhat 
less  than  that.  But  the  net  increase  in  grants 

to  the  municipality,  recognizing  the  addi- 
tional cost  because  of  the  additional  and  im- 

proved services  available  to  them,  is  esti- 
mated at  $3,094,000;  an  increase  of  $1,240,000 

over  what  they  would  get  on  the  present 
basis  without  regional  government.  One  and 
one-quarter  million  dollars  more  will  be 
pumped  into  that  region  in  the  year  1973. 
That's  on  the  basis  of  the  1971  figure,  so 
that  is  subject  to  some  variation  on  the 
theme.  But  by  and  large  we  are  reasonably 
close  with  an  estimate  of  an  additional  $1.25 
million  to  be  pumped  into  that  community 
in  the  region. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  have  to  look  at  their 
whole  cost. 

Mr.  Meen:  We  have  to  look  at  all  these 

factors,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  that  is  not  all  the 
money  that  will  go  in  if  it  is  determined 
that,  because  of  the  restructuring  of  govern- 

ment, we  get  into  some  problem  such  as 
that  enunciated  by  Mayor  Woods.  I  think  he 
quite  articulately  expressed  the  problem  of 
amalgamation  of  areas  that  have  gone  into 
current  assessment,  where  other  areas  are 
still  on  older  assessment.  We  have  provision 
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for  transitional  grants  that  can  look  after 

these  problems  and,  hopefully,  over  a 

phasing-in  period,  and  until  the  new  assess- 
ments can  be  brought  into  line  throughout 

all  of  the  area  municipalities,  will  take  care 
of  any  significant  shift. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  afraid  I  have  already  run over  the  time  allotted  to  me  and  I  realize 

that  there  are  quite  a  number  of  questions 

raised  by  the  members  opposite  that  I  haven't 
had  a  chance  to  touch  on.  May  I  just  say,  in 

my  opinion,  we  have  a  good  bill.  I'm  grateful 
for  the  kind  words  expressed  by  the  member 

for  Brant  with  respect  to  myself  and  I've 
worked  hard,  we've  all  worked  hard,  on  this 
bill.  I  think  it  is  a  good  bill. 

I'm  grateful  for  the  support  of  all  hon. 
members  in  this  House  and  I  know  that, 

when  the  bill  is  passed,  and  we  are  able  to 
get  down  and  talk  to  the  people  in  Waterloo, 

that  they  will  better  understand  it.  I'm  sure 
that  many,  if  not  all  of  their  apprehensions  at 
the  coming  regional  structure  in  their  area 
will  be  allayed  once  and  for  all. 

The  minister  and  I,  and  some  of  our  knowl- 

edgeable staff  in  the  various  areas  of  govern- 
ment and  finance,  will  be  meeting  with  the 

representatives  in  the  region  next  Tuesday 
afternoon  and,  hopefully  at  that  time  even,  a 
lot  of  the  problems  will  be  clarified. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  wonder  if  the  member  could,  at 
least,  give  some  clarification  for  this  abrupt 
termination  a  half  an  hour  before  the  time 

set  for  closing  the  sitting.  We  would  have 

appreciated  his  answering  many  of  the  ques- 
tions that  he  had  intended  to. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Of  course,  in  the  first  place, 
the  member  may  reply  at  whatever  length 

he  thinks  is  appropriate  under  the  circum- 
stances. The  bill  itself,  of  course,  is  going  to 

go  to  committee,  as  I  understand  it,  and 
many  of  these  questions,  as  expressed  by  the 
member  for  York  East,  can  be  dealt  with 

during  the  clause-by-clause  deliberations. 
The  motion  is  for  second  reading  of  Bill  167. 
Is  it  the  pleasure  of  the  House  that  the 
motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  bill,  as  I  understand  it, 
is  to  go  to  committee  of  the  whole. 

Mr.  Meen:  That  is  correct,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Committee  of  the  whole? 

Agreed. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  41st  order,  House 

in  committee  of  supply;  Mr.  W.  Hodgson  in 
the  chair. 

ESTIMATES,  OFFICE  OF 
LIEUTENANT  GOVERNOR 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Mr. 

Speaker,  I  just  want  to  hear  the  comments 
of  the  Premier  on  the  matter  I  raised  this 

morning.  I  know  it  has  been  an  embarrass- 
ment to  many  of  us  in  this  Legislature— and 

I  know  it  has  been  even  more  embarrassing 

to  the  Lieutenant  Governor  himself— the 
manner  in  which  we  have  been  receiving 
him  in  the  House  when  he  has  come  in  to 

give  royal  assent.  I  feel  that  this  is  something 
the  Premier  himself  should  take  notice  of 

and  do  something  about. 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  Mr.  Chair- 

man, I'll  reply  to  that  very  briefly.  I  don't 
recall— and  I  could  be  wrong— very  many 
occasions,  if  any,  and  I  can  only  speak 

personally,  where  I  have  been  sitting  out  in 
front  here  talking  to  the  television  reporters 
when  the  Lieutenant  Governor  has  been 

brought  into  this  House  by  the  House  leader. 
Certainly,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  should  receive  the  com- 

plete respect  of  this  House.  There's  no 
question  about  this. 

If,  on  an  occasion— and  perhaps  if  it  hap- 
pened more  often  then  I  will  certainly  see 

that  it  doesn't— there  were  press  conferences 
going  on  out  in  the  hall,  it  was  not  by  design. 

I  don't  recall  being  involved  personally  in 
one  when  the  Lieutenant  Governor  was  going 

by,  although  I  don't  say  that  that  has  not 
happened. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Chairman,  it  has  hap- 
pened on  two  occasions  with  the  Premier 

himself,  and  on  other  occasions  with  other 
cabinet  ministers.  I  am  pleased  that  the 
Premier  is  going  to  look  into  the  matter.  I 
would  hope  that  in  the  future,  if  we  are 
going  to  have  royal  assent  here  in  the  House, 

we  give  the  Lieutenant  Governor  due  defer- 
ence and  the  recognition  of  his  being  Her 

Majesty's  representative. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Just  a  very  brief 
word.  I  got  the  impression  this  morning  when 
the  member  for  York  Centre  raised  the  matter 

that  he  was  perhaps  suggesting  another  way 
of  dealing  with  the  matter  of  royal  assent. 

Mr.  Deacon:  I  was,  but  we  didn't  do  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  fine.  I'm  correct  then 
in  what  I  thought  was  being  said.  I  would 
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think  that  we  might  be  able  to  solve  the 
problem  of  attendance  in  the  House,  which 
frankly  is  never  very  good,  if  we  knew  a 
little  in  advance  when  it  was  the  govern- 

ment's intention  to  have  royal  assent  and  if 
we  didn't  have  committees  sitting  at  the 
same  time  when  it  was  on,  if  we  feel  that 
the  royal  assent  procedure  is  important. 

I  think  that  those  sorts  of  things  could  be 
done  quite  easily  if  we  in  this  House  believe 
that  royal  assent  is  an  important  part  of  the 
procedures  of  the  House.  Rather  than  see  it 
taken  out  and  become  completely  meaning- 

less, I  would  prefer  to  see  it  remain  in  the 
House  and,  in  fact,  that  simply  an  announce- 

ment be  made  on  the  morning  of  the  royal 
assent  that  royal  assent  will  be  sought  or  that 
the  Lieutenant  Governor  will  be  coming  in 
that  day,  so  that  members  can  attempt  to 
arrange  their  office  schedules  to  be  available 
in  the  House  at  the  time  that  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  arrives. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Let  the  cabinet  set  an 
example. 

Mr.  Deans:  And  the  cabinet;  I  include 
them  as  members  of  the  Legislature. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Mr. 
Chairman,  just  out  of  curiosity,  because  I 
would  have  thought  that  it  was  a  programme 
where  austerity  could  take  place:  What 
accounts  for  the  very  substantial  increase  in 
the  estimate? 

Mr.  Deacon:  A  very  modest  amount. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  wonder  if  the  hon. 
member  might  interpret  for  me  what  he 
means  by  a  substantial  increase? 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  are  going  from  roughly 
$40,000  to  $55,000.  What  is  the  extra 
$15,000  for?  Is  there  additional  staff? 

Mr.  Deacon:  He  introduced  a  much  bigger 
increase. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  also  have  $20,000  for 
contingencies.  What  are  these  amounts  of 

money  for  in  the  Lieutenant  Governor's 
programme? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  these  of 
course  refer  to  the  obligations  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  has  from  time  to  time,  representing 
the  Queen  in  this  jurisdiction.  This  would 
include  entertainment  of  visiting  guests  and 
members  of  the  Legislature  from  time  to 
time.  I  think  there  is  nothing  here  other  than 
a  normal  increase  in  salary  and  wages. 

I  think  we  are  very  fortunate  we  have  a 
very  active  Lieutenant  Governor  in  this  prov- 

ince who  has  taken  his  job  very  seriously;  he 
wants  to  be  available  to  have  people  come  to 
meet  him,  and  it  relates  really  to  this  tradi- 

tional function.  As  I  say,  we  are  fortunate 
he  does  it  well,  with  enthusiasm  and  a  great 
deal  of  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  have  not  added  staff? 
Additional  money  for  added  staff? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  don't  believe  there  is 
any  substantial  addition  to  staff. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Estimates  of  the  Office  of 

the  Lieutenant  Governor's  carried? 

Mr.  Deans:  One  final  comment.  The  Prime 
Minister  made  reference  to  something  that  I 
ought  to  have  made  reference  to  in  listening 
to  the  member  for  York  Centre.  I  did  want  to 
say  that  the  Lieutenant  Governor  has  visited 
Hamilton  on  a  number  of  occasions.  He 
seems  to  be  much  more  readily  available  to 
members  of  all  sides  than  I  recall  his  pre- 

decessor being,  though  I  wasn't  here  for 
much  of  his  predecessor's  time.  But  I  am 
always  pleased  with  the  way  in  which  he 
pays  recognition  to  the  members  of  the 
Legislature,  particularly  those  in  the  Oppo- 

sition, and  the  fact  that  he  does  take  the 
time  to  go  around  the  province  and  speak 
with  the  people. 

If  we  have  to  have  a  Lieutenant  Governor, 
then  I  could  think  of  no  better  person  than 
the  one  who  is  doing  it  at  the  moment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Estimates  of  the  Office  of 
the  Lieutenant  Governor  carried? 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  suppose  so. 

Agreed  to. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Estimates  of  the 
Office  of  the  Premier. 

ESTIMATES,  OFFICE  OF 
PREMIER 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  201,  item  1. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Mr.  Chairman,  just  on  the  continuation 

of  the  debate  that  was  going  on  and  the 
comments  that  were  expressed  a  moment  ago, 

regarding  the  Lieutenant  Governor,  it  occur- 
red to  me  that  it  was  a  good  thing  that  the 

usages  of  our  democratic  process  enabled  His 
Honour  to  give  royal  assent  this  morning, 
away  from  this  Chamber.  I  have,  however, 
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certain  reservations,  not  about  the  Lieutenant 

Governor's  activities  in  any  way,  but  about 
the  decision  made  by  his  advisers  to  do  it  in 
this  particular  way. 

We  know,  of  course,  that  nothing  was  pre- 
sented to  His  Honour  other  than  bills  that 

had  been  read  three  times  here  for  his  assent, 
but  surely  the  traditions  are  that  royal  assent 
being  made  in  a  public  place  with  full  access 
to  the  representatives  of  the  people,  is  a  tra- 

dition that  the  first  minister  should  concern 
himself  with. 

I  wouldn't  for  a  moment  suggest  that  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  or  any  other  indi- 

vidual should  have  been  invited  to  attend, 
but  in  fact  it  were  to  be  seen  to  be  a  public 
royal  assent  as  undoubtedly  it  was,  this  might 
have  been  part  of  the  maintenance  of  a  tra- 

dition; whereby  it  is  not  just  the  government 
that  is  a  party  to  the  witnessing  of  royal 
assent. 

It  is  a  small  point,  but  somehow  or 
other  it  has  been  small  points  that  have  con- 

cerned me.  I  just  wanted  to  mention  that  to 

His  Honour's  chief  adviser,  that  he  should 
beware  that  he  doesn't  allow  his  tendency 
to  downgrade  the  role  of  the  Legislature  to 
permeate  all  of  his  thinking. 

This  leads  me  really  to  a  discussion  on  the 
vote  that  is  before  us.  Of  course,  I  must 
begin  my  remarks  by  bringing  to  your  atten- 

tion, Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  Office  of  the 
Premier  last  year  was  served  by  the  expendi- 

ture of  $438,000,  at  least  in  its  estimates;  and 
this  year  the  Premier  (Mr.  Davis)  is  asking 
for  $995,000  to  service  the  department. 

This  is  more  than  doubling  and  I  heard 
the  Premier  on  previous  occasions  say  that  it 
is  because  of  a  change  in  the  relative  responsi- 

bility of  the  Premier's  office  and  the  cabinet 
office;  that  while  there  has  been  an  expansion 
of  staff,  still  he  has  given  a  justification; 
which  I  am  sure  we  may  hear  again  in  part 
in  a  few  moments. 

I  regret  to  some  extent  that  the  Premier's 
staff  is  getting  so  large  that  many  people  on 
this  side  of  the  House  can't  call  them  by 
their  first  names;  but  that  doesn't  matter  very 
much.  I  doubt  very  much  if  even  the  Premier 
could  call  them  all  by  their  first  names  now. 
He  is  looking  up  at  the  ceiling  and  thinking 
about  all  his  close  friends  and  associates  from, 
let  us  say,  more  trying  times,  who  are  now  on 
his  staff.  No  doubt  he  can  call  them  by  their 
first  names. 

Hon.  W.  A.  Davis  (Premier):  There  are 
some  I  would  call  Mrs. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes,  all  right.  Certainly 
this  is  no  reason  why  the  Premier  should 
not  be  as  adequately  served  as  he  sees  fit, 
with  advisers  of  every  description;  speech- 
writers;  and  people  to  answer  his  mail.  The 
part  that  concerns  me  a  bit  is  that  with  the 
expansion  of  the  second  floor  of  the  east 

wing— and  I  have  a  feeling  that  they've  slop- 
ped over  on  to  some  other  floors  as  well  in 

order  to  accommodate,  let's  say,  "spilled 
over"  on  to  some  other  floors— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Try  something- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —as  well— the  Premier  is 
inadvertently  establishing  a  group  of  people 
that,  in  many  respects,  is  replacing  this  Leg- 

islature. It  is  a  group  of  people  who  are 
asked  to  or  perhaps  feel  it  their  respon- 

sibility to  come  up  with  almost  all  of  the 
policy  alternatives  which,  from  time  to  time, 
any  government  would  have  to  consider. 
Among  themselves,  they  would  thrash  out 
these  alternatives,  discarding  those  which 
are  unsophisticated  or  so  politically  unviable 
that  they  must  be  discarded.  They  would 
have  their  ties  with  the  Management  Board, 
almost  interchangeably,  so  that  all  of  the 
financing  aspects  could  be  reviewed  on  a 
continuing  basis. 

The  result  I  fear  is  that  with  the  tremen- 
dous expansion  of  the  cabinet  office  and  the 

Premier's  office— while  we  are  concerned  with 
the  expense,  that's  not  what  concerns  me 
just  at  this  moment— the  Premier  is  estab- 

lishing a  counterweight,  a  counterpoise,  al- 
most a  replacement  for  this  Legislature.  He 

is,  in  fact,  establishing  a  source  of  policy 
alternatives;  he  is  establishing  a  debating 
centre  on  an  expert  basis  whereby  these 
alternatives  are  reviewed.  He  has  the  people 
who  will  immediately  translate  the  policy 
decisions  which,  I  am  sure,  are  made  by  the 
Premier  himself  in   consultation— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Have  you  read  this? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Do  you  want  to  read 
that  out  now  or  later?  I  will  immediately 

resume  my  seat  because  that's  good  stuff- 
that  is  very  good  stuff.  The  Premier  is  wav- 

ing the  Liberal  platform  around  and  I  hope 
he  has  taken  a  few  lessons  from  it. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Are 
you  accusing  him  of  establishing  regional 
desks  like  Trudeau  in  Ottawa? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  is  maybe— I  don't 
know.  I  don't  think  he  has  regional  desks, 
but  maybe  he  has. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  We  have  very  few  desks. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  could  be  that- 

Mr.    MacDonald:    Its   counterpart. 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  It  served  well 
for  Trudeau,  that  is  all. 

Mr.    R.    F.    Nixon:    —but    if    you'll   permit 
me,  Mr.  Chairman- 

Mr.    MacDonald:    He's    an   understudy    of Trudeau. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —I  simply  want  to  ex- 
press my  view  that  one  of  the  reasons  why 

the  Premier  feels  he  has  to  consult  less  and 
less  with  this  chamber  and  in  fact,  to  be 
physically  present  here  less  and  less,  is  that 
he  has  no  feeling  that  policy  alternatives  nor 
even  the  rational  discussion  of  these  alterna- 

tives takes  place  here.  He  gets  all  of  the 

input— there's  the  second  time  I've  used  the 
word  today  and  I  regret  it—on  that  aspect 
which  he  needs  from  his  growing  staff.  It  is 
with  an  expert  assessment  of  policy  alterna- 

tives that  the  economic  experts  and  others, 
with  their  connections  with  all  of  the  govern- 

ment ministries,  are  able  in  fact,  to  replace 
what,  in  my  view,  should  be  a  continuing 
function  of  this  Legislature. 

There  are  those— I  think  somebody  men- 
tioned to  me  that  Hugh  Peacock  was  one  of 

them— who  used  to  say  that  this  chamber 
exists  only  for  what  it  can  do  in  times  of 
emergency— something  like  Bill  99— or  on 
the  information  that  there  is  widespread 
mercury  pollution  and  that  great  areas  of 
the  Great  Lakes  will  have  to  be  shut  down. 
That  sort  of  thing.  For  the  rest  of  the  time, 

it  seems  to  be  the  opposition's  role  to  try  to 
make  everyday  events  sound  like  and,  in 
fact,  perhaps  be  emergencies,  which  is  some- 

times  not  always  possible. 

When  it  comes  to  the  day-to-day  opera- 
tion of  policy  development,  the  consideration 

of  alternatives  and  finally  the  decision,  while 
we  on  this  side  grant  the  power— at  least  we 
recognize  the  power— that  lies  with  the  Pre- 

mier and  his  ministry  in  arriving  at  their 
decisions  any  way  they  choose,  we  must 
protest  that  he  uses  this  chamber,  in  its  his- 

toric function,  less  and  less.  It  leaves  it  as 
a  place  where  the  emergency  alarm  bells 
are  ringing,  or  attempted  to  be  rung,  at  all 
times. 

I  suppose,  Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  the 
problems  is  that  the  Premier  recognizes  the 
political  divisions  —  in  capital  letters  —  as 
enforcing  his  actions  more  than  I  feel  they 

should,  but  I  have  never  felt  that  he  was  an 
unreasonable  person  and  was  unprepared  to 
listen  to  criticism  and  respond  to  it,  and 
sometimes  to  accept  recommendations  from 
other  political  groups. 

But  there  is  a  tendency  more  and  more  to 
consider  this  chamber— and  I  am  talking  about 
the  Premier  himself— as  simply  a  pro  forma 
ratification  of  decisions  that  he  has  taken,  in- 

stead of  using  it  as  a  forum  in  which  policy 
development  can  take  place  and  which,  under 
the  proper  usage  of  our  rules,  the  develop- 

ment of  alternatives  and  the  shooting  down 
of  alternatives  take  place. 

I  would  say  that  while  we  hold  great 
hopes  for  the  results  of  the  commission  into 
the  role  of  the  Legislature  and  the  private 
member,  whatever  they  recommend  will 
amount  to  nothing  unless  the  attitude  of  the 
leader  of  the  government  is  of  a  type  that  is 
not  only  prepared  to  recognize,  but  to  foster, 
the  importance  of  our  traditions  as  well  as 
the  future  of  this  chamber. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel  that  the  expansion  of 

the  Premier's  staff,  indicated  here  by  the  in- 
crease by  over  100  per  cent  in  the  vote  for 

his  staff,  means  in  many  ways  that  in  his 
mind  the  purpose  of  this  chamber  is  being 
replaced  by  a  reference  to  the  technologists 
and  the  experts  whom  he  is  able  to  hire  and 
bring  in  in  close  allegiance  and  loyalty  around 
him  directly. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  shall  try  to  confine  the  very 
extended  remarks  I  intended  to  make  to  the 
time  that  is  available.  They  will  be  very 
tentative  and,  I  hope,  elicit  some  responses 
from  the  Premier  on  Monday  or  whenever. 

Curiously  enough,  I  don't  see  what  is 
happening  to  the  Premier's  office  in  the 
fashion  in  which  the  Leader  of  the  Opposi- 

tion sees  it.  I  am  concerned  about  the  very 
considerable  increase  in  staff,  and  I  shall 
come  to  that  in  a  moment.  I  am  not  at  all 
certain  that  the  increase  in  the  estimate  and 

the  increase  in  the  Premier's  staff  and  cabinet 
office  necessarily  relate  in  a  direct  fashion  to 
what  occurs  in  the  Legislature  or  his  view 
of  it. 

He  knows  that  we  disagree  with  him  pro- 
foundly about  the  way  in  which  the  Legisla- 

ture operates,  the  degree  to  which  there  is 
appropriate  discussion  of  policy  here  or  the 
way  in  which  the  Legislature  is  treated,  and 
that  of  course  is  why  we  so  strongly  sup- 

ported the  commission  which  will  examine 
the  functioning  of  the  Legislature  and  hope- 

fully will  remedy  its  more  deficient  qualities. 
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But  I  would  think  that  what  has  happened 

in  the  Premier's  office  is  much  more  a  re- 
flection of  a  different  phenomenon.  It  is  not 

so  much,  as  one  of  my  colleagues  has  said, 
the  downgrading  of  the  Legislature  as  the 
upgrading  of  the  Tory  party;  it  is  rather  a 
greater  emphasis  on  extending  the  Office  of 
the  Premier,  of  surrounding  himself  with  the 
trappings  of  state,  which  have  become  so 
fashionable  in  the  contemporary  world. 

I  don't  know— and  I  will  be  interested  to 
learn— exactly  why  the  collective  satrapy  has 
to  be  as  large  as  it  is.  And  I  would  be 
fascinated  to  learn  why  it  is  necessary  to 
have  quite  the  numbers  that  the  Premier 
now  has,  because  I  must  say  to  the  Premier, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  think  it  has  gone  be- 

yond the  bounds  of  reason.  In  fact,  I  think  it 
has  become  grandiose. 

I  think  the  office  has  succumbed  to  the 

fashionable  urge  to  be  a  head  of  state,  and 
that  affects  the  way  in  which  people  feel 
accessibility  to  the  office  or  the  way  in  which 
the  office  itself  is  handled.  If  the  Premier 
will  forgive  me,  it  is  kind  of  like  having  a 

seoond  airport;  you  know,  there's  a  sort  of irresistible  technological  urge  to  which  we  all 
succumb,  that  we  will  have  a  second  airport. 
And  the  need  to  have  90  staff  instead  of  50 
staff  is  a  sort  of  measure  of  the  establish- 

ment. It's  1970:  Premiers,  Prime  Ministers, 
have  to  have  vast  entourages  to  give  to  their 
office  a  sense  of  bearing,  a  sense  of  status, 
a  sense  of  egocentricity,  a  sense  of  state.  I 

don't  mean  that  of  the  Premier— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Glad  you  recognized  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —he  is  the  most  humble  of 
men;  it  is  only  in  the  last  two  years  that  he 

has  started  to  use  the  word  "I"  at  all.  For 
the  decade  prior  he  forever  said,  "we;"  and it  drove  us  mad  on  this  side  of  the  House. 

"We"  stand  here  and  make  pronounce- 
ments; "we"  are  giving  an  edict  on  new 

educational  policy.  Finally  he  has  ventured 
into  the  use  of  first  person  and  that  in  fact 
suggests,  I  think,  a  very  healthy  pheno- 
menon. 

But,  along  with  that  new  emphasis  on  the 

word  "I",  has  come  the  need  for  90  civil 
servants;  or  however  many  there  are— 75. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  In  fact,  when  we  get  into 

it,  you  will  find  it's  53  plus  one-half  of  nine. 

Mr.  Lewis:  "Fifty-three  plus  one^half  of 
nine."  You'll  tell  me  what  you  did  with  the other  half. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  will. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Good! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  If  you  will  give  me  an 
opportunity  I  will  explain  to  you  the  one 
half  of  nine. 

Interjections    by    hon.    members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  don't 
want  to— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  It  is  really  much  less 

than  some  things- 

Mr.  Lewis:  —I  don't  want  to  pursue  it 
unduly.  I  think  that  philosophically  we  have 
differences  with  the  Premier  about  the  func- 

tioning of  the  Legislature,  and  maybe  we  can 
engage  in  a  bit  of  discussion  on  that  over 
the  period  of  time,  whatever  it  is,  that  this 
estimate  evolves. 

But  that  seems  to  me  and  to  those  of  us 
on  this  side  to  be  a  separate  phenomenon 
from  this  extraordinary  self-indulgence  which 
the  Office  of  the  Premier  now  exhibits.  And 
I  hope  that  appropriate  justification  can  be 

given. I  would  also  be  interested,  by  way  of  an 

aside,  Mr.  Premier,  to  know  how  the  citizen's 
advice  bureau,  and  the  wish  to  extend  con- 

tact this  way  into  the  province,  has  been 

tied  in  with  the  Premier's  office— not  so  much 
solely  in  the  person  of  Mr.  Levinsky, 
although  I  presume  he  has  been  seconded;  I 
think  he  told  me  he  was  seconded  for  the 
task.  But  I  would  like  to  know  what  it  was 

about  the  Premier's  office  that  required  inter- 
vention in  the  establishment  of  perhaps  the 

most  sensitive  contact  with  the  public  that 
the  Legislature  has  yet,  or  the  cabinet  has 
yet  contemplated;  and  perhaps  a  little  bit 
about  that— with  the  rider,  which  I  con- 

cede, that  Mr.  Levinsky  went  about  his 
work  most  scrupulously;  certainly  in  contact 
with  me,  and,  as  I  know  it,  with  other  mem- 

bers of  my  caucus. 

I  would  also,  as  a  last  word,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, before  you  close  out,  like  the  Premier 

to  take  a  little  time  if  he  would  to  comment 

on  the  current  status  of  federal-provincial 
relations;  his  view  of  them  as  they  relate  to 
the  Province  of  Quebec  and  the  various  de- 

mands it  is  presently  making.  This  is  an 
area  which  his  predecessor  felt  strongly  about 
and  which  many  of  us  agreed  his  predeces- 

sor made  a  major  contribution  to. 

It  would  be  very  useful  if  we  could  en- 

gage in  some  discussion  about  this  Premier's attitude  to  the  Province  of  Quebec  and  the 
relation  of  Quebec  in  Canada,  because  it  was 
in  the  experience  in  Victoria  that  I,  at  least, 
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was  somewhat  apprehensive  about  the  gov- 

ernment of  Ontario's  role.  I  shall  subside, Mr.  Chairman. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Chairman,  just  to 
reply  very  briefly  to  the  initial  remarks  and 
I  shall  do  it  within  the  60  seconds  that  are 

available;  and  then  we  can  get  into  the  dis- 
cussion of  the  federal-provincial  aspect  in 

Quebec  perhaps  on  Monday,  or  whenever 
these  estimates  are  called  again. 

I  would  just  like  to  point  out  to  the  Leader 
of  the  Opposition  that  while  I  know  it  is 
fashionable  to  be  critical  of  any  increase  in 
staff  or  size  of  a  department,  or  in  this  case 
an  office.  And  perhaps  it  is  fashionable  to 
say  that  this,  in  the  view  of  the  Premier, 
perhaps  downgrades  the  role  of  the  Legis- 

lature. I  would  just  like  to  say,  through  you 
Mr.  Chairman,  to  the  Leader  of  the  Opposi- 

tion that  this  is  categorically  untrue.  This  is 
not  the  case  whatsoever;  it  is  a  recognition- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  didn't  say  it  because  it was  fashionable. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —of  the  pressures  of  any 

Premier's  office.  Well,  it  has  been  said  by 
one  or  two  of  your  colleagues,  which  makes 
it  fashionable  within  your  party.  And  I  would 
suggest,  with  respect,  that  the  attitude 
adopted  by  the  leader  of  the  New  Demo- 

cratic Party- 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  am  not  sure  that  you  can 
extrapolate  that  way. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —in  this  aspect,  perhaps 
is  much  closer  to  the  truth.  We  may  differ 
as  to  the  functioning  in  the  role  of  the 
Legislature;  I  am  not  sure  really  that  we  do. 
But  that  will  emerge,  I  think,  when  the  com- 

mission conducts  its  study  of  the  Legislature 
itself.  I  will  not  get  into  it  today.  I  will  re- 

serve it  until  Monday  to  get  into  the  blue- 

print for  government.  I'll  just  read  one 
paragraph  from  it,  which  I  found  particularly 
intriguing  as  I  was  preparing  extensively  for 
these  estimates- 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Who  pre- 
pared that  for  you? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —The  structural  reform 
we  propose  as  a  series  of  task  forces  operating 

out  of  the  Premier's  office  and  reporting 
directly  to  him.  The  idea  is  to  bypass  inter- 

departmental rivalries  so  that  action  can  be 
achieved  on  the  kinds  of  problems  that 
usually  remain  unsolved  because  no  ma- 

chinery exists  to  deal  with  them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Done? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  You  have  done  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  There  are  15  parliamen- 
tary assistants  along  with  secretaries.  If  one 

totals  up  the  blueprint  for  progress,  the  blue- 
print for  government,  or  whatever  it  is, 

enunciated  by  the  leader  of  the  Liberal  Party 
in  terms  of  probable  numbers,  it  would  far 
exceed  the  office  of  the  Premier  at  this  pre- 

cise moment. 

Just  to  help  the  leader  of  the  New  Demo- 
cratic Party,  I  will  give  the  House  a  run- 

down in  the  areas  he  is  suggesting  are  some- 
what political  or  are  the  trappings  of  office. 

This  is  not  factually  the  case.  He,  himself, 
made  observations  related  to  the  increasing- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  You  are  answering  an 
argument  that  was  never  put. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —volume  of  work  experi- 
enced by  the  private  members  by  way  of 

correspondence,  etc. 

If  you  would  be  interested  in  this  incom- 
ing correspondence  in  1971— and  this  is 

projected  through  in  increasing  terms  in  1972 

—is  up  58  per  cent  within  the  Premier's  office itself. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  So  is  mine. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  chief  executive  officer 
has  a  staff  which  includes  five  people.  For 
correspondence  there  is  a  staff  of  27  people 
who  look  after  invitations,  appointments,  and 
the  reception  office.  I  will  be  the  first  to 
acknowledge  that  we  have  been  travelling 
the  province  more  extensively  than  has  other- 

wise perhaps  been  the  case.  We  have  been 
seeing  more  people. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  is  after  1  o'clock. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  same  increase  applies  to 
many  people  in  the  Legislature  who  have  not 
had  an  increase  of  staff. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Exactly,  and  no  one  is 
quarrelling  with  this;  but  I  am  just  saying 
to  the  leader  of  the  New  Democratic  Party 
this  is  not  dissimilar  to  what  has  happened 
as  far  as  all  individual  members  are  con- 
cerned. 

Mr.  Lewis.  Except  you  have  budgeted  for 
yourself  but  not  for  us. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  We  have  assisted  some- 
what with  the  budgeting- 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  is  done. Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  because  of  your  status. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —as  it  relates  to  communi- 
cations. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  right  allows  you  to  go 

beyond   1  o'clock? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  can't  see  the  clock.  There 
are  a  number  of  other  figures  here,  but  I'll 
give  them  on  Monday.  I  would  move  that 
the  committee  rise  and  report  progress. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Did  the  Premier 
move   adjournment? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Yes,  I  did. 

Mr.    Chairman:    The   hon   Prime    Minister 
moves  that  the  committee  rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  the  whole  House  begs  to  report  a  certain 
resolution  and  asks  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr.  Speaker,  be- 

fore I  adjourn  the  House,  I  would  be  remiss 
if  I  did  not  tell  the  members  of  the  Legis- 

lature that  when  we  called  on  His  Honour 
the  Lieutenant  Governor  this  morning  he  sent 
back  his  regards  and  best  wishes  to  every- 

one in  the  House,  particularly  the  Prime 
Minister  and  the  leaders  of  the  other  parties. 
He  also  expressed  his  thanks  for  our  desire 
to  fulfil  his  privilege  of  having  royal  assent 
given  in  the  Toronto  General  Hospital.  I 
would  report  that  he  came  to  the  boardroom 
looking  very  fit  and  very  healthy.  He  sug- 

gested that  he  may  join  us  again  next  week. 

In  regard  to  the  business  of  the  House  on 
Monday,  we  will  continue  with  estimates. 
Tuesday  we  will  continue  with  the  legis- 

lative programme  as  on  the  order  paper. 
Beyond  that,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  at  this 
moment. 

I  move  the  adjournment  of  the  House. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
Can  the  House  leader  tell  us  whether  the 
legislative  programme,  as  it  appears  on  the 
order  paper,  is  now  complete? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  am  sorry  that  I  can't 
be  more  definitive  about  this,  I  would  say- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Fairly  close? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  No,  I  can't  promise  it  is 
fairly  close,  but  it  is  in  accordance  with  the 
list  that  I  presented  to  the  leaders  of  both 
parties  last  week,  I  think,  or  sometime  in 
the  course  of  this  week. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Those  were  the  bills  that 
were  to  be  passed  before  adjournment.  Is  the 
House  leader  indicating  that  he  is  going  to 
add  to  that  list  of  bills? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  believe,  if  my  memory 
serves  me  correctly  there  is  a  bill  to  come 
from  the  Minister  of  Transportation  and 
Communications  (Mr.  Carton).  I  think  there 
is  another  bill— maybe  two  bills— from  the 
Attorney  General  (Mr.  Bales)  and  I  believe 
that  the  Minister  of  Revenue  (Mr.  Grossman) 
has  something  yet  to  come  forward,  and  the 
Treasurer  (Mr.  McKeough) 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Oh, 
surely  he  has  half  a  dozen  more? 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Went worth):  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  House  leader  indicated  that  we  might  be 

sitting  after  10:30  o'clock,  p.m.,  on  Monday. Is  this  still  his  intention? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  will  discuss  the  mat- 
ter in  the  next  few  hours  and,  if  need  be,  I 

will  report  to  the  House  on  motions  on  Mon- 
day. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Before  I  put  the  motion  to 
adjourn,  if  I  might  have  the  consent  of  the 
hon.  members,  Id  like  to  inform  the  House 
that  His  Honour  has  today  given  assent  to 
certain  bills. 

The  Clerk  Assistant:  The  bills  are  as  fol- 
lows: 

Bill  49,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Municipal 
Unconditional  Grants  Act. 

Bill  50,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Regional 
Municipal  Grants  Act. 

Bill  51,  the  Residential  Property  Tax  Re- 
duction Act,  1972. 

Bill  96,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Insurance 
Act. 

Bill  105,  An  Act  to  provide  for  Collective 
Bargaining  for  Crown  Employees. 

Bill  115,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ontario  De- 
velopment Corp.  Act. 

Bill  116,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Northern 
Ontario  Development  Corp.  Act. 

Bill  118,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Osgoode 

Hall  Law  School  Scholarships  Act,  1968- 1969. 
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Bill  119,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Sunnybrook 
Hospital  Act,  1966. 

Bill  120,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Art  Gallery 
of  Ontario  Act. 

Bill  124,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ministry  of 
Education  Act. 

Bill  125,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public 
Schools  Act. 

Bill  126,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Secondary 
Schools  and  Boards  of  Education  Act. 

Bill  127,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Separate 
Schools  Act. 

Bill  128,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Schools  Ad- 
ministration Act. 

Bill  140,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Regional 
Municipality  of  York  Act. 

Bill  141,  An  Act  to  authorize  the  Raising 
of  Money  on  the  Credit  of  the  Consolidated 
Revenue  Fund. 

Bill  143,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public 
Health  Act. 

Bill  145,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Meat  In- 
spection Act  (Ontario). 

Bill  151,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ministry  of 
Agriculture  and  Food  Act. 

Bill  152,  An  Act  to  confirm  the  Revised 
Statutes  of  Ontario,  1970. 

Bill  153,  An  Act  to  confirm  the  Revised 
Regulations  of  Ontario,  1970. 

Bill  156,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Mortmain 
and  Charitable  Uses  Act. 

Bill  157,  An  Act  to  amend  the  County 
Judges  Act. 

Bill  159,  An  Act  respecting  the  Village  of 
Point  Edward. 

Bill  160,  An  Act  respecting  the  Village  of 
Wasaga  Beach. 

Bill  161,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Munici- 
pality of  Metropolitan  Toronto  Act. 

Bill  183,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public  Hos- 
pitals Act. 

Bill  184,  An  Act  respecting  Health  Insur- 
ance. 

Bill  185,  An  Act  respecting  the  Ministry 
of  Health. 

Bill  186,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ambulance 

Act. 
Bill  187,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Sanatoria 

for  Consumptives  Act. 
Bill  PR25,  An  Act  respecting  the  Town  of 

Aurora. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Again,  before  I  put  the  mo- 
tion to  adjourn,  if  it  is  the  wish  of  the  House, 

as  I  had  promised,  I  am  prepared  to  rule  on 
the  matter  raised  this  morning  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Downs  view  (Mr.  Singer)  in  con- 

nection with  the  application  of  standing  or- 
ders 27  and  28.  Is  it  the  wish  of  the  House 

that  I  so  rule  now? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Agreed. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Upon  reviewing  the  standing 
orders,  and  particularly  order  No.  27(g), 
which  clearly  states  that  a  member  who  is 
not  satisfied  with  the  response  to  an  oral 
question  may  give  notice  that  he  intends  to 
raise  the  subject  matter  of  his  question  on 
the  adjournment  of  the  House;  it  goes  on  to 
say  quite  clearly  that  such  notice  must  be 
given  in  writing  to  Mr.  Speaker  not  later 

than  4  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  same  day.  The  fact 
that  the  hon.  member  in  question  had  been 
suspended  from  the  service  of  the  House 
would  not  have  prevented  him  from  giving 
written  notice  to  the  Speaker  in  order  that 
the  matter  might  have  been  debated  at  the 
10:30  closing  hour,  as  provided  further  in 
rule  28(a).  Therefore,  I  must  rule  that  the 
suggestion  made  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Downsview  is  not  in  order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  1:10  p.m. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 

The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 
Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  We  are  pleased  to  have 
visitors  with  us  today:  in  the  east  gallery,  are 
students  from  Humber  College  of  Applied 
Arts  and  Technology,  Queensway  campus, 
Toronto;  and  from  the  John  G.  Althouse 

School  of  Etobicoke,  as  well  as  St.  Joseph's School  of  St.  Catharines. 

In  the  west  gallery  are  students  from 
Sacred  Heart  Separate  School,  of  Sioux  Look- 

out, and  Tecumseh  Public  School,  of  Burling- 
ton. 

At  3  o'clock  in  both  galleries,  we  will  have students  with  us  from  Windham  Senior  Public 
School,  of  Windham  Centre. 

Statements  by  the  ministry. 

LICENSING  OF  DENTAL 
TECHNOLOGISTS 

Hon.  R.  Welch  (Provincial  Secretary  for 
Social  Development):  Mr.  Speaker,  later  on 
this  afternoon  on  behalf  of  the  Minister  of 
Health  (Mr.  Potter)  I  shall  be  introducing  a 
bill  to  provide  for  the  licensing  and  practice 
of  dental  technology.  At  the  same  time  I  will 
introduce  amendments  to  the  Dentistry  Act 
to  provide  appropriate  exceptions  from  that 
Act  for  licensed  dental  technologists. 

As  these  bills  cover  an  area  which  has 
sparked  considerable  public  response  and 
which  I  know  is  of  interest  to  all  members  of 
this  House  and,  indeed,  to  many  practitioners 
in  the  health  field,  may  I  just  take  a  minute  to 

outline  the  government's  position  in  this matter. 

After  very  careful  consideration  the  govern- 
ment has  decided  that  a  new  health  prac- 

titioner to  be  known  as  a  dental  technologist 
should  be  permitted  to  deal  directly  with  the 
public  in  the  taking  of  impressions  for,  the 
making  of,  and  the  fitting  of,  complete  upper 
and  lower  dentures. 

This  will  mean,  however,  that  we  must 
ensure  that  the  persons  licensed  are  properly 
qualified  and  competent  to  do  this  work. 

To  accomplish  this  we  shall  establish  im- 
mediately   a   committee   to   reoommend    the 
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standards  which  will  be  required  to  qualify 
under  this  Act;  that  is,  to  practice  as  a  dental 
technologist. 

It  will  be  of  interest  to  the  members  that 
the  membership  of  this  particular  committee, 
and  later  the  dental  technologists  licensing 
board,  will  include  three  persons  representing 
the  general  public.  The  other  four  will  be 
drawn  from  physicians,  dentists,  dental  tech- 

nicians, dental  hygienists  and,  once  the  licens- 
ing programme  is  under  way,  dental  tech- 

nologists. We  believe  this  will  give  the 
balance  which  is  needed  between  professional 
and  public  interest. 

It  is  not  our  intention  that  these  bills  should 
proceed  past  first  reading  at  this  session. 
Instead,  we  are  introducing  them  this  after- 

noon in  order  that  the  public  will  be  aware  of 

the  government's  intention  with  respect  to 
this  matter.  Then  during  the  summer  the 
regulations— indeed,  the  standards  of  quali- 

fication—will be  prepared.  In  the  fall,  the 
bills  along  with  the  regulations  can  be  pro- 

ceeded with  at  that  time  as  well  as  the 
licensing  of  the  dental  technologists  who  may 

qualify. 
At  the  same  time,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  tabling 

the  report  of  the  Ontario  Council  of  Health's task  force  on  the  dental  technicians  and 

copies  are  being  made  available  to  the  mem- 
bers. This  task  force  did  an  excellent  job  in 

reviewing  the  questions  related  to  the  practice 
of  dental  technology  and  their  work  has  been 

very  helpful  to  the  government.  We  appreci- 
ate the  efforts  of  the  members  of  the  task 

force  with  respect  to  this  project. 

I  believe,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  members  will 
find  this  report  well  worth  studying  as  it 
points  out  the  issues  which  we  have  had  to 
consider  in  coming  to  our  decision  in  this 
matter.  At  the  same  time,  the  House  will  note 
that  the  amendments  to  the  Dentistry  Act 
increase  the  penalties  for  the  unauthorized 
practice  of  dentistry,  and  the  present  section 

21,  subsection  9,  of  the  Dentistry  Act  con- 
cerning the  powers  of  search  and  seize  is 

being  dealt  with  under  the  new  legislation, 
because  the  college  will  have  access  to  the 
procedures  under  the  Summary  Convictions 
Act. 
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MINING  ACT  REVISION 

Hon.  L.  Bernier  (Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources): Mr.  Speaker,  before  the  orders  of  the 

day,  and  with  your  permission,  I  would  like 
to  acquaint  the  hon.  members  with  the  fact 
that  I  have  established  a  committee  to  investi- 

gate all  aspects  of  the  Mining  Act  with  a  view 
to  its  complete  rewriting.  Actually  the  area 
which  the  committee  will  be  studying  will  be 
the  whole  field  covered  by  the  Act  except  for 
part  IX,  which  deals  with  the  actual  mining 
operations. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 

I  thought  the  minister's  predecessor  fixed  that all  up? 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  He  has 
been  about  18  months  at  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  The  principal  reason  for 
this  wholesale  revision  is  that  since  the  Act 

was  first  introduced  in  1906,  so  many  amend- 
ments have  been  written  into  it  that  it  has 

become  cumbersome  to  operate  and,  in  some 
respects,  difficult  to  interpret.  Part  IX  was 

completely  rewritten  in  1970— 

Mr.  Stokes:  As  recently  as  last  year  the 

minister's  department  brought  in  dozens  of 
amendments  to  the  Mining  Act. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  That  is  the  Act  of  my 
predecessor,  very  fairly. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  That 
the  minister  is  now  revising  in  wholesale 
fashion.  Right? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  The  committee  is  under 

the  chairmanship  of  the  hon.  member  for 

Sault  Ste.  Marie  (Mr.  Rhodes),  my  par- 
liamentary assistant,  and  it  consists  of  15 

members.  Nine  of  these  have  been  selected 

from  all  areas  of  the  mining  community  and 
they  were  chosen  because  of  their  special 
knowledge  and  expertise  in  their  respective 
facets  of  the  industry.  I  think  too  that  the 
geographical  bases  of  the  members  is  im- 
portant. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  well-known  miner, 
Dusty  Rhodes! 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  During  the  winter 
months  the  committee  will  be  holding  meet- 

ings in  Toronto  and  in  several  such  north- 
ern communities  as  Timmins,  Kirkland  Lake, 

Sudbury,  Sault  Ste.  Marie,  Thunder  Bay, 
Kenora  and  Red  Lake  to  receive  briefs 

from  mining  and  exploration  companies, 
prospectors  and  others  interested  in  mineral 
development. 

They  will  also  meet  with  government  offi- 
cials in  British  Columbia,  Manitoba  and 

Quebec  to  discuss  the  ramifications  of  pro- 
vincial mining  laws,  and  they  will  discuss 

with  federal  officers  in  Ottawa  mineral  laws 

affecting  the  Yukon  and  Northwest  Terri- 
tories. 

I  hope  to  be  receiving  the  committee's 
recommendations  toward  the  end  of  August 
next  year  and  that  the  new  Act  will  be  ready 
for  presentation  to  the  Legislature  in  the 

spring  of  1974. 
I  believe,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  we  have 

been  extremely  fortunate  in  being  able  to 
enlist  the  services  of  the  men  we  have  to 
serve  on  this  committee.  Those  from  out- 

side the  government  are  Mr.  M.  W.  Bart- 

ley  of  Thunder  Bay,  a  well-known  geo- 
logical consultant;  Lionel  Kilburn  of  Fal- 

conbridge  Nickel  Mines;  Mr.  Barney  Jensen 

of  Thunder  Bay,  president  of  the  north- 
western Ontario  branch  of  the  Prospectors 

and  Developers  Association;  Karl  Mcintosh 

of  International  Nickel;  John  Larche,  pres- 
ident of  the  Porcupine  branch  of  the  Pros- 

pectors and  Developers  Association;  Gerald 
Colborne  of  the  Royal  Bank  of  Canada;  A. 

C.  Mosher,  president  of  Lake-Osu  Mines 
and  a  director  of  many  other  mining  enter- 

prises; Frank  Wank  of  the  Keevil  Mining 
Group;  and  Robert  Campbell,  president  of 
the  Prospectors  and  Developers  Association 
of  Canada. 

From  the  government  service  we  have 
drawn  Messrs.  J.  R.  McGinn,  director  of  the 

mining  lands  branch,  J.  F.  McFarland,  the 
mining  commissioner,  J.  C.  Smith,  the  chief 
mining  recorder,  and  G.T.  Stevens,  who  will 

serve  as  the  committee's  secretary.  Grant  T. 
Ferguson,  QC,  director  of  the  law  branch, 
will  act  as  the  legal  adviser  to  this  com- mittee. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  about  the  mem- 
ber for  Fort  William  (Mr.  Jessiman)? 

Mr.   Speaker:   Oral   questions. 

PINERY  PROVINCIAL  PARK 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
question  of  the  hon.  Minister  of  Natural 
Resources.  Has  he  read  the  critique  that 
has  been  made  public  by  the  field  surveys 
team  of  the  conservation  authorities  branch 

of  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources 
regarding  the  Pinery,  in  which  they  say  the 
government  policy  results  in  gross  misuse 
and  abuse  of  Pinery  facilities,  allowing  over- 
camping,    the    destruction    of    a    sand    dune 
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complex  down  there  and  the  destruction  of 

wildlife  habitat— all  because  of  government 
policy? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
has  been  brought  to  my  attention  and  I 
have  asked  the  senior  personnel  within  my 
department  to  give  me  a  full  report  on  the 
aspects  of  this  particular  claim  or  these 
claims  made  by  the  conservation  authorities. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  Is  the 
minister  aware  that  his  predecessor  adopted 
what  was  called  the  Pinery  master  plan 
which  specifically  had  a  programme  to  avoid 
the  problems  that  have  come  about,  be- 

cause of  the  matters  that  I  referred  to 

briefly?  Does  he,  as  minister,  still  accept  the 
goals  of  the  Pinery  master  plan  and  is  he 
prepared  to  implement  them? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
not  gone  into  details  with  the  Pinery  master 
plan  but  I  certainly  hope  to  in  the  weeks 
ahead.  I  will  be  in  a  position  at  that  time 
to  make  a  statement  one  way  or  the  other. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  Will  the 
minister  undertake  at  least  to  make  a  com- 

ment on  these  charges  sometime  during  this 
week  in  the  event  that  the  Legislature  does 
not  sit  next  week? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Yes,  I  will,  Mr.  Speaker. 

ST.  CATHARINES  INQUEST 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question 
of  the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Social  De- 

velopment: Is  he  recommending  to  the  gov- 
ernment any  particular  action,  following  the 

charges  by  the  coroner  in  his  own  area  of 
St.  Catharines  that  were  specifically  critical 
of  the  director  of  the  Niagara  region  health 
unit,  having  to  do  with  alleged  obstruction 
and  withholding  information  pertaining  to 
an   inquest? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  quite 
familiar  with  the  matter  to  which  the  hon. 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  makes  reference. 
I  think  until  such  time  as  the  coroner  has  a 
report  from  the  medical  officer  of  health  I 
would  not  be  in  any  position  really  to  com- 

ment on  this.  I  know  no  more  about  it  than 
the  news  releases  which  seem  to  indicate 
that  the  coroner  is  somewhat  critical  of  the 
officials  of  the  health  department  insofar  as 
withholding  information  in  connection  with 
the  medical  condition  of  the  young  child 
who  died   and  the   production    of  that  evi- 

dence.   I    know    nothing    further    about    the 
matter. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary;  Since 
the  charges  made  by  the  coroner  and,  I 
understand,  substantiated  by  the  Crown  at- 

torney are  of  a  serious  nature,  will  the  min- 
ister undertake  to  discuss  this  matter  with 

his  opposite  member,  the  Provincial  Secretary 
for  Justice,  because  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
services  of  the  director  of  the  health  board 
must  certainly  be  called  into  question  under 
these    circumstances. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  a 
reasonable  request  and  I  will  be  very  glad  to 
look  after  that. 

IMPLEMENTATION  OF  REPORT 
ON  STATUS  OF  WOMEN 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  have  a  question  of  the 

Premier,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  arises  from  a  let- 
ter from  one  of  the  teaching  federations.  Is 

he  prepared  to  implement  or  to  establish  a 
committee  for  the  implementation  of  the 
recommendations  of  the  royal  commission  on 
the  status  of  women?  I  asked  this  question 
some  months  ago  and  he  gave  me  a  general 
answer.  I  wonder  if  the  Premier  has  given  it 
any  further  consideration. 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  Mr.  Speaker, 
since  the  question  was  asked,  the  Ministry 
of  Labour  has  been  dealing  with  it. 
In  the  last  few  weeks  I  have  asked  the  Pro- 

vincial Secretary  for  Social  Development  to 
undertake  this  within  his  area  of  policy  de- 

velopment and  his  staff  is  dealing  with  this. 
Obviously,  some  of  the  enactments,  or  some 
of  the  provisions  in  the  legislation  that  was 
introduced  here  at  the  end  of  last  week 
reflect  upon  this.  The  policy  field  itself  will 
be  continuing  with  it.  A  number  of  the 

women's  groups  have  been  notified  that  the 
Provincial  Secretary  is  heading  up  this  assess- 

ment. If  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  has 
any  further  communication  he  may  wish  to 
refer  it  to  the  Provincial  Secretary. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  It  would 
be  fair  to  say  then  that  the  committee  of 
ministers,  chaired  by  the  secretary  is,  in 
fact,   an  implementation  committee? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  think it  should  be  construed  as  an  implementation 
committee  at  this  point.  It  may  be  that  they 
will  have  some  suggestions  to  make.  I 

wouldn't  want  to  presuppose  that.  I  wouldn't 
want  also  to  create  the  impression  that  this 
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was  an  implementation  committee  per  se  but, 

certainly,  it  is  the  group  within  the  govern- 
ment at  this  moment  that  is  assessing  and 

dealing  with  it.  As  I  say,  if  there  are  some 
inquiries  from  anyone  communicating  with 
the  Leader  of  the  Opposition,  if  he  wishes 
to  pass  them  on  the  Provincial  Secretary,  I 
think  this  would  be  appropriate. 

NEWMARKET    COMMUTER    SERVICES 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  finally  of 
the  Premier,  is  the  government  of  Ontario 

participating  in  any  way  with  the  CNR  pro- 
gramme to  provide  commuter  services  to 

Newmarket?  If  not,  is  the  Premier  interested 
through  the  Department  of  Transport  and 
Communications  or  the  group  that  operates 
GO  transit,  and  is  he  prepared  to  undertake 

a  survey  of  how  the  two  transportation  serv- 
ices can  be  integrated? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  minister 
is  not  here  at  this  moment.  My  recollection 

is  there  hasn't  been  any  discussion  of  the 
proposed  commuter  service  to  Newmarket. 
I  will  be  discussing  this  with  the  minister 

and,  certainly,  if  we  can  co-operate  and 
help  in  any  way,  we  shall.  To  the  best  of 

my  recollection  there  hasn't  been  any  discus- 
sion, but  111  check  this  out. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition   have   further   questions? 

The  hon.  member  for  Scarborough  West. 

LICENSING  OF  DENTAL 
TECHNOLOGISTS 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question 

of  the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Social  Devel- 
opment, based  on  his  statement  today. 

Can  he  explain  the  apparent  inconsistency 

of  bringing  down  an  Act  which  allows  den- 
turists  or  their  equivalent  to  deal  directly 
with  the  public  when  the  Act  is  passed  some 

time  in  the  fall  but  which  apparently  per- 
mits the  prosecutions  and  searches  that  have 

characterized  this  problem  for  the  last  sev- 
eral months  to  continue  unabated  until  the 

fall? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
there  is  a  reasonable  explanation  for  the 
timing  of  this  matter.  It  is  very  necessary  to 
establish  the  standards  of  qualifications  for 
this  new  health  discipline,  to  be  known  as 
dental  technology,  and  we  were  faced  with 
the  fact  that  we  could  either  proceed  with 

both  pieces  of  legislation,  postpone  the  proc- 
lamation of  that  legislation  until  these 

standards  were  decided  or  follow  the  route 

we  have,  namely  to  indicate  the  intention 
of  the  government,  and  hopefully  that  there 

would  be  a  moratorium  on  any  actions  dur- 
ing this  interval  while  the  committee  is  work- 
ing out  the  standards  of  qualifications  that 

will  permit  the  board,  once  the  legislation  is 
passed,  to  license  those  who  will  qualify  for 
that  particular  type  of  practice. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Has  the  government  specifically  asked  the 
Royal  College  of  Dental  Surgeons  to  refrain 
from  any  further  searches  and  prosecutions 
in  this  period  of  time? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  under  the 
circumstances,  we  have  waited  until  today 

to  make  the  government's  intention  known, 
and  it  is  my  understanding  that  the  Minister 
of  Health  will  in  fact  be  meeting  with  the 

college  for  obvious  reasons— first,  with  their 
membership  on  the  committee  to  prepare  the 
standards  and  indeed  to  discuss  the  very 

point  to  which  the  member  makes  refer- 
ence. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  if  I 

may,  Mr.  Speaker,  since  the  government  is 
also  amending  the  Dentistry  Act  so  that  the 
application  of  the  law  shifts  from  an  agent 

of  the  college,  as  I  understand  it,  to  a  con- 
stable under  the  Summary  Convictions  Act- 

obviously  indicating  the  dissatisfaction  of 

government  with  the  present  procedure— can 
the  provincial  secretary  give  us  an  under- 

standing that  the  college  will  be  asked  by 
the  minister  to  refrain  from  any  further 
harassment  of  denturists  in  Ontario  until  the 

legislation  becomes  law  in  the  fall? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  it 

puts  me  in  the  difficult  position  of  making  a 
commitment  on  behalf  of  one  of  my  col- 

leagues. I  do  not  know  that  it  is  the  Min- 

ister of  Health's  intention- 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  What  is  the 

policy? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  —to  discuss  this  matter 
with  the  College  of  Physicians  and  Surgeons 

of  Ontario.    We  are  now  in  a  position- 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  surely  this  is  a  matter  of 

policy? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  We  are  now  in  a  posi- 

tion,  with  the  policy  declaration  this  after- 
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Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  you  are  the  policy 
minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  —to  indicate  what  our 
intentions  are  in  this  regard,  and  it  would 
be  hoped  that  the  Royal  College  of  Dental 
Surgeons  would  understand  this  is  the  policy 
declaration  of  the  government  in  this  regard 
and  act  accordingly. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  A  supple- 
mentary, Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Rainy 
River. 

Mr.  Reid:  Can  the  minister  explain  why 
his  government  has  allowed,  or  is  about  to 
allow,  denturists  to  deal  directly  with  the 
public  when  the  No.  1  recommendation  in 
the  report,  on  page  8,  is  that  no  dental 
auxiliary  personnel  be  permitted  to  work 
directly  with  the  public  except  under  the 
aegis  of  a  dentist? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
the  first  place  we  are  not  indicating  that  we 
are  going  to  bring  in  legislation  to  allow 
denturists  to  deal  directly  with  the  public. 
We  are  creating  a  new  discipline  called 
dental  technology,  and  while  the  standards 
of  admission  for  that  particular  practice  have 
yet  to  be  determined,  once  people  qualify 
with  respect  to  this,  they  will  of  course  be 
allowed  to  provide  their  particular  services 
according  to  the  Act. 

I  think  perhaps  there  is  also  a  general 
principle  involved— and  I  make  reference  to 
recommendation  No.  1— that  notwithstanding 
studies,  the  government  always  reserves  a 
right  unto  itself  as  to  what  particular  advice 
it  may  or  may  not  follow  and  if  it  is  con- 

sidered to  be  in  the  public  interest— and  that 
is  the  only  interest  the  government  is  inter- 

ested in  at  the  moment,  the  public  interest- 
to  provide  for  this  type  of  practice  directly 
with  the  public.  I  think  it  is  consistent  really 
—if  one  were  to  read  recommendation  No.  1, 
one  would  see  all  the  "ors"  that  are  there— 
and  we  do  think  this  provides  auxiliary  per- 

sonnel as  part  of  a  recognized  dental  health 
service.  We  feel  that  with  the  limitations  to 

be  placed  on  the  type  of  service  to  be  pro- 
vided that  we  are  acting  in  the  public  inter- 

est to  have  the  dental  technologists  deal 
directly  with  the  public  without  the  inter- 

vention or  supervision  of  a  dentist. 

Mr.  Reid:  A  supplementary:  The  minister, 

I'm  sure,  is  aware,  is  he  not,  that  this  runs counter  to  what  the  dentists  themselves  have 

asked  for?  Secondly,  in  relation  to  the  sup- 
plementaries  put  by   the   member  for  Scar- 

borough West,  is  it  not  a  fact  that  as  the 
situation  is  at  the  moment,  and  supposedly 
will  remain  until  the  fall,  a  denturist  is  any- 

one who  calls  himself  by  that  name  and  he 
has  not  necessarily  had  to  pass  any  exams 

under  anybody's  supervision? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  That's  quite  right,  Mr. 
Speaker.  The  hon.  member  underlines  in  a 
very  real  way  the  concern  the  government 
has  in  taking  the  time  that  is  necessary  to 
establish  the  minimum  standards  of  qualifi- 

cation for  this  new  discipline  to  be  known 
as  dental  technology.  I  think  I  could  go  on 
to  say  this  on  behalf  of  my  colleague,  the 
Minister  of  Health;  the  fact  that  somebody 
may  be  practising  as  a  denturist  or  whatever 
you  may  want  to  call  him  does  not  neces- 

sarily mean  that  he  will  qualify  automati- 
cally under  this  Act.  No  matter  who  is  prac- 

tising in  this  particular  field  he  will  have  to 
qualify,  subject  to  the  minimum  standards 
established  by  the  committee  which  will  be 
advising  the  ministry  on  this  subject. 

With  respect  to  the  very  first  remark 
made  by  the  hon.  member,  namely,  whether 
or  not  this  legislation  will  meet  with  the 
pleasure  of  the  dentists,  this  government 

isn't  organized  to  look  after  dentists  or 
denturists.  It  is  here  to  look  after  the  public 
interest. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

GOVERNANCE  OF  HEALTH 
DISCIPLINES 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question,  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
a  related  matter,  of  the  same  minister.  Is 
it  his  intention  to  bring  down  legislation, 
this  week  I  presume,  respecting  the  com- 

position of  boards  and  the  governance  of  the 
various  health  disciplines  since  he  has  done 
so  in  this  legislation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  hope- 

fully Wednesday  afternoon— I'll  have  more  to 
say  about  that  on  behalf  of  the  ministry— 
we  will  be  in  a  position  to  table  the  govern- 

ment's intention  with  respect  to  the  whole 
health  discipline  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  a  supplementary— 
but  not  to  proceed  with  in  a  similar  way? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  No,  we  think  that  the 
natural  evolution  of  this  would  be  to  table 

our  intentions  at  this  time  and  to  provide  for 
some  more  discussion. 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary  on  that 

answer  and  really  on  the  minister's  statement: 
When  he  says  it  is  not  the  intention  to  go 
ahead  this  session,  assuming  that  the  session 
will  not  be  completed  by  the  time  we 
adjourn,  perhaps  at  the  end  of  this  week,  it 

would  be  possible  to  proceed  with  the  legis- 
lation before  the  session  finally  prorogues? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Yes,  that's  right. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  caught  the  nod, 
did  he? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  way  the 

question  was  worded  one  couldn't  help  but agree  with  the  nod. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  understand.  I've  seldom 
known  the  minister  to  disagree  with  the 
nodder. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  minister  amended 
his  statement. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  now  that  the 
hon.  member  makes  reference  to  that,  we 
never  have  that  problem  on  this  side  of  the 
House.  We  are  behind  our  leader  100  per cent. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Deans:  One  realizes  the  Minister  of 
Community  and  Social  Services  (Mr.  Brunelle) 
wasn't  applauding. 

Mr.  Reid:  The  minister  didn't  waffle  at  all. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  am  willing  to  accept  71  per 
cent  for  the  moment  and  work  up. 

ONTARIO  HYDRO  LABOUR  DISPUTE 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  ask  the 
Minister  of  Labour  a  question,  to  clarify  for 
the  House  again  today,  since  the  rotating 
strikes  have  now  begun,  what  precisely  his 
department  is  doing? 

Hon.  F.  Cuindon  (Minister  of  Labour):  Mr. 
Speaker,  as  the  hon.  member  knows  the 
workers  at  Hydro  went  on  a  rotating  strike 

as  of  8  o'clock  last  night  in  four  hydro stations  which  are  highly  automated.  We  are 
in  constant  touch  with  both  parties.  We 

haven't  called  a  meeting  as  yet  because  we 
feel  the  time  is  not  appropriate  but  as  I  say 
we  are  always  in  touch  with  the  situation  and 
the  lights  are  still  burning. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  I 

take  it  that  that's  about  as  definitive  as  the 
minister  is  going  to  be.  He  can  tell  us  no 
more  than  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  Not  at  the  present 
time,  Mr.  Speaker. 

RIGHTS  FOR  TAXI  DRIVERS 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
same  minister:  When  will  the  legislation  be 

forthcoming  on  the  right  to  collective  bargain- 
ing for  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  taxi  drivers? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
in  a  position  to  say  when.  I  know  that  we 
have  been  working  on  the  question  of  taxi 
drivers  and  this  problem  for  quite  some  time. 
I  cannot  give  any  indication. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary:  the 
minister  has  been  working  on  this  problem 
for  so  long  now  and  so  earnestly  and  with 
such  time  given  to  it,  can  he  give  us  a  report 
on  what  is  holding  him  up  and  why  they 

cannot  simply  be  brought  within  the  Ontario 
Labour  Relations  Act?  What  is  the  problem? 

Mr.  D.  R.  Timbrell  (Don  Mills):  It  took 

you  three  years  to  get  rid  of  the  Waffle  group. 

Mr.  Deans:  Maybe  he  could  give  us  a  hint. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Because  I  don't  have 
all  the  information  I  need,  Mr.  Speaker. 

DWELLING  INSURANCE  INCREASE 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question,  Mr.  Speaker,  finally 

again,  of  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and  Cor- 

porate Relations— 
Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 

Who  is  he? 

Mr.  Lewis:  —Commercial  Relations. 

An  hon.  member:  Try  again. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Consumer  and  Commercial 
Relations? 

An  hon.  member:  Consumer  and  Corporate 
Affairs. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  We  don't  have  corporate relations. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Corporate  Relations  sounds 
much  more  appropriate  to  me,  so  I  will  stick 
with  that,  Mr.  Speaker.  Could  I  ask  the 

minister  to  give  us  the  nature  of  the  inter- 
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vention  on  the  part  of  his  Superintendent  of 
Insurance  in  the  question  of  the  premium  in- 

creases in  home  insurance? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker, 
we  have,  in  fact,  reviewed  the  situation  in 
the  matter  of  insurance  costs,  myself  and  the 
superintendent,  and  initially,  I  have  found 
out  that,  in  Ontario,  we  have  a  history  of 
rates  which  is  one  of  the  lowest  in  Canada, 
and  certainly  in  North  America.  If  we  are 
to  be  critical  of  the  insurance  industry  at  this 
particular  time  it  would  be  because  of  their 
seeming  inability,  in  this  particular  situation, 
to  effectively  communicate  the  reasons  for 
the  various  adjustments  that  are  proposed  in 
the  rates  to  the  public  and  to  the  members 
of  this  Legislature. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Ren  wick  (Riverdale):  What's  so 
different  about  the  members  of  the  Legisla- 
ture? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  We  have  advised  the 
industry  that  we  expect  them  to  provide  the 
facts  of  the  figures  so  that  the  Legislature 
can  make  their  own  assessment  of  the  cur- 

rent situation.  From  a  personal  point  of  view, 
from  my  ministry,  we  have  no  intention  at 
the  moment  of  interfering  with  the  competi- 

tive marketplace  since,  in  our  view,  methods 
of  control,  such  as  rate  boards,  have  not 
proved  to  be  an  adequate  solution  in  a  num- 

ber of  cases  and  would  simply  transfer  the 
cost  of  the  user  to  a  general  tax  structure. 
We  are,  therefore,  not  implementing  any 
measure  of  control. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  by  way  of— 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, by  way  of  supplementary? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Could  I  ask  a  supplementary 
first?  By  way  of  a  supplementary  first,  these 
facts  and  figures  the  minister  mentions  from 
the  various  companies,  will  he  be  tabling 
them  in  the  Legislature  this  week? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  We  have  requested 
them  and,  most  certainly,  if  I  have  them  at 
hand  this  week  they  will  be  tabled. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Further,  could  the  minister 
include  in  his  request  from  these  various 
companies  a  table  of  their  return  on  invest- 

ment, which  is  surely  the  crucial  figure 
here? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
that  is  public  knowledge  now  but  I  will  take 
that  under  consideration. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  a 
supplementary,  since  the  minister  said  that 
he  is  going  to  rely  on  the  information  sup- 

plied by  the  companies  and,  also,  on  the 
result  of  the  study  made  by  himself  and 
the  Superintendent  of  Insurance,  could  the 
minister  explain  why  actuarial  advice  is  not 
available  to  the  government  of  Ontario 
which  would  explain  whether  or  not,  in  the 

opinion  of  Ontario's  advisers,  the  rate  in- 
creases are  proper,  reasonable  and  not  to  be 

disturbed? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  am  not  certain  that 
that  advice  is  not  available  to  us.  However, 
I  am  informed  that  the  increases  which  have 
been  proposed,  in  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
have  already  been  put  into  effect  in  the 
Province  of  British  Columbia,  so  I  should 
imagine  that  the  actuarial  figures  are  avail- 

able. If  they  are,  I  will  be  very  happy  to 
supply  them  to  the  hon.  member  and  the 
Legislature. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  a 
further  supplementary,  surely  the  minister, 
in  view  of  all  the  fuss  that  we  have  made 
on  this  side  for  many  years,  must  recognize 
by  now  that  Ontario  should  have  its  own 
actuarial  advice  and,  if  there  is  an  actuary 
now  on  strength,  as  apparently  there  is, 

why  doesn't  he  use  him  so  that  we  can  get 
independent  advice  in  cases  like  this  and  not 
have  to  depend  on  the  very  people  who  are 
asking  for  increases? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  We  do  have  that  advice 
and  we  do  use  that  service.  I  will  inquire 
into  the  possibility  of  supplying  the  hon. 
member   with   the    information   he   requires. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  a 
supplementary,  why  will  the  actuarial  advice 
not  be  available  at  the  time  the  minister 
is  going  to  bring  forth  that  information  that 
he  talked  about  earlier?  Surely,  it  must  be 
so  that  we  can  reasonably  judge. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  Supple- mentary? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  haven't said  that  it  is  or  is  not  available.  If  it  is 
available  he  will  get  it. 

Mr.    Singer:    Of   course    the   minister   did. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  No,  I  did  not. 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speak- 
er.    Most    important,    Mr.    Speaker,    if    the 
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minister  finds  inequity  in  his  study,  does  he 
plan  to  change  the  legislation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  think  that  particular 
question  was  posed  to  me  in  another  way. 
It  is  rather  hypothetical.  I  said  that  I  am 
concerned  in  this  particular  industry,  and  I 
am.  If  there  are  any  changes  or  input  that  I 
can  make,  it  will  be  done. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough   West. 

STATEMENT  BY  TREASURER 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  just  have  one  last  question  of 
the  Premier.  Will  the  Premier  be  providing 

the  explanation  for  "Lord  Darcy  of  Kent"  in 
view  of  the  questions  that  were  asked  by  the 
member  of  the  Liberal  Party? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
delighted  to  see  the  member  for  Scarborough 
West  taking  su,ch  an  interest- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh  yes,  I  am. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —in  the  problems  of  that 
particular  constituency;  I  find  that  they  have 
quite  a  vocal  spokesman  as  it  is.  However,  I 
expect  the  Treasurer  will  be  here  this  after- 

noon.. If  he  is  here  during  the  question  period, 

I  am  sure  he  will  deal  with  it.  If  he  doesn't 
return  from  Sudbury  in  time  for  the  question 
period,  his  estimates  are  very  close  to  coming 
forward- 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  true;  that's  true. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —and  I  am  sure  there 
will  be  an  occasion  there. 

Mr.  Reid:  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Rainy 
River. 

PHILATHEA  COLLEGE  DEGREES 

Mr.  Reid:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Colleges  and 
Universities.  Is  he  prepared  to  make  a  state- 

ment to  the  Legislature  or  to  indicate  what 
investigation  has  been  undertaken  with  re- 

gard to  the  disreputable  degree-granting 
practices  of  Philathea  College  in  London? 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Minister  of  Colleges  and 
Universities ) :  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  handed 
a  memo,  anticipating  that  there  might  be 
some  question  on  this  institution  today. 

Mr.  Reid:  There  have  been  two  already. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  First  of  all,  Philathea 
College  operates  under  letters  patent  that 
were  issued  in  1946  under  the  provisions  of 
the  former  Companies  Act,  which  is  now  the 
Corporations  Act.  The  letters  patent  author- 

ized the  college  to  "establish,  create,  main- 
tain and  conduct  an  educational  institution 

for  the  purpose  of  theological  education," 
but  contained  no  reference  to  degree-granting 

powers. Since  Ontario  has  no  general  legislation 
concerning  the  granting  of  academic  degrees 
and  designations,  the  college  may  well  be 
within  its  legal  rights  in  issuing  such  docu- 
ments. 

Philathea  College  does  not  receive  any  fi- 
nancial support  through  my  ministry  and  does 

not  have  any  association  with  the  Council 
of  Ontario  Universities. 

Canada  does  not  have  a  system  of  accredi- 
tation for  universities  and  colleges  similar  to 

that  in  the  United  States.  National  recognition 
is  accorded  to  institutions  of  higher  learning 
through  membership  in  the  Association  of 
Universities  and  Colleges  of  Canada.  Phila- 

thea College  is  not  a  member  of  that  organ- ization. 

This  information  has  been  provided  to  my 
ministry  as  a  result  of  correspondence  with 
other  countries,  particularly  the  United  States, 
where  apparently  most  of  the  recipients  of 
degrees  from  this  institution  now  reside. 

There  was  a  recent  application  from  the 
solicitors  of  the  college  for  supplementary 
letters  patent  to  extend  degree-granting 
powers  to  the  organization,  and  this  was  not 
acceded  to  since  the  policy  of  my  ministry 

has  been  that  such  powers  should  be  con- 
ferred only  by  a  specific  Act  of  the  Legis- 
lature, as  is  the  case  of  all  other  universities 

in  the  province. 

Mr.  Reid':  A  supplementary,  if  I  may,  Mr. 
Speaker:  In  view  of  the  disrepute  that  it 
brings  on  the  Province  of  Ontario  and  on  all 
the  colleges  and  universities  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario,  is  the  minister  prepared  to  use 
moral  suasion  to  have  them  desist  from  this 
practice?  Also,  is  he  prepared  to  bring  in 
legislation  to  make  what  I  would  call  this 
kind  of  unethical  practice  illegal? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Well,  as  the  hon.  member 
knows,  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  a  number  of 
institutions  on  this  continent  that  issue  de- 

grees which  for  the  most  part  are  valueless. 

I  don't  know  if  we  should— 

An  hon.  member:  We've  got  one  in  my own  riding! 
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Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Those 
that  have  been  received  by  the  government! 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  I  don't  know  if  we  should 
really  bring  in  legislation  to  prohibit  this. 
This  might  have  some  very  wide  ramifica- 

tions; for  example,  it  might  even  close  Roch- 
dale. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Oh,  that  would  be 
terrible! 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  But  in  any  event,  I  think 
I  jcertainly  will  be  looking  in  to  see  whether 
or  not  the  institution  is  going  beyond  the 
powers  it  has  set  out  in  its  charter  and  if  so, 
I  will  take  whatever  steps  have  to  be  taken. 

Mr.  Reid:  One  final  supplementary,  if  I 
may,  Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  minister  not 
agree  that  allowing  this  type  of  operation 
to  continue  reflects  on  all  the  legitimate 
colleges  and  universities  and  on  the  whole 
educational  system  in  the  Province  of  On- 

tario? Does  it  not  reflect  that  way  and  call 
into  question  all  the  degree-granting  colleges 
and  universities  in  the  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  No,  not  to  the  latter  part 

of  the  hon.  member's  question.  I  think  that 
anybody  who  is  interested  in  inquiring  about 
institutions,  from  which  they  hope  to  receive 
a  degree  or  to  obtain  some  sort  of  accredi- 

tation, would  know  which  universities  and 

which  institutions  are  recognized  by  the  prov- 
ince and  have  proper  reputations  and  give 

proper  courses  and  degrees. 

As  the  hon.  member  knows,  the  institution 
is  more  or  less  considered  a  bit  of  a  joke 
around  the  London  area.  I  have  had  no  com- 

plaints from  Canadians  whatsoever.  I  don't 
think  there  are  any  people  in  this  province 
that  I  know  of  who  have  received  any  sort 
of  degree  or  status  from  this  institution.  Pos- 

sibly we  should  publicize  the  fact  in  the 
United  States  that  these  parchments  are  for 
the  most  part  useless  and  valueless. 

Again,  I  think  you  might  even  say  the 
principle  of  caveat  emptor  may  apply  here. 
Certainly,  anybody  who  is  interested  in  ob- 

taining some  status  or  degree  from  an  insti- 
tution would  inquire  about  that  institution, 

and  I  would  think  the  logical  place  would  be 
to  the  government  of  Ontario.  As  I  say,  I 
will  make  some  inquiries  to  see  whether  or  not 
the  institution  is  exceeding  its  present  powers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park. 

RESPONSE  TO  QUEBEC 
ACTION  ON  STOCK  SALES  TAX 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and 
Commercial  Relations,  Mr.  Speaker.  In  view 
of  the  fact  that  many  millions  of  dollars  of 
business  have  been  transferred  in  recent 
weeks  from  Ontario  to  Quebec  as  a  result  of 
that  province  dropping  its  stock  transfer  tax, 
does  the  minister  intend  to  take  any  action? 
Specifically  is  he  going  to  follow  the  action 
of  Quebec  in  order  to  protect  the  brokers  who 
are  trying  to  do  business  in  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  must 
say  this  has  been  a  very  interesting  develop- 

ment. I  have  been  in  close  and  constant  com- 
munication with  the  Treasurer  (Mr.  Mc- 

Keough)  whose  authority  it  is  to  make  that 
decision  and  we  are  watching  it  very  care- 

fully. I  will  take  this  matter  up  with  him  on 
his  return.  I  have  no  immediate  reply. 

Mr.  Shulman:  If  I  may  pursue  this  with  one 
further  question,  Mr.  Speaker.  In  view  of  the 
urgency  of  the  matter,  because  the  transfer 
of  business  which  began  as  a  trickle  has  now 
become  a  flood,  can  the  minister  take  some 
early  action? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  We  recognize  the 
seriousness  of  the  situation  and  the  member 

can  be  sure  it  is  under  very  active  consider- 
ation. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  has 
it  been  serious  enough  for  the  minister  to 
make  an  estimate  of  the  volume  of  business 
lost,  in  terms  of  dollar  volume,  by  transfer 
because  of  the  stock  sales  tax? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  couldn't  comment  on 
that  today.  We  were  certainly  in  close  touch 
with  that  situation  last  week  in  regard  to  the 
volume. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Could  the  Minister  of 
Revenue  give  any  estimate? 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  supplementary? 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  A  supple- mentary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Yes. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Has  it  been  serious  enough 
for  the  minister  to  get  in  touch  with  his 
opposite  number  in  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
to  have  a  discussion  of  this,  as  to  reinstituting 
the  security  transfer  laws? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  This  has  already  been 
done. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  has? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  With  what  result? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  am  not  prepared  to 

say     because     it     was  done     through     the 
Treasurer.    If   he   were  here   he    would   be 

answering  the  question. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 

LICENSING  OF 
DENTAL  TECHNOLOGISTS 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 

of  the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Social  Devel- 
opment. When  he  brings  in  the  new  dental 

Act,  does  he  plan  on  removing  the  present 
obnoxious  clause  that  deals  with  enforcement 
which  allows  almost  anyone  to  descend  on 
anyone  else  in  the  province  and  seize  anything 
in  anticipation  that  some  kind  of  an  offence 
may  be  committed?  It  is  probably  the  most 
intemperate  and  unfair  clause  of  enforcement 
in  any  statute  we  have  in  this  province. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  21(10).  That's  the  one 
the  minister  is  changing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sorry; 
I  thought  I  had  spoken  to  that  particular 

point  at  the  time  of  the  statement.  In  the— 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  minister  had.  He  was 

right  on,  too— 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  —proposed  amendment  to 
the  Dentistry  Act,  that  section  is  repealed. 

It's  21;  subsection  9. 

Mr.  Singer:  All  the  minister  said  is  he  was 

going  to  deal  with  it.  He  didn't  mention  its 
repeal. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

ALGONQUIN  COLLEGE 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Colleges  and  Universities,  Mr.  Speaker.  In 
view  of  the  questions  which  the  Provincial 
Secretary  for  Social  Development  referred  to 
the  Minister  of  Colleges  and  Universities  last 
week  concerning  Algonquin  College,  and  in 

view  of  the  demand  by  the  students'  council 
of  that  college  for  a  formal  inquiry  into  the 
problems  in  the  school  of  business  and  the 

way  in  which  that  investigation  has  gone  on, 
can  the  minister  now  tell  the  House  when 

he  is  prepared  to  launch  a  formal  inquiry  or, 
if  he  has  launched  one,  what  the  results  are? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  hon. 
member  knows,  as  the  result  of  a  letter  from 
me  to  him  about  a  month  ago,  there  were 
four  various  incidents  that  were  of  concern 
to  the  administration  at  Algonquin. 

It  is  my  information  now  that  three  of 
them  have  been  settled  but  there  is  still  one 

matter  in  the  school  of  business  that  hasn't 
been  properly  resolved.  There  is  still  some 
possibility  of  a  conflict  of  interest  between 

the  particular  faculty  and  one  of  the  teach- 
ers in  that  faculty.  This  is  to  be  considered 

at  a  meeting  of  the  president  and  the  admin- 

istrative staff  this  Wednesday.  I've  asked  for 
a  report  as  a  result  of  that  meeting  to  see 
in  what  way  the  institution  will  resolve  the 
problem  and  whether  or  not  any  conflict  of 
interest  does,  in  fact,  exist. 

The  hon.  member  mentioned  about  some 

of  the  students.  It  is  my  impression  that  the 

students  in  the  school  of  business  are  object- 
ing to  a  certain  amount  of  adverse  and 

exaggerated  publicity  which  has  been  given 
to  this  so-called  investigation,  and  that  they 
are  behind  the  particular  person  who  is  the 
subject  of  this  investigation. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speak- 
er. Is  the  minister  aware  that  the  demands 

for  an  inquiry  now  arise  not  out  of  the 
original  conflict  of  interest  but  out  of  the 
very  unusual  event  of  recommendations  that 
various  staff  members  be  fired  by  their  su- 

periors and  the  libel  suit  which  has  ensued? 
Is  the  minister  prepared  to  launch  an  inquiry 
into  that  aspect  of  the  investigation  which 

has  raised  grave  concern  about  the  admin- 
istration   within    the    college? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  There  have  been  a  lot  of 

accusations  apparently  made  by  one  staff 
member  in  relation  to  one  or  two  other  staff 

members  and  this  may  result  in  writs  being 
issued  very  shortly.  I  want  to  satisfy  myself 

that  the  matter  is  being  looked  after  proper- 
ly by  the  institution  itself,  particularly  in 

respect  to  this  Wednesday  meeting. 

I  had  an  opportunity  about  a  week  ago 
to  talk  to  the  president  and  he  felt  that  this 
matter  could  be  resolved  by  the  institution 

itself.  In  the  event  that  it's  not,  yes,  I  would 
consider  some  sort   of  inquiry. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speak- 
er: Is  the  minister  prepared  to  ensure  that 

there  is  full  investigation  and  a  public  result 
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of  that  investigation  before  the  beginning  of 

the  academic  year  so  that  next  year's  classes will  not  be  affected? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Yes.  Any  inquiry  would 
have  to  be  resolved  certainly  before  Septem- 
ber. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

USE  OF  HYDRO  HELICOPTERS 
TO  AID  CRASH  VICTIMS 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of 
the  Minister  of  the  Environment,  responsible 
for  Hydro.  We  congratulate  Hydro  and  the 
Hydro  chopper  pilots  for  making  their  equip- 

ment available  for  the  flood  victims  on  the 
Niagara  frontier.  In  view  of  the  burgeoning 
problem  today,  resulting  from  capacity  traf- 

fic on  highways  at  weekends  and  the  prob- 
lem of  getting  accident  victims  to  hospital  in 

time,  and  in  view  of  the  trend  in  the  USA 
to  make  helicopter  ambulance  systems  avail- 

able, would  the  minister  consider  a  project 

to  make  Hydro  'copters  available  to  the 
Ministry  of  Health  or  to  hospitals  as  needed 
to  take  crash  victims  to  hospital  for  a  test 
project,  working  toward  an  overall  provin- 

cial project? 

Hon.  J.  A.  C.  Auld  (Minister  of  the  En- 

vironment): Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  not  sure  of 
this— I'll  inquire  further— but  it  seems  to  me 
that  all  but  one  or  perhaps  two  of  Hydro's 
helicopters  are  very  small  ones  which  carry 

only  two  or  three  people.  I  don't  think  you 
could  put  injured  people  in  them.  I  don't 
know  that  Hydro  would  be  the  ideal  agency, 
inasmuch  as  Hydro  being  a— 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  were  they  doing  down 
on  the  Niagara  frontier  then? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  —public  agency,  which  is 

supposed  to  operate  at  cost,  I  don't  know 
that  it  would  be  proper  for  Hydro  users  to 
subsidize  such  an  ambulance  system.  If,  in 
fact,  it  were  to  be  operated  it  would  seem 
to  me  that  it  would  be  something  which 
would  be  done  outside  Hydro.  I  think  the 

real  problem  is  that  their  equipment  isn't 
suitable.  However,  I'll  look  into  it  further. 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  supplementary:  The  min- 
ister is  paying  the  pilots  and  he  has  the 

equipment  anyway;  the  hours  they  fly  are 

unknown.  Why  couldn't  he  do  a  test  project 
like  that  in  conjunction  with  the  Ministry  of 
Health? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  My  understanding  is  that 

the  present  equipment  is  used  most  econom- 
ically over  a  40-hour-week  period,  some- 
thing like  that.  The  pilots  are  not  sitting 

around  a  great  deal  and  if  we  were  using 

them  on  the  weekend  I  suppose  we'd  have to  have  extra  staff. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Supplementary:  For  once  in 
their  life  will  these  guys  take  an  idea  and 

try    it? 
Mr.  Speaker:  Did  the  hon.  member  ask 

a  question? 
The  hon.  member  for  Sandwich-Riverside. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Tell  the 
Premier  to  go  kick  the  tires. 

GRAIN  ELEVATOR 
EMISSION  CONTROL  PROGRAMME 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  the 
Environment  regarding  his  announcement 
about  the  cleanup  programme  for  the  22 
Thunder  Bay  grain  elevators  in  order  to  get 
rid  of  the  dust  emissions.  Why  is  this  going 
to  take  six  years  to  finish? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  with- 
out having  the  details  in  front  of  me,  I  as- 

sume because  of  the  complexity  of  that  kind 
of  an  operation  there  are  things  that  have 
to  be  designed  and  then  manufactured.  I 

don't  know,  but  it  may  be  that  there  are 
certain  financial  problems  also. 

My  guess  is,  though,  that  that  is  the 
length  of  time  we  expect  it  will  take  to 
design,  manufacture,  install  and  make  work, 

the  equipment  that's  required. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Thun- der Bay. 

TEMPORARY  LIQUOR  STORE 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  have  a  question  of  the  So- 
licitor General.  Will  the  Solicitor  General 

advise  interested  people  what  the  Liquor 
Control  Board  is  paying  the  owner  of  the 
land  for  placing  a  liquor  store  trailer  on 
that  particular  land;  why  it  was  situated  on 
a  dead  end  at  the  end  of  the  community  at 
Rossport,  and  what  are  the  sales  in  that 
store  since  it  has  been  open  in  the  past  two 
weeks? 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Solicitor  General):  I 
should  be  pleased  to  take  that  question  as 
notice,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  answer  an  earlier 
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question  by  the  hon.  member  at  the  same time. 
Mr.  Deans:  Will  the  minister  initiate  the 

discussions? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  isn't  it  at  your  fingertips?  Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Yes,  I  certainly  will. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

JURISDICTION  OF  HAMILTON  BAY 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question. 
I  think,  of  the  Minister  of  Natural  Re- 

sources, though  it  may  be  the  Minister  of 
the  Environment  who  has  to  answer  it.  Are 

there  actually  meetings  taking  place  be- 
tween the  Province  of  Ontario  and  the 

federal  government  with  an  eye  to  resolving 
the  jurisdictional  dispute  in  Hamilton  har- 
bour? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
had  discussions  with  them,  but  those  dis- 

cussions are  not  now  taking  place;  we've 
come  to  an  end  on  that  aspect  in  this  par- 

ticular field.  But  we  are  working  with  the 
legal  people  of  the  conservation  authority 
at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  Deans:  Well,  may  I,  by  way  of  sup- 
plementary question,  ask  whether  the  prov- 

ince intends  to  back  up  the  conservation 

authority's  position,  that  they  do  have  the 
jurisdiction  over  the  harbour,  by  way  of 
being  given  it  by  the  Province  of  Ontario? 
And  is  there  a  report  on  the  meetings 

that  were  held  between  the  province  and 
the  federal  government  as  to  how  the  Hamil- 

ton Harbour  Commission  came  into  the  hands 
of  the  harbour  commissioners? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
are  no  written  reports.  Many  of  these  meet- 

ings were  on  a  verbal  basis  and  they've  come 
to  my  attention;  our  people  have  been  dealing 

with  the  federal  people,  but  there's  nothing 
in  writing  at  this  point  in  time. 

Mr.  Deans:  One  final  supplementary  ques- 
tion: Doesn't  the  minister  feel  that  it  would 

be  more  advantageous  to  the  province,  the 
federal  government  and  the  municipality  if 
this  matter  could  be  resolved  by  discussion 
among  the  three,  rather  than  going  through 
all  of  the  procedures  of  court  and,  perhaps, 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
this  is  our  aim;  it  has  been  our  aim  since 
we  started  these  negotiations  and  since  this 
impasse  came  about.  We  do  hope  to  con- 

tinue these  discussions  at  all  levels,  if  neces- 

sary, to  reach  a  solution  to  the  problem.  It's not  our  intention   to   go  to  the  court. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth.  I  am  sorry,  the  hon.  member  for 
Sandwich-Riverside. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  ( Windsor- Walkerville): 
I'm  not  from  Sandwich-Riverside. 

Mr.  Speaker:  All  right,  Windsor-Walker- ville. 

UNDERGROUND  STORAGE  OF 
PROPANE  GAS 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Natural 
Resources.  Is  the  minister  aware  that  Dome 
Petroleums  is  in  the  process  of  storing  some 
two  million  barrels  of  propane  gas  in  the  old 
salt  caverns  in  the  Windsor  area?  Has  the 

minister's  department  approved  of  this  stor- 
age? And  can  the  minister  assure  the  citizens 

living  in  the  area  that  there  is  no  element 
of  danger  with  this  storage  underground? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I'm sure  the  hon.  member  is  aware,  approval  for 
such  storage  of  gas  has  to  be  obtained  from 
the  Ontario  Energy  Board.  I  will  certainly 
discuss  it  with  them  and  report  back  to  the 

hon.  member,  because  I'm  sure  that  if  per- 
mission were  granted,  there  certainly  would 

be  no  danger  to  the  general  area. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- shore. 

ACCIDENT  ON  HIGHWAY  8 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of 
the  Attorney  General.  Would  the  Attorney 
General  investigate  and  report  to  this  House 
the  circumstances  surrounding  the  failure  to 

lay  charges— and  even  possibly  the  suppres- 
sion of  charges— arising  out  of  an  accident 

on  Highway  8,  just  outside  the  city  of 
Kitchener,  on  June  5,  1972,  just  north  of 
Highway  401,  where  a  certain  police  cruisei 
together  with  vehicles  having  to  do  with  the 
Canadian  Driver  Pool  Ltd.  were  involved  in 
a  major  collision? 

Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  (Attorney  General):  Yes, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Essex 
South. 
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ALLOWANCE  FOR  TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE  IN  UNIVERSITIES 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  A  ques- 
tion of  the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Social 

Development,  Mr.  Speaker:  Can  the  minister 
in  the  next  few  weeks  make  a  determination 
of  policy  in  relation  to  the  payment  for 
teaching  experience  in  universities  of  those 
people  who  are  going  to  teach  in  the  second- 

ary system?  Is  the  minister  aware  that  cer- 
tain county  or  city  school  boards  accept  such 

teaching  experience  and  recognize  this  in 
their  salary  structures,  whereas  other  county 
boards  or  city  boards  do  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  aware 
of  the  fact  that  most  boards— certainly  any 
boards  with  which  I  have  had  any  connec- 

tion—do take  into  account  teaching  experi- 
ence with  other  boards,  other  jurisdictions 

and,  indeed,  even  work  experience. 

However,  in  view  of  the  question  of  the 
member  it  is  obvious  that  he  is  concerned 
with  respect  to  some  discrepancies  in  this. 
I  would  be  very  happy  to  take  the  matter 
up  with  the  Ministry  of  Education  and  pro- 

vide the  member  with  some  detail  on  that 
particular  subject. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  oral  question  period 
has  now  been  completed. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  beg 
leave  to  file  the  annual  report  of  the  Depart- 

ment of  Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs, 
covering  the  period  Jan.  1,  1971,  to  Dec.  31, 
1971,  and  the  annual  report  of  the  Registrar 
General  for  the  same  period.  These  reports 
will  be  available  to  the  members  of  the 
Legislature  later  on  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  until  the 
summer  recess  the  House  will  sit  beyond 
the  normal  adjournment  hours  of  10:30  each 
evening. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  just  before 
the  motion  is  put,  we  have  no  objection  to 
lengthening  the  hours,  other  than  we  would 
like  a  statement  from  the  House  leader  as  to 
when  it  is  the  intention  of  the  government 
to  have  a  summer  adjournment? 
We  hear  that  it  could  very  well  be  this 

week  but,  whenever  we  mention  this,  people 

like  the  Treasurer  say,  "Oh,  we  are  going  to 
sit  on  into  July  to  consider  these  important 

bills."    So,  make  a  statement  on  that  before 
we  go  on. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  despite 
the  words  of  others— and  again  I  will  go 
back,  but  not  reiterate  the  little  speech  I 
made  the  other  evening— I  think  with  the 
way  business  has  been  transpiring  I  shall 
make  every  effort  with  the  co-operation  of 
the  members  of  this  House  to  recess  on 
Friday  of  this  week. 

I  would  also  say  I  think  I  have  informed 
the  other  members  that  there  will  be  no 

private  members'  hour  later  this  afternoon; 
it  being  a  government  members'  hour,  we 
have  relinquished  that. 

Mr.  Deans:  Would  the  House  leader  be 
prepared  to  be  just  a  little  more  explicit  in 
regard  to  the  more  recent  legislation  intro- 

duced, and  tell  us  whether,  in  fact,  everything 
that  now  appears  on  the  order  paper  must  be 
dealt  with  before  the  recess? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  If  the  hon.  member  will 

allow  me,  inasmuch  as  we  are  doing  esti- 
mates today,  I  will  be  much  more  definitive 

about  that  tomorrow  when  I  will  have  prob- 
ably a  further  list  for  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Before  I  place  the  motion  be- 
fore the  House  for  approval,  I  should  point 

out  that  the  last  intimation  I  recall  was  that 

the  normal  sitting  hours  would  prevail  on 
Wednesday,  but  that  Wednesday  evening 
sittings  would  not  take  place.  This  motion 
does  not  seem  to  cover  Wednesdays.  The 
motion  does  not  say  Wednesday. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
include  Wednesday  with  that  motion. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  that  clear  to  the  House? 
Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Introduction  of  bills. 

DENTAL  TECHNOLOGISTS  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  provide  for  the  Licen- 

sing and  Practice  of  Dental  Technologists. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

DENTISTRY  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Dentistry  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 
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LANDLORD  AND  TENANT  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Landlord  and 
Tenant  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  June  16 
last,  I  tabled  in  the  House  a  report  on  the 
review  of  part  IV  of  the  Landlord  and  Tenant 
Act  by  the  Ontario  Law  Reform  Commission. 
We  have  studied  the  recommendations  care- 

fully, because  achieving  a  fair  balance  of 
rights  as  between  landlord  and  tenant  is  vital 

to  our  society.  The  bill  I  am  introducing  to- 
day implements  those  recommendations  which 

require  legislative  action.  I  can  also  assure  the 
hon.  members  of  this  House  that  those  recom- 

mendations which  require  administrative 
action  on  behalf  of  my  ministry  will  be  also 
implemented. 

The  bill  revises  the  procedures  for  termin- 
ation of  tenancies  and  recovery  of  possession 

in  accordance  with  the  principal  recom- 
mendations of  the  Law  Reform  Commission. 

It  clarifies  the  provision  of  the  statute  pro- 
hibiting the  taking  of  security  deposits  and 

makes  it  an  offence  for  a  landlord  to  cut  off 

essential  services  during  the  tenant's  occupa- 
tion of  premises.  The  bill  also  makes  it  an 

offence  for  the  landlord  to  fail  to  post  those 
notices  relating  to  termination  of  tenancy  as 
required  by  section  104  of  the  Act.  Although 
this  was  not  among  the  recommendations  of 

the  Law  Reform  Commission,  it  is  in  my  view 
in  keeping  with  the  policies  of  the  statute. 

Mr.  Speaker,  disputes  between  landlords 
and  tenants,  like  those  in  all  other  areas  of 

our  society,  must  be  settled  in  the  courts  in 

an  appropriate  manner.  The  bill  I  have  intro- 
duced today,  with  its  intended  procedural 

changes,  will  hopefully  protect  the  rights  of 
the  parties  and  provide  them  with  an  effective 
method  for  the  resolution  of  their  disputes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Before  the  orders  of  the  day 
I  regret  that  I  find  it  necessary  to  inform  the 
House  of  the  sad  passing  of  Mrs.  Geary,  wife 
of  Major  B.  Handley  Geary,  who  is  so  well 
known  to  us.  I  might  also  inform  the  hon. 
members  that  flowers  have  been  sent  from 

the  Legislature. 

Orders  of  the  day. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  38th  order,  House 

in  committee  of  supply;  Mr.  R.  D.  Rowe  in 
the  chair. 

ESTIMATES,  OFFICE  OF  PREMIER 

( concluded) 

On  vote  201: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Page  16;  vote  201. 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  I  would  like 

to  reply  to  a  few  of  the  observations  of  the 
members  opposite. 

We  were  getting  into  the  question,  I  think 

it  was  a  suggestion  by  the  member  for  Scar- 
borough West  (Mr.  Lewis)  of  federal-provin- 

cial matters.  I'll  just  comment  very  briefly, Mr.  Chairman. 

I  think  it  is  fair  to  state  that  in  the  last 

year  or  so  the  question  of  federal-provincial 
relationships  as  they  relate  to  constitutional 
reform  have  not  received  the  same  priority 
as  they  did  a  year  and  a  half  or  two  years 
ago.  I  think  this  is  partially  related  to  the 
economic  condition,  which  has  changed  in 

that  period  of  time  and  which  is  now  hope- 
fully, improving.  As  a  result  of  this,  I  think, 

and  as  a  matter  of  priorities  with  many  of 

the  governments,  greater  concern  was  ex- 
pressed about  economic  problems  and  solu- 

tions to  them.  While  we  were  disappointed 

at  the  results  in  Victoria,  I  for  one  don't 
think  this  means  an  end  to  further  discus- 
sions. 

I  do  think  that  at  future  federal-provincial 
meetings  which  will  be  dealing  with  these 

issues,  probably  the  matters  of  distribution 

of  powers  will  become  as  important  as  mat- 
ters of  patriation  of  the  constitution,  the 

amending  formula  and  so  on. 

I  think  really  as  one  looks  back,  the  one 
main  difficulty  at  Victoria  was  the  fact  that 
all  provinces,  subject  to  the  approval  of 
the  Legislature,  accepted  the  proposals.  Of 
course  our  sister  province  of  Quebec  ran 
into  some  difficulties  with  respect  to  the 
social  programmes;  Ottawa  has  now  made  a 
proposal,  communicated  to  the  provinces,  and 
perhaps  this  will  provide  sufficient  initiative 
to  bring  the  matter  to  a  head  again. 

I  think,  being  realistic  Mr.  Chairman,  we 

can't  anticipate  too  much  between  now  and 
when  a  federal  election  is  held;  that  is  as- 

suming it  could  be  this  fall.  If  there  isn't  a federal  election  this  fall  that  would  change, 

but  my  own  view  is  that  the  federal- 
provincial  discussions  with  respect  to  con- 

stitutional reform  will  probably  stay  rather 
quiescent  until  that  period  of  time. 

With  respect  to  interprovincial  relation- 
ships, as  between  this  province  and  Quebec, 

which   have   been,   I   think,    over  the   years 
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very  excellent,  these  are  being  maintained. 
Ministers  from  the  Province  of  Quebec  have 
been  here  very  recently,  and  members  of 
the  cabinet  of  this  province  have  visited 
there,  along  with  senior  civil  servants.  I 
expect  to  be  meeting  the  Premier  of  Quebec 
myself,  within  the  next  two  weeks  more  than 
likely. 

We  communicate  from  time  to  time  on 

matters  of  mutual  concern.  I  think  I  can  re- 
port to  the  Legislature,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 

the  relationships  between  our  two  provinces 

are  as  strong  as  ever,  and  the  communica- 
tion is  there  without  any  question. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  member  for  Scarbor- 
ough West  was  concerned  about  numbers, 

and  shall  we  say  a  political  orientation  in 

the  Premier's  office.  I  know  he  won't  com- 
pletely believe  me— not  that  he  would  dis- 
believe me— when  I  suggest  to  him  that  is 

really  not  the  case.  The  major  growth  in 
the  Office  of  the  Premier  relates  to  the 

changing  function  that  we  are  all  experienc- 
ing, particularly  in  the  field  of  correspond- 

ence, the  amount  of  mail  and  communica- 

tions coming  into  the  Premier's  office. 
Whether  or  not  it  is  a  result  of  the 

approach  that  is  being  taken,  the  fact  is  that 
more  people  are  wishing  to  communicate 
with  their  members  and  with  ministers,  and 

the  Premier's  office  is  no  exception  to  this. 
We  are  trying  to  deal  with  them.  Not  all  of 
them  individually,  such  as  those  which  come 
in  on  petitions;  quite  frankly,  when  you 
have  4,000  or  5,000  names  on  a  petition  it 
is  not  possible  to  do  so.  We  have  tried  to 
reply  constructively  to  as  many  people  who 
communicate  with  us  as  we  can. 

This  is  where  the  large  increase  has  been; 
some  27  people  in  that  particular  part  of 
the  office.  As  I  was  relating  to  the  member 
for  Scarborough  West,  there  are  five  in  the 

chief  executive  officer's  office,  that  is  in- 
cluding himself;  27  in  correspondence;  six 

dealing  with  appointments,  the  reception 
areas  and  invitations.  This  includes  making 

ararngements  for  the  travelling  that  I  do— 

and  I  make  no  apologies  for  it— throughout 
the  province;  I  really  wish  that  physically 
the  job  would  permit  more  of  it  because  I 
think  it  is  very  helpful. 

In  the  communications  area  are  five  peo- 
ple. My  own  secretarial  and  other  staff,  as  it 

is  described  here,  two;  in  the  policy  area, 
seven;  the  administration  that  is  directly 

attributable  to  the  functioning  of  the  Pre- 

mier's office,  one,  which  brings  it  to,  really, 
only  a  total  of  53. 

I  told  the  member  for  Scarborough  West 
I  would  try  to  explain  the  4V2.  There  are 

nine  people  involved  in  administration— mat- 
ters of  salaries,  hospital  insurance,  all  of  the 

economic  aspect  of  the  administration  of  the 

Premier's  office— who  also  function  in  this 
capacity  for  the  cabinet  office.  I  will  be  very 
frank  and  admit  that  it  is  not  easy  to  say 
whether  it  should  be  four  and  five,  AVz  and 
AVz,  or  what  have  you.  I  would  be  quite 
prepared  to  say  it  is  five  and  four  and 

would  say  that  the  numbers  in  the  Premier's 
office  could  total  57,  but  it  could  also  be 
53^,  if  one  were  to  very  specifically  allocate 
the    time    responsibility. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  numbers  have  in- 
creased somewhat,  but  really  not  quite  to 

the  extent  of  the  numbers  that  I  have  seen 
in  the  press  from  time  to  time.  And  as  I  say, 
the  bulk  of  it  does  relate  to  the  enlarging 

activities  of  the  Premier's  office,  which  real- 
ly is  typical,  I  think,  of  all  government  min- 

isters and  private  members  with  the  growing 
complexity  and  the  growing  interest  that 
people  have  in  the  government  process. 

I  left  my  Liberal  platform  at   home  this 

afternoon— not  really  at  home— in  my  office- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion):  You  should  never  leave  that  behind. 

You  might  not  be  able  to  carry  on. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  was  going  to  read  it  at 

some  length  to  the  Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion, because  really  he  would  see  in  some  of 

the  things  that  we  have  done  within  the 
office  observations  that  he  suggested  in  his 
blueprint  of  government  as  it  relates  to  the 
question  of  structuring  task  forces  and  what 
have  you.  Now  he  suggested,  I  think  Mr. 

Chairman,   somewhere— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Did  we  really  call  them 
task  forces? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Yes,  there  were  task 

forces  there.  You  were  going  to  have  some- 
where around  15  or  20  parliamentary  assis- 

tants. Well  Mr.  Chairman,  we  haven't  gone 
quite  that  far,  although  I— 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  You  are  just 
calling  a  rose  by  any  other  name. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would  report  to  the 
House  that  I  have  been  really  very  pleased 
with  the  role  the  parliamentary  assistants 
are  playing.  The  ministers  with  whom  tihey 
are  associated  are  very  pleased  as  well  with 
the  assistance  that  they  are  getting.  I  think 
it  has  been  a  very  useful  development,  and 
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perhaps   could  be  expanded  to   other  minis- 
tries as  well. 

I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  those  were  the 

main  items  raised  by  the  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position and  the  leader  of  the  New  Demo- 

cratic Party  related  to  the  office  of  the 
Premier. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are 

just  one  or  two  matters  that  I  want  to  pur- 

sue. I  don't  want  to  be  repetitious,  but  un- 
fortunately the  Premier  seems  to  have  mis- 
understood my  view  on  the  importance  and 

the  role  of  select  committees  in  this  House. 

He  knows  very  well  that  I  do  not  approve 
of  himself,  or  the  ministry  in  general,  using 
select  committees  to  unload  matters  that  are 

just  political  problems  to  the  Conservative 

Party;  but  that  they  should  be  given  a  seri- 
ous role,  an  important  role,  in  the  develop- 

ment of  policy  in  this  House. 

While  not  all  my  colleagues  agree  with 
me,  I  felt  for  one  that  the  select  committee 
established  late  in  1971  having  to  do  with 
economic  nationalism  was  just  that.  While 
that  committee  has  undoubtedly  done  good 
work  and  will  do  good  work,  particularly  if 
they  have  the  opportunity  to  pursue  their 

investigations  as  they  wish,  there  is  a  tend- 
ency still  on  the  part  of  the  Premier  to 

establish  select  committees  in  areas  where 

the  problem  is  not  as,  well  let's  say  as  poli- 
tically important  as  I  would  hope  that  it 

would  be. 

So  I  would  simply  say,  in  case  he  requires 
any  clarification  on  this,  that  in  my  role  as 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  I  believe  that  select 
committees  have  a  tremendously  important 
role  to  perform;  much  more  important,  in 
fact,  than  has  been  filled  in  the  last  few 
months. 

The  Premier  will  recall  that  he  decided  to 

establish  three  select  committees  just  in  the 
dying  hours  of  the  short  session  late  in  1971. 
While  these  committees  have  been  established 

and  are  continuing  to  work  well,  I  would 
hope  that  there  might  be  perhaps  an  hour  or 

two  to  consider  appointments  to  those  com- 
mittees, if  he  decides  to  bring  in  resolutions 

expanding  the  select  committee  complex  later 
this  week. 

I  sincerely  trust  and  hope  that  he  will  do 
just  that.  He  has  announced  his  government 
policy  that  there  will  be  a  select  committee  on 
snowmobiles;  and  I  have  already  commented 

on  the  importance  on  that  particular  respon- 
sibility. I  would  say  that  while  I  think  there 

are  other  things  that  the  select  committee  can 
examine,  that  we  are  prepared  to  appoint  our 

complement  to  that  committee;  and  I  trust 
that  all  parties  will  and  that  it  will  give 
recommendations  that  will  be  useful. 

I  have  already  suggested  to  the  Premier 
certain  other  areas  where  the  select  commit- 

tee procedure  would  be  useful.  I  specifically 
recommended  a  select  committee  into  the 

affairs  of  the  Indian  community  in  this  prov- 
ince; one  into  the  .costs  of  the  delivery  of 

health  services;  but,  of  course,  these  decisions 
are  his  to  bring  forward.  I  simply  suggest 
that,  when  the  decision  is  made,  I  would 
appreciate  having  as  much  notice  as  possible 
so  that  my  members  can  be  canvassed  for 
their  own  interests  and  the  availability  of 
time. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Rainy 
River. 

Mr.  Reid:  Mr.  Chairman,  perhaps  I  won't 
be  quite  as  charitable  as  those  speakers  who 
have  risen  to  debate  the  Office  of  the  Premier. 

I  think  it  might  be  worthwhile,  if  the  Premier 

doesn't  mind  overly  much,  if  I  were  to  re- 
peat some  of  the  comments  that  I  made  dur- 

ing the  windup  on  the  Throne  debate.  Perhaps 

I'll  get  a  little  more  attention  from  the 
Premier  this  time  than  then,  perhaps  not. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Did  you  say  intention? 

Mr.  Reid:  Attention! 

I'd  like  to  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  feel 
there's  a  great  number,  on  this  burgeoning 

staff,  if  I  may  say,  of  the  court  of  "King 
Billy"  there,  a  number  of  familiar  faces  that 
have  been  picked  out  of  the  political  realm; 
out  of  the  backbench— not  the  backbench  but 
the  backrooms— of  the  Tory  party  and  have 
been  put,  indeed  and  in  fact,  on  the  public 

payroll.  While  I  don't  suggest  for  a  moment 
these  people  shouldn't  be  given  positions  of 
responsibility  and  that  their  involvement  in 
politics  should  keep  them  from  serving  the 

public  in  a  civil  servant  role,  I  think  it's  very 
obvious,  at  least  it  seems  to  me,  that  a  num- 

ber of  the  people  on  the  Premier's  payroll  or 
in  the  Premier's  office  are  there  for  quite 
blatant  political  purposes. 

I  asked  the  Premier  some  two  or  three 

months  ago  to  provide  me  with  a  fist  of  the 
people  in  his  office,  their  salaries,  their  titles 
and  their  duties  and  responsibilities.  I  have 

yet  to  get  that  list.  I  would  ask  for  a  com- 
mitment during  these  estimates  that  the 

Premier  does  indeed— as,  I  believe,  is  within 
the  rules  of  the  House— provide  such  a  list 
before  his  estimates  are  over. 

I  might  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  for  one 
am   intimidated  by   the  platoons    of  people 
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that  the  Premier  has  in  his  office.  Every  day 
during  the  question  period,  and  indeed  even 
today,  we  are  not  only  surrounded  with  the 
rump  of  the  great  grey  machine  across  the 
road- 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  They  are  not 
here. 

Mr.  Reid:  —and  also  under  the  Speaker's 
gallery  and  under  the  press  gallery  we  are 
surrounded  by  people  and  staff  from  the 

Premier's  office.  I  can't  help  but  wonder 
sometimes  just  what  their  duties  and  responsi- 

bilities are  and  what  requires  their  presence? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Two  people;  two  people! 

Mr.  Reid:  Well,  there  are  certainly  a  lot 

of  faces  around  here  that  don't  belong  to 
this  party  or  to  the  party  to  my  left,  and  I 
just  wonder  what  they  are  doing.  I  gather 
from  some  of  the  comments  made  in  the  last 
election  that  some  of  them  are  there  simply 
to  keep  track  of  the  attendance  of  some 
members  of  the  House,  and  I  would  hope 
that  those  people  on  the  public  payroll  have 
some  more  onerous  and  burdensome  responsi- 

bilities than  that. 

I  come  back,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  the  fact 
that  I  think  the  Premier  has  blatantly  moved 
in  a  large  part  of  his  political  organization 
and  they  are  working  on  the  public  payroll 

out  of  Queen's  Park  for  political  purposes. 
I  must  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  think 

they  do  an  excellent  job.  I've  watched,  as 
we  all  have,  the  Premier's  performance  over 
the  past  few  months,  and  they  programmed 
him  very  well.  They  changed  the  style  of  his 

suit,  the  style  of  his  hair,  and  it's  interesting 
to  note  that  finally  he's  become  not  quite  as 
partisan  as  he  used  to  be;  he's  finally  taken 
off  the  badge  and  button  that  he  used  during 
the  campaign. 

But    I    say    to    you,    Mr.    Chairman— 

Hon.  L.  Bernier  (Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources): How  low  can  the  member  get? 

How  low  can  you  get? 

Mr.  Reid:  —that  I  think  this  Premier,  the 
present  incumbent  of  the  office,  is  going  to 
be  known  in— 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Reid:  —the  history  books  as  the  par- 
tisan Premier  for  the  actions  that  he  has 

taken;  not  the  Premier  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  but  the  very  partisan  Premier. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  There 
are  worse  adjectives. 

Mr.  Reid:  Yes,  well  that  is  one  that  I 
think  can  be  written.  It  has  a  certain 
alliteration  about  it. 

But  I  say  to  the  Premier  that  I  for  one  do 
not  appreciate  nor  like  the  kind  of  approach 

he's  taken  to  the  government,  moving  these 
people  into  his  office.  As  I  say,  they  are 
doing  a  great  job  politically  for  him,  but  I 
for  one  object  that  these  people  should  be 
on  the  public  payroll  and  be  paid  out  of 
public  funds  to  maintain  the  supremacy, 
shall  we  say,  of  the  Conservative  Party  in 
Ontario. 

With  those  few  remarks,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  repeat  once  again  that  I  hope  the 
Premier  will  give  me  a  commitment  here 
today  that  he  will  provide  me  with  a  list 
of  those  people  in  his  office,  their  responsi- 

bilities and  their  salaries. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Chairman,  just  to 
reply  very  briefly,  I  really  find  it  difficult  to 
understand  the  member  for  Rainy  River.  He 
looks  under  the  galleries.  I  can  tell  him 
that  I  can  identify  the  members  of  my  own 
staff  and  I  think,  four  days  out  of  the  five, 
there  are  two,  Mr.  McDonald  and  probably 
one  Rosemary  Macmillan. 

That  would  be  the  total  representation 

from  the  Premier's  office,  which  I  don't  think is  that  unusual  and  I  think  it  makes  some 
sense.  During  the  estimates  today  there  may 
be  two  or  three  more,  but  the  average  num- 

ber happens  to  be  two,  and  this  has  been 
consistent  since  the  sitting  began  in  March. 

Mr.  Reid:  Who  do  all  these  people  be- 
long to? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  If  the  member  for  Rainy 
River  wants  to  find  out  who  the  other  people 
are  who  are  under  the  gallery  every  day 
there  is  nothing  in  the  rules  of  the  House 
which  precludes  him  going  down  there  and 
just  asking  them.  I  see  under  the  galleries 

today  the  former  member- 

Mr.  Reid:  Hi!   My  name's  Pat. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —of  the  member's  own 
party,  who  has  very  kindly  agreed  to  serve 
on  the  commission  to  investigate  matters  of 
the  Legislature.  I  want  to  assure  the  mem- 

ber for  Rainy  River  that  he  is  not  on  my 
staff.  As  much  as  he  might  make  a  very 
useful  contribution  to  the  political  life  of 
this  province,  he  is  not  there. 

Mr.  Reid:  It  is  nice  to  see  a  friendly 
face. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  So  if  I  can  be  of  any 
help  to  the  member  for  Rainy  River,  because 
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he  does  seem  to  have  a  bit  of  a  hangup  on 
this  particular  item,  I  will  go  with  him  some 
day  under  the  gallery  and  just  meet  some 

of  these  people  myself,  because  I  don't  recog- nize them  either. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  The  min- 

ister is  paying  them,  but  he  doesn't  know 
who  they  are? 

Hon.    Mr.    Davis:    Heaven's    above,    they 
could  all  be  from  the  Liberal  Party  for  all  I 

know,  although  I  question  whether  their  sup- 

port- 
Mr.  Ruston:  We  don't  have  that  many! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  I'm  glad  you  said 
it  and  I  didn't. 

I  would  also  observe  to  the  member  for 

Rainy  River  that  I  have  no  objection.  I  will 
get  him  a  list  of  the  names  of  the  people. 
It  is  not  my  intention  to  table  matters  of 

salary  within  the  office.  These  will  be  mat- 
ters of  record  within  the  public  accounts 

Certainly,  I  will  get  the  names. 

While  I  haven't  been  associated  with  the 
Progressive  Conservative  Party  that  long,  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  I  could  be  open  to  correction 
here,  I  really  only  see,  out  of  the  53  or  57^, 
only  two  who  one  could  say  have  been 
directly  related  to  the  provincial  Progressive 
Conservative  Party  for  a  number  of  years 

in  this  province  and  who  came  into  the  gov- 
ernment from  that  source.  That  is  two, 

and  I— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —make  no  bones  about  it, 
Mr.  Chairman,  there  are. 

Mr.  Reid:  Who  are  they? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Hugh  Latimer  and 
his  secretary,  Mrs.  Dike.  There  is  no  ques- 

tion they  are  here  and  they  perform  a 

useful- 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  has  placed  all 
the  others  either  in  the  UK  or  in  Ontario 
Place? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No,  they  are  not  in  the 

Premier's  office.  I  can't— 

Mr.   Lewis:    That  is   true;    that   is   true. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I'm  just  looking  through 
this  list  of  names  and  just  hope  that  this 
will  make  the  member  for  Rainy  River  sleep 
a  little  more  easily  tonight  if  he  recognizes 
that  really  two  out  of  53  or  57 /2  represent, 
shall   we  say,   people   who   were   formerly— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  would  they  want  to  work 
for  the  Premier? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —involved  within  the 

Progressive  Conservative  Party.  Perhaps  this 
kind  of  information  will  be  helpful  to  him. 
I  will  get  the  complete  list  of  names  for him. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  201;  the  member  for 
Scarborough   West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Chairman,  leaving  aside, 
for  a  moment,  the  political  involvement  of 

the  Premier's  staff— their  record,  collectively, 
is  without  blemish— may  I  ask,  Mr.  Chair- 

man, what  the  seven  policy  people  do? 

That  is  rather  interesting.  I  didn't  realize 
that.  In  what  policy  areas  are  they  and 
how  do  they  function? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  also 

represents  the  secretarial  support  in  that 
there  are  at  this  moment  three  to  four  people 

who  have,  shall  we  say,  concentrated  on  cer- 
tain policy  areas  within  my  office.  They  join 

with  me  in  meeting  delegations  so  that  there 

can  be  some  continuity  if  there  is  a  com- 
mon approach  needed  as  it  relates  to  the 

functioning  within  the  office.  They  are  not 
divided  up  into  the  same  policy  fields.  They 

don't  relate  to  that  kind  of  decision-making 

process. John  Graham,  for  instance,  Mr.  Chairman, 

who  is  a  young  man  who  has  taken  a  partic- 
ular interest,  say  in  environmental  matters, 

meets  delegations  along  with  me,  say  from 
the  Coalition  of  Concerned  Citizens  and 

other  groups  on  the  Hydro  situation.  We  have 
broken  them  down  into,  shall  we  say  general 
areas  of  concern  where  they  are  developing 

some  expertise,  but  these  people  do  not  be- 
come involved  in  the  recommendations  flow- 

ing from  the  policy  field  committees  to  the 

policy  and  priorities  board  and  then  ulti- 
mately to  cabinet.  They  are  to  assist  me  in 

the  assessment  of  representations  that  are 

made  and  co-ordination  within  the  Premier's 
office.  I  believe  there  are  three  or  four 

presently  functioning  in  that  respect. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Chairman,  just  briefly 

about  the  broader  issue  of  federal-provincial 

relationships.  I,  for  one,  won't  be  terribly 
distressed  if  constitutional  matters  no  longer 

preoccupy  federal-provincial  conferences  be- 
cause I  have  always  thought— and  many 

members  of  the  New  Democratic  Party  have 

always  thought— that  that  was  a  sham  battle 
anyway,  involving  the  diversion  of  public 
interest  from  other  and  real  issues  that  were 

largely  economic  and  social. 
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The  Premier  tossed  in  that  he  thought  the 
distribution  of  powers  might  well  be  the 

focus  of  subsequent  federal-provincial  con- 
ferences. I  presume  in  some  measure  he 

means  the  distribution  of  taxing  and  financial 

powers,  as  well  as  the  other.  Has  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario,  subsequent  to  the  Victoria 

conference,  placed  any  policy  papers  to  Ot- 
tawa? Has  there  been  any  further  elaboration 

of  position  on  some  of  these  distributive 

powers? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Chairman,  there 

haven't  been  any  formal  representations 
made  in  a  comprehensive  sense.  What  we're 
doing  at  the  moment  is  evaluating  the  sug- 

gestion made  by  the  government  of  Canada 
with  respect  to  social  programmes;  that  is 
particularly  the  family  allowance  proposal 
that  they  have  made. 

I  think  I've  indicated  informally  that  as  a 
matter  of  principle  we  do  not  oppose  this 
and  would  perhaps  support  it,  although  I 

did  point  out  our  priorities  might  be  some- 
what different.  In  other  words,  if  the  federal 

government  were  to  make  some  change  in 
their  approach  in  the  social  field  we  might 

establish,  say  Medicare  or  post-secondary 
education  as  being  our  priorities  ahead  of 
family  allowances. 

We're  in  the  process  now,  Mr.  Chairman, 
of  reacting  or  replying  to  this,  which  may 
become  relatively  comprehensive,  and  dealing 
with  the  whole  social  field  and  what  our 

feelings  would  be  with  respect  to  that.  There 
has  been  no  formal  documentation  related  to 

federal-provincial  relations  in  the  very  broad 
context,  although  of  course  there  have  been 

communications  and  positions  made  with  re- 
spect to  a  tax  structure  and  so  on. 

Mr.  Lewis:  In  Victoria,  Mr.  Premier, 
through  the  Chair,  the  Province  of  Ontario 
scrupulously  refrained  from  commenting  on 
the  social  policy  initiatives  of  the  Province 
of  Quebec.  I  always  thought  that  Quebec 
was  almost  forced  into  a  renunciation  of  the 

Victoria  declaration,  because  the  sister  prov- 
inces—perhaps Ontario  as  the  most  influential 

—refused  to  join  with  Quebec  in  what  seemed 
to  be  a  fairly  legitimate  request. 

Quebec  wasn't  violating  the  constitution 
unduly;  she  wasn't  destroying  the  confedera- 

tion arrangement.  She  was  asking  for  certain 
things  which  you  now  indicate  you  agree 
with  in  principle  and  which  probably  would 

have  made  a  viable  constitutional  arrange- 
ment. It  probably  would  have  allowed 

Quebec  that  sense  of  special  status  which, 

in  fact,  is  true,  without  undermining  the  con- 

stitutional  rights    of   the   other   provinces   in 
Canada. 

I'm  kind  of  interested  to  hear  you  say  that 

in  the  field  of  social  policy  you're  evaluating, 
apparently  sympathetically,  the  federal  pro- 

posal, even  if  you  would  put  a  different 
priority  on  it.  Can  you  go  further  than  that? 

Can  you  indicate  to  us  when  this  informa- 
tion will  be  available?  How  long  you  think 

it  will  take?  Can  you  give  us  an  indication 
of  the  conclusions  you  have  tentatively 
arrived  at? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can't  yet. 
I  would  hope  that  we  would  have  this,  cer- 

tainly over  the  summer  months.  Once  again, 
the  timing  of  it  may  relate  to  a  decision  that 
will  be  made  in  Ottawa,  not  here,  as  to  the 
next  federal  election.  Whether  or  not  there 

will  be  any  formal  meeting  prior  to  that  to 
relate  to  the  family  allowance  in  the  social 
field,  I  am  dubious,  although  it  could  happen. 
Certainly  from  our  own  standpoint  we  would 
hope  over  the  summer  to  be  in  a  position  to 
have  analysed  it  very  carefully. 

I  want  to  reiterate,  though,  that  it  may  be 
that  while  our  response  would  be  agreement 

in  principle  on  this  approach,  we  could  sug- 

gest to  the  federal  government  that  if  they're 

going  to  do  this,  from  Ontario's  standpoint Medicare  and  post-secondary  education  would 

be  our  priorities  rather  than  family  allow- 

ances, although  we're  not  sure  of  that  yet. 
Vote  201  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  concludes  the  study  of 
the  estimates  of  the  Office  of  the  Premier. 

ESTIMATES,  CABINET  OFFICE 

On  vote  301: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 

Opposition. 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 

tion): Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  only  to  comment 
on  the  record  of  the  policy  ministers  as  we 
have  observed  them  for  three  or  four  months 

since  their  appointments,  and  since  their  role 
was  set  out  by  statute  and  by  the  statements 

made  by  the  government.  I  see  the  money  it- 
self is  voted  under  vote  302  and  I  could  let 

it  go  until  that  time  or  it  could  be  discussed 
all  in  one,  if  you  would  prefer.  It  makes  no 
difference  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  302  would  seem  to 
oover  that  more  appropriately. 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  All  right,  I'll  let  it  go until  then. 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  We  might  do 

this.  I  have  suggested  to  the  provincial  secre- 
taries that  when  we  get  to  302  there  are  three 

items— Justice,  Resources  and  Social  De- 
velopment—if there  was  no  objection,  in  that 

the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Social  Develop- 
ment (Mr.  Welch)  has  a  matter  of  some 

urgency  very  shortly,  when  we  are  taking 
vote  302,  we  allow  the  Provincial  Secretary 
for  Social  Development  to  go  first  and  then 
the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Justice  and  go 
in  that  order.  If  we  could  do  it  that  way,  I 
think  they  may  have  something  they  would 
like  to  contribute  as  well. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  301  carried? 

Vote  301  agreed  to. 

On  vote  302: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  302,  item  3. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  wasn't  sure  whether  or 
not  the  Premier  wanted  the  Provincial  Secre- 

tary for  Social  Development  to  go  first  in 
that  he  has  a  matter  of  pressing  importance. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  are  on  vote  302. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  All  right.  I  would  like  to 
say  something  then  about  this,  if  I  may. 

There  was  a  number  of  predictions  at  the 
time  of  the  establishment  of  the  secretariats, 
both  in  the  press  and  in  the  House,  that  in 
fact  these  people  were  being  kicked  upstairs; 
not  quite  as  chairmen  of  the  board,  but  that 
their  political  activity  was  going  to  be  diluted 
somewhat  in  that  they  were  given  positions 
that  seem  to  entail  continuing  and  expanding 

importance;  they  didn't  have  a  department, 
or  a  ministry  as  they  have  come  to  be  known, 

to  handle.  They  didn't  have  a  large  budget. 
They  didn't  have  staff  established  in  regional 
offices  across  the  provinces,  and  so  on.  There- 

fore, it  was  predicted,  they  might  just  wither 
on  the  vine. 

It  is  a  bit  early  to  assess  those  predictions. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  think  the  withering  has 
not  been  equivalent  in  each  of  the  secre- 

tariats. The  policy  minister  for  Justice  seems 
perhaps  more  withered  than  the  other  two. 
Although  he  attends  the  House— and  we  are 
often  critical  of  the  policy  ministers  being 

elsewhere— and  he  attends  fairly  regularly,  I 
sense  that  some  of  the  expectations  that  re- 

sulted from  statements  made  by  the  Premier 
just  after  that  great  leadership  convention 

more  than  a  year  ago,  in  which  the  fight  to 
the   finish   resulted   in   one   Davis   becoming 

Premier,  and  one  Lawrence  becoming  second 
in  command,  some  of  those  predictions  have 
not  come  to  pass. 

Obviously,  the  Justice  minister— and  I  sup- 
pose we  might  as  well  wash  a  bit  of  this 

linen  in  this  particular  laundry— is  not  sec- 
ond in  command.  The  Premier  turns  with 

greater  and  greater  regularity  to  the 

Treasurer  (Mr.  McKeough).  I  don't  think 
there  is  anything  unnatural  about  this  since 

the  Treasurer  has  a  very  large  and  im- 
portant, active  department  under  his  direc- 

tion. A  large  staff,  a  large  budget,  and  all 
of  the  emerging  and  present  problems  are 
under  his  control.  So  he  is  the  person  whose 
statements  are  awaited. 

Just  today  the  House  leader  in  response 
to  a  question  from  the  member  for  High 
Park  (Mr.  Shulman)  about  the  changes  in 
the  tax  laws,  which  may  in  fact  be  necessary 
very  soon,  said  we  await  the  statement  from 

the  Treasurer.  I  don't  have  to  burden  this. 
People  on  all  sides  would  sense  that  the 
policy  minister  for  Justice  must  be,  if  not 
unhappy  at  least,  to  use  my  own  phrase, 

"withering  politically." 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  Looking  for 
other  fields! 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  is  withering 

politically.  That  is  why  it  is  understandable 
when  just  last  week  we  read  on  the  front 

page  of  the  Toronto  Star,  which  is  some- 
times wrong  but  not  always,  that  he  had 

accepted  an  invitation  to  be  a  federal  candi- 
date in  support  of  Mr.  Stanfield  in  the  riding 

of  Northumberland-Durham,  which  was  then 
denied,  in  part  at  least,  by  a  spokesman  for 
the  minister. 

I  don't  intend  to  labour  this  particularly, 
but  it  is  an  indication  that  the  minister  is 

looking  for  some  alternatives  to  the  con- 
tinuation of  what  he  is  doing  here,  what- 

ever that  may  be.  The  minister  is  going  to 
have  a  chance  to  speak  a  bit  later,  and  I 
think  it  would  be  useful  if  he  made  it  clear 
what  his  future  will  be. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Does 
the  minister  think  he  will  win  the  seat? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Premier  keeps  talk- 

ing about  the  inevitability  of  a  federal  elec- 
tion no  more  than  a  year  away,  probably 

this  fall.  He  was  talking  about  that  in  con- 
nection with  continuing  federal  provincial 

conferences.  Obviously,  the  Justice  minister 
is  going  to  have  to  put  his  mind  to  this,  and 
we  have  to  brace  ourselves  for  the  pos- 

sibility  of  getting  along  without  him   here. 
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This  is  something  that  I  would  find  rather 
difficult  for  a  time,  but  maybe  the  Premier 

would  feel  differently,  I  don't  know. 
All  right,  to  get  back  to  the  point  Mr. 

Chairman,  just  before  you  gavel  me,  I  would 
think  that  the  Provincial  Secretary  for 
Justice  (Mr.  A.  F.  Lawrence)  probably  has 
had  more  difficulty  than  his  two  colleagues 
in  adapting  to  this  new  role.  After  all,  he 
came  within  an  ace  of  being  Premier;  he 
was  promised  a  second  position,  which  may 

exist  on  some  list  somewhere  but  it  doesn't 
appear  to  exist  in  the  operation  of  the  deci- 

sions of  government.  I  don't  blame  him  for 
looking  for  alternatives— and  there  are  lots 
for  a  man  of  his  ability. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  need  a  new  left  wing. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes,  the  Waffle  is  look- 
ing for  strength  as  a  matter  of  fact;  and 

there  are  other  parties  as  well  looking  for 
leadership,  they  tell  me. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Secretary 

for  Justice):  Why  don't  you  pass  a  resolution? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  don't  want  to  embarrass 
him  Unduly— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Not  much! 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —but  it  seems  to  me  if 
we  are  going  to  vote  his  salary,  as  we  are 
being  asked  to  do  here,  we  should  have  some 
undertaking  before  we  vote  this  money  that 
he  is  interested  in  proceeding  with  a  duty 
which,  it  appears  to  us,  he  finds  difficult  to 
perceive  or  to  grasp.    . 

The  Provincial  Secretary  for  Resources 
Development  (Mr.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence),  who 
is  not  present  at  the  moment,  took  a  firm 
position  right  off  the  bat;  he  realized  that  as 
a  policy  minister  he  had  the  rights  and  the 
powers  to  do  important  things,  and  he  took 
off  for  Cuba.  Since  that  time,  I  would  ex- 

pect, his  particular  group  of  ministers  con- 
cerning policy  has  been  looking  at  the  role 

of  Ontario  agriculture  in  conjunction  with 
exports  and  imports  to  and  from  Cuba,  and 
the  development  of  hydro-electric  power 
with  regard  to  the  expansion  and  develop- 

ment of— I  won't  call  it  our  sister  republic— 
our  republican  friends  in  the  Caribbean. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Be  careful  how  you  phrase 
that! 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  may  be  that  he  has 
other  interests,  but  I  was  interested  to  note 
quite  a  full  article— I  think  it  was  a  full  page 
in  one  of  the  Ottawa  dailies,  either  the 
Journal  or  the  Citizen— which  indicated  that 

the  policy  minister  did  have  a  number  of 
duties,  chairing  the  policy  committees  chief- 

ly and  travelling  as  a  spokesman  for  the  gov- 

ernment, but  he  regretted  that  there  weren't more  questions  put  to  him  in  the  House  and 
that  it  was  really  because  the  people  on  this 
side  did  not  understand  his  function. 

We  may  not  understand  it  as  he  does,  and 
that  is  why  we  have  been  critical  from  time 
to  time  of  the  fact  that  he  was  prepared  to 
take  an  Ontario  aircraft  and  fly  down  to 
Cuba  to  assist  in  the  harvesting  of  the  cane 
crop  or  whatever  it  was  that  he  was  doing 
down   there. 

It  may  be,  as  he  protested  in  the  House, 
that  the  government  of  Canada  is  terribly 
interested  in  strengthening  our  connections 
with  Cuba  and  that  certain  officials,  maybe 
even  the  CIA  in  Washington,  would  like  to 
know  what  he  was  doing  there  as  well,  but 

that  really  doesn't  cut  much  cane  in  this House. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Oh,  oh! 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer,  and 
Minister   of   Intergovernmental   Affairs):    Oh! 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Well,  it  is  the  best  I 
can  do  on  short  notice! 

But  I  would  say  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  policy  minister  is  not  withering  on  the 
vine;  he  is  frustrated,  and  his  frustration  lies 
in  the  fact  that  not  everybody  else  senses  the 
importance  of  his  office  and  position  as  read- 

ily as  he  does. 
Now,  from  his  point  of  view,  that  is  a 

healthy  state  of  affairs,  because  he  believes 

in  the  situation— and  I  don't  believe  the 
Provincial  Secretary  for  Justice  does.  This  is 
what  one  might  call  a  subjective  assessment, 
but  this  is  the  way  I  see  it  from  here. 
The  Provincial  Secretary  for  Resources 

Development,  not  being  in  his  place  may 
be  here  to  comment  further  on  just  what  his 
duties  are,  but  I  feel  that  while  he  thinks  it 
is  important,  nobody  else  does.  It  may  be 
that  some  of  the  ministers  under  his  direc- 

tion, as  far  as  policy  is  concerned,  are  get- 
ting a  little  tired  of  those  meetings. 

The  Provincial  Secretary  for  Social  Devel- 
opment has  had  a  bit  more  good  luck— and 

if  the  hon.  Minister  of  Health  (Mr.  Potter) 
having  a  sore  knee  can  be  called  good  luck, 
well  then  I  guess  it  is,  because  we  have 
missed  the  Minister  of  Health  for  a  number 

of  days.  But  it  seems  to  me  there  is  a  pos- 
sibility that  in  some  respects  the  Provincial 

Secretary  for  Social  Development  has  had 
to  act  as  Minister  of  Health  in  the  finalizing 
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of  certain  legislation.  He  has  had  to  familiar- 
ize himself  with  it  so  that  it  could  be 

introduced  into  the  House,  even  though  he, 

no  doubt,  had  some  assistance  in  the  pre- 
paration of  the  statements  on  first  reading 

from  people  in  a  sort  of  expert  position  in 
the  department. 

Nevertheless,  the  Minister  for  Social 
Development  has  something  upon  which  to 
hang  his  hat  and  his  responsibility;  some 
specific  pieces  of  legislation  with  which  he 
is  going  to  be  involved.  And  knowing  some 
of  the  attitudes  that  the  policy  minister  for 
Social  Development  would  take,  I  think  that 
he  would  be  able  to  assess  the  importance  of 
the  office,  try  to  expand  its  importance  in  a 
realistic  and  healthy  way  and  serve,  as  I  am 
sure  he  can,  as  the  chairman  of  an  active 
policy  group. 

A  busy  minister  of  a  ministry  must  some- 
times begrudge  the  time  taken  up  in  lengthy 

policy  development  meetings,  but  in  the  case 
of  the  Social  Development  policy  I  am  sure 
a  good  deal  of  time  would  be  spent  in  the 

development  of  health  legislation,  which  ob- 
viously comes  under  that  general  purview. 

So  there  would  be  the  feeling  of  accom- 
plishing, something  which  then  comes  for- 

ward after  policy  discussion  and  decision, 

having  to  do  with,  for  example,  denturists— 
not  an  easy  decision  to  be  made—and  finds 
its  way  before  the  House  as  legislation. 

So  he  has  ihad  a  better  time  in  that  cir- 

cumstances have  co-operated  to  give  him 
something  that  appears  to  be  important— 
and  I  believe  is  important— to  do. 

Those  are  the  three  policy  ministers  that 
concern  us.  The  Treasurer  has  a  role  all 

his  own,  which  is  covered  under  another 
vote;  and  we  may  talk  about  that  on  another 
occasion. 

My  own  feeling  then,  is  that  the  concept 
of  a  policy  minister  was  a  bad  one  to  begin 

with.  Very  good,  well-motivated  people,  who 
find  themselves  in  a  position  as  a  policy 
minister,  are  going  to  find  it  impossible  to 
cope  with  in  that  they  are  not  prepared  to 

spend  the  time,  or— let  us  say— adjust  their 
approach  to  public  life  in  a  way  that  will 
make  it  a  job  in  which  a  person  could  con- 

tinue for  a  long  period  of  time. 

These  problems  are  evident  to  any  observer. 
I  personally  regret  some  of  the  effects  of  the 
imposition  of  this  policy  by  the  Premier  on 
his  own  administration.  Maybe  with  another 
Premier  and  new  policy  ministers  it  would 
have  a  different  effect;  I  think  the  Premier 
has  been  satisfied  to  sit  back  and  give  it  two 
or  three  years  to  see  how  it  will  develop. 

So  far,  from  our  point  of  view,  only  the 
ministry  having  to  do  with  policy  for  Social 

Development  has  been  effective.  We  don't 
intend  to  attempt  to  hold  up  the  voting  for 
funds  in  support  of  any  of  these  policy  areas, 
because  we  think,  of  course,  all  three  of  them 
are  terribly  important;  that  they  could  be 
vehicles  for  the  discussion  of  a  number  of 

policy  positions,  and  depending  on  the  direc- 
tion of  the  debate  we  would  be  glad  to  take 

part  in  it. 
But  I  see  this  vote  as  simply  in  support  of 

the  ministers  themselves  and  their  rather 

limited  staff;  although  when  you  see  it  is 
going  to  require  almost  a  million  dollars  even 
for  the  limited  work  they  do,  we  sometimes 
feel  on  this  side  we  are  hardly  getting  value 
for  the  money  that  we  are  called  upon  to vote. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  shall  be  rela- 
tively briefer.  The  Leader  of  the  Opposition 

has  covered  a  great  deal,  much  of  it  in  obser- 
vations on  the  relative  capacities  of  the 

various  policy  ministers.  I  shan't  attempt  to 
judge  that.  I  don't  think  I  need  recall  the 
Conservative  leadership  race  any  more;  I 
think  that  probably  now  haunts  some  of  the 
members  opposite  less  often  than  it  once  did. 

The  only  point  I  think  might  be  made  is 
that  I  am  not  really  surprised  that  the 
Premier  turns  as  often  as  he  does  to  the 

provincial  Treasurer.  On  days  like  today 
when  I  suffer  certain  fatigue  and  images  blur 

before  my  eyes,  a  sort  of  transposition  some- 
times takes  place  and  I  think  I  see  the  Treas- 

urer in  the  Premier's  seat. 
I  have  that  sensation  from  time  to  time  in 

this  House,  that  the  Treasurer  is  in  fact  exer- 
cising authority  nearly  as  the  head  of  state; 

perhaps,  indeed,  in  that  role.  And  certainly 

his  weight  and  authority  is  in  fact  appreci- 
ated by  some  of  us  as  a  person  of  obvious 

competence. 

The  policy  development  minister  for  Jus- 
tice has  always,  to  me  personally,  if  we  are 

giving  any  subjective  view  at  all,  been  a 
little  bit  more  enigmatic  in  terms  of  his 
political  interests  and  political  aspirations  at 
this  point  in  his  life;  but  that  is  something 
which  he  will  resolve. 

What  interests  me  about  the  policy  field 
generally  is  the  sort  of  ennui  and  lack  of 
enthusiasm  the  policy  ministers  seem  to 

demonstrate.  That's  why  I  am  interested  in 
hearing  the   statements   they  make;   because 
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if  I  can  remove  a  little  of  the  partisanship 
with  which  most  members  are  endowed  on 
this  side  of  this  House,  I  rather  thought  that 
it  was  a  pretty  good  conceptual  idea. 

And  while  it  was  fairly  comfortable  for  us 
on  this  side  of  the  House  to  say  that  the 
Premier  was  engaging  in  a  Machiavellian  and 
diabolical  scheme  to  rid  himself  of  future 

contenders— I  don't  suppose  they  would  ever 
again  be  competitive— of  people  who  could 
be  a  challenge  to  authority,  or  that  those  who 
would  run  against  him  were  being  elevated; 

it  just  didn't  seem  to  fit. 
With  respect,  Mr.  Chairman,  Messrs. 

Welch  and  the  Lawrences  are  simply  not 
men  to  be  dealt  with  in  that  fashion.  I  rather 
doubt  that  they  would  be  so  easily  traduced 
by  the  Premier  into  jobs  that  were  largely 
irrelevant.  So  clearly,  they  themselves  must 
have  thought  that  what  they  were  doing  was 
to  fashion  some  new  style  of  administering 
government  and  working  through  policy.  In 
theory,  at  least,  it  made  enormous  good 
sense. 

I,  as  someone  whose  involvement  in 
policies  as  a  member  of  the  opposition  is 
necessarily  much  more  tentative  and  much 
less  satisfying  than  the  government,  feel 
enormous  frustration  in  finding  time  to  work 
through  policy  matters.  I  cannot  imagine  how 
certain  cabinet  ministers  function  in  order  to 
encompass  it  all. 

In  principle,  the  idea  of  doing  what  the 
member  for  Lincolm  (Mr.  Welch)  and  the 
member  for  St.  George  (Mr.  A.  F.  Lawrence) 
and  the  member  for  Carleton  East  (Mr. 
A.  B.  R.  Lawrence)  are  doing,  is  a  fairly 
exciting  proposition.  What  I  am  surprised 
about  is  the  general  absence  of  that  partici- 

pation that  one  feels  in  the  House;  the  sort 
of  sense  that  the  policy  ministers  are  an 

appendage  rather  than  central.  Maybe  that's 
because  not  enough  questions  have  been 
asked;  or  maybe  the  role  does  not  yet  have 
the  definition  that  it  will  one  day  have. 

But  there's  something  absent  from  the  sense that  one  would  wish  to  have  about  the  co- 
ordination that  they  are  giving  to  all  the 

policy  development  in  their  respective  fields. 
I,  for  one,  would  still  be  interested  to 

know— I  don't  say  it  gratuitously  or  insultingly 
—what  they  do;  what  you  gentlemen  opposite 
do.  Because  I  am  personally  committed  to  the 
proposition  that  this  can  make  excellent  sense. 
I  really  see  it  that  way.  Many  of  us  see  it 

that  way  but  don't  feel  it  that  way. 
We  come  into  the  House  day  after  day 

and   the   intervention   of   policy   ministers   is 

negligible  and  only  in  response  to  something 
on  behalf  of  another  minister  who  is  absent; 
or  because  of  some  gauche  occurrence.  For 
example,  if  the  Minister  for  Resources  De- 

velopment will  forgive  me,  the  occurrence 
that  was  alluded  to  by  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition.  Beyond  that,  the  weight  was  not 
been  felt. 

I  would  be  interested  to  know,  before  we 
vote  the  actual  amounts  of  money,  what  it  is 
the  ministers  do;  how  do  they  delineate  their 
jobs;  what  precisely  is  under  way?  Is  it 
simply  a  matter  of  chairing  various  policy 
meetings  with  other  cabinet  ministers  and 
senior  civil  servants?  Is  there  an  inner  policy 
committee  which  meets  with  the  Premier,  of 

which  the  four  of  you  are  the  principal  in- 
gredients? Is  that  the  source  from  which 

most  policies  emanate  in  terms  of  decision 
making?  Are  we  allowed  these  glimpses  into 

the  sanctum?  I'd  just  really  be  quite  inter- 
ested. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Can  I  just  comment  very 

briefly  in  a  general  way,  and  then  the  pro- 
vincial secretaries  themselves  will  deal  with 

their   specific   areas   of  responsibility. 
Can  I  observe,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  from 

my  standpoint  as  the  one  who  must  ulti- 
mately take  the  responsibility  for  govern- 

ment policy— that  is  in  a  personal  way— that 
while  I  sense  that  the  members  opposite 
sometimes  for  political  reasons  others  very 

objectively,  sense  that  the  provincial  secre- 
taries are  not  participating  in  the  question 

and  answer  period  the  way  we  have  tradition- 
ally known  it,  I  know  that  and  they  know  it. 

It  will  take  some  experience,  as  policy 
positions  are  developed  that  are  enunciated 
to  the  House,  where  we  can  have  discussion 
and  so  on.  This  takes  a  period  of  time.  It 
cannot  be  accomplished  within  two  or  three 
months  of  operation. 

I  would  make  this  observation.  All  of  the 

provincial  secretaries,  along  with  the  Chair- 
man of  Management  Board  (Mr.  Mac- 

Naughton),  the  Treasurer  and  myself  con- 
stitute the  Policy  and  Priorities  Board  of 

cabinet,  whereby  the  recommendations  flow- 
ing through  the  policy  fields  come  to  the 

Policy  and  Priorities  Board  where  they  are 
reviewed  and  recommended  or  otherwise  to 
cabinet.  Of  course,  any  matter  that  is  rejected 
by  the  Policy  and  Priorities  Board  can  still 
be  raised  in  cabinet  by  the  minister  respon- 

sible for  the  recommendation. 
I  think  I  can  assure  members  of  the  House 

that  from  my  personal  standpoint,  I  feel  far 
more  comfortable  with  the  recommendations 
which  are   coming  through  from  the  policy 
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fields,  and  as  a  result  of  the  Policy  and 
Priorities  Board  ultimately  to  cabinet.  Apart 

from  the  administrative  time,  there's  no  ques- 
tion that  this  is  going  to  help  us  from  the 

standpoint  of  just  the  volume  of  work. 

I'm  able  to  sense  now  that  when  material 
is  flowing  through,  shall  we  say  to  the  justice 
field,  those  ministries  which  are  involved  have 
had  an  opportunity  to  discuss  it,  to  assess  it 
in  an  objective  way  so  that  the  ultimate 
recommendation  which  comes  through  is 
much  better  thought  out  and  better  re- 

searched. As  a  result,  the  decision-making 
process,  in  my  view,  certainly  has  far  greater 
potential,  and  in  fact  is  functioning  much 
better  than  has  been  traditionally  the  case. 

I  say  this— not  on  behalf  of  the  provincial 

secretaries  because  they  don't  need  me  to 
speak  on  their  behalf— the  one  area  where  it 
will  take  a  period  of  time  is  in  the  traditional 
way  we  have  functioned  here  in  the  Legisla- 

ture. During  the  question  period,  as  I'm  sure 
the  members  opposite  sense,  for  most  of  us 
it  is  sort  of  the  fun  period  of  the  day.  We 
rather  enjoy  it,  as  a  matter  of  fact.  This  part 
of  it,  for  the  provincial  secretaries,  has  been 
missing. 

In  my  view,  given  another  few  months  of 
operation  for  material  to  be  flowing  through 
the  policy  fields  to  be  discussed  in  the 
general  policy  way,  without  any  question  this 
will  be  overcome.  It  is  still  too  early  to  do 
this,  and  I  want  to  assure  members  of  the 
House  that  while  there  were  those  who  might 

have  said,  "Don't  implement  this  part  of  the 
report,"  I  think  that  increasingly  policy  con- siderations between  ministries  must  be  re- 

lated if  we're  going  to  give  the  kind  of 
government  guidance  to  this  province  that  is 
necessary.  To  do  it  in  a  vertical  way,  as  has 
been  the  traditional  approach,  I  think  would 
be  wrong. 

I,  as  the  Premier  of  the  province  and  the 
head  of  the  government  here,  can  only  as- 

sure members  of  the  House  that  from  my 
standpoint  it  has  made  my  task  that  much 
easier.  I  feel  more  satisfied,  and  I  speak 
for  my  cabinet  colleagues,  with  the  way  that 
policy  matters  are  now  being  brought  before 
the  cabinet  as  a  whole.  From  that  stand- 

point, Mr.  Chairman,  without  any  question, 
it  is  functioning.  The  provincial  secretaries 
can,  I  think,  rather  briefly  observe  on  their 
individual  responsibilities  and  how  they  see 
the  system  functioning  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  item  3  be  studied 

first?  The  Social  Development  policy  minis- 
ter. 

Hon.  R.  Welch  (Provincial  Secretary  for 

Social  Development):  Mr.  Chairman,  carry- 
ing on  the  note  of  the  Premier,  it  should  be 

noted  that  both  leaders  of  the  two  parties 
opposite  have  been  fair  enough  to  indicate 
that  perhaps  it  was  a  little  early  to  assess 
the  present  reorganization  and  the  function- 

ing. I  think  that's  a  fair  comment. 
In  saying  this  of  course,  when  one  sees 

the  timing  of  the  reorganization  and  the 
change  in  the  ministries  which  followed  that 
reorganization  and  the  opening  of  this 

House  if  one  were  to  confine  one's  judge- 
ment with  respect  to  the  function  of  any 

particular  policy  field  to  the  House,  that 
would  be  an  unfair  criteria  to  use  as  well. 

One  must  not  lose  sight  of  the  fact,  cer- 
tainly, that  with  the  special  circumstances  of 

the  inauguration  of  the  reorganization  came, 

as  I've  already  indicated,  the  reassignment 
of  the  responsibilities  to  many  members  of 
the  cabinet,  and  indeed  all  ministries  in  the 

policy  field  with  which  I'm  connected.  All the  ministers  were  changed. 

Naturally,  there  would  be  a  certain  amount 
of  time  required  of  any  minister  to  become 
familiar  with  the  operation  of  his  ministry, 
the  preparation  of  legislation  for  the  House, 
and  indeed  familiarization  with  the  reassign- 

ment of  responsibilities  within  the  ministry 
for  which  he  was  accountable  at  the  time 
of  his  estimates.  I  think  this  has  to  be  taken 

into  account  as  a  particular  situation  which 
will  not  be  present  another  year  to  the  same 

degree. 
Certainly,  as  one  looks  upon  the  operations 

in  the  brief  time  in  which  I've  been  con- 
nected with  this  field,  I  would  want  to  be  the 

first  to  say  that  it  has  been  a  most  stimu- 
lating experience.  When  one  looks  back,  or 

indeed  preferably  when  one  looks  ahead  at 
the  responsibilities  and  the  assignments  which 
face  us,  one  can  see  the  wisdom  of  those  who 
drafted  the  report  to  free  a  policy  minister 
from   operational    responsibilities. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  worries  me  when  you  use 

the  third  person,  as  though  you  didn't  have 
your  heart  in  it.  Why  don't  you  say  when 
"I  look  forward"? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  think  that  perhaps  the 
hon.  member  is  human  enough,  and  I  say 
that  quite  kindly,  to  realize  that  sometimes 
there  are  those  of  us  who  have  difficulty 

using  the  first  person   and— 

Mr.  Lewis:  No.  But  the  minister  is  talking 
about  himself  when  he  says  it,  though  he 

pretends  that  he  isn't. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I'm  talking  about  the office.  Now  that  the  hon.  member  has  made 

reference  to  this,  if  he  would  be  happier  I 
will  use  the  personal  pronoun  when  I  think 
it  appropriate  in  terms  of  the  office  as  it 
is  being  filled  now  by  myself,  and  indeed,  as 
it  will  be  filled  by  others  in  succeeding  years. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  is  talking  about 
it  in  generic  terms. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  The  point  I  think  we 

have  to  keep  in  mind— and  one  has  to  go 
back  to  the  report  itself,  which  drafted  the 

reorganization— is  that  many  of  us,  and  I  have 
made  this  point,  are  becoming  acclimatized. 
Many  of  us  are  getting  to  know  something 
of  the  degree  and  the  magnitude  of  the  job, 
and  many  of  us  now  make  some  reference, 
very  briefly,  to  the  things  we  have  done 
and  are  doing  in  this  connection. 

There  are,  I  suppose,  two  ways  that 
policy  matters  will  come  to  those  of  us  who 
work  together  in  this  field.  First,  there  are 

those  that  would  fall  within  the  specific  re- 
sponsibility of  a  single  ministry,  where  the 

initiative  would  come  from  that  ministry; 
where  the  identification  of  the  problem 
areas,  the  policy  determinations,  would  be 

made  by  that  ministry  itself  and  then  sub- 
mitted to  the  committee  for  discussion  and 

determination,  and  therefore  recommendation. 

Then  there  are  those  areas  which  obvious- 

ly overlap.  As  the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position has  been  very  correct  in  pointing 

out,  in  our  policy  field  there  would  indeed 
be  a  great  deal  of  this.  The  Williston  report, 
for  instance,  is  an  excellent  example;  and 
one  could  go  on  to  talk  about  the  Swadron 
report;  and  the  whole  question  of  medical 

education— the  Mustard  report— to  name  but 
three. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  LeDain  report! 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  The  LeDain  study, 

which  was  commissioned  following  the  pub- 

lication of  that  federal  commission's  study. 
One  could  go  on  and  list  a  number  of  areas 
which  obviously  overlap  and  where  we  need 

a  co-ordinated  approach,  on  which  the  report 
spends  some  time.  In  this  regard,  we  organ- 

ize ourselves  to  make  sure  there  is  the  min- 
isterial input  of  all  the  interested  ministers, 

and  then  indeed,  with  a  very  modest  staff 
that  we  have  and  which  is  provided  for  in 
this  vote,  attempt  to  provide  that  type  of 
co-ordination. 

There  is  the  day-to-day  pressure  that  there 
has  been  to  meet  the  demands  of  policy 
determinations   within   single  ministries,  and 

interministerially,  just  to  function  insofar  as 
the  preparations  for  and  the  conduct  of  this 
session  have   been  concerned. 

I  suppose  if  one  could  go  on  now  to  pro- 
jections of  the  future  as  to  the  role  of  the 

provincial  secretary— and  indeed  my  col- 
leagues may  have  some  views  on  this  parti- 

cular subject  as  well,  in  a  definitive  way— 
what  interests  me  is  the  potential  for  the 
discussion  of  policy  alternatives  with  the 
people  of  the  province  that  is  referred  to  in 
the  task  force  report.  Certainly  it  is  my  in- 

tention, when  the  session  is  over  and  the 

summer  has  been  completed,  to  be  in  dif- 
ferent parts  of  this  province  on  somewhat  of 

an  organized  basis  to  discuss  policy  issues 
with  the  people  of  the  province  as  we 
develop  them.  This  green  paper  approach 
interests  me  very  much  from  the  standpoint 

of  setting  out  alternatives  to  specific  ques- 
tions and  issues  to  which  we  should  address 

ourselves.  Indeed,  the  possibility  there  for 
some  type  of  presence,  some  identification 
with  issues  and  with  policy  matters,  is  quite 
obvious.  I  think  in  this  regard  that  it  will 
be  possible  for  the  policy  minister  to  be 

seen  performing  the  function  which  the  re- 
port itself  saw  for  him. 

I  suppose  it  will  be  sufficient  to  say  at  this 
stage,  in  agreement  with  the  Premier,  that 
after  the  initial  days  of  this  session  it  was 
quite  obvious  the  members  opposite  were  to 
get  their  answers  from  the  ministers  who 
had  the  delivery  responsibilities,  and  unless 
the  questions  were  particularly  worded  along 
the  lines  that  some  have  been  in  the  last 

few  days,  in  a  policy  way,  that  would  be  the 
logical  place  for  the  members  opposite  to  get 
the  answers.  Indeed,  once  policy  decisions 
had  been  made  and  legislation  produced  to 
embody  that  policy  in  legislative  form,  once 
again,  obviously,  the  ministers  responsible 
would  bring  forth  the  legislation  and  debate 
it  in  the  House.  There  would  be  a  certain 

satisfaction  in  knowing  that  one  was  a  part 
of  the  committee  which  had  made  the  neces- 

sary  preparations. 
We  have  been  very  busy  in  the  social 

development  policy  field.  I  am  sure  that  goes 
without  saying.  There  have  been  a  number 

of  matters  to  which  we  have  given  our  atten- 
tion, I  think,  in  terms  of  interministerial 

function— not  just  interministerial,  even  inter- 
field.  For  instance,  one  of  the  first  and  the 
earliest,  with  which  we  are  still  working 
with  respect  to  some  aspects,  is  the  whole 
question  of  the  treatment  of  the  chronic 
drunk.  I  refer  to  the  detoxification  centres, 

and  the  rehabilitation  aspects   of  this  ques- 
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tion  in  so  far  as  the  halfway  house  pro- 
gramme is  concerned.  As  you  can  see  this 

question  affects  Community  and  Social  Serv- 
ices and  Education  within  the  policy  field, 

and  has  reference  to  the  Justice  policy  field 
itself  too  with  respect  to  its  responsibilities. 

The  Social  Development  policy  field  has 
to  do  with  the  direction  which  the  Ontario 
Educational  Communications  Authority  is  to 

take  and  the  whole  area  of  grants  to  com- 
munity groups.  I  mentioned  the  Williston 

report.  There  is  the  whole  question  of  re- 
tardation, with  the  very  challenging  reports 

and  studies  which  we  have  before  us  now, 
not  only  in  this  field  but  in  the  whole  field 
of  psychiatric  care.  The  proposed  transfer  of 
the  nursery  schools  from  the  Ministry  of 
Community  and  Social  Services  to  Educa- 

tion has  provoked  a  very  interesting  study 
within  the  secretariat  now;  and  also  the 
whole  question  of  early  childhood  education. 

The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition  has 
made  reference  to  the  interdepartmental 
committee  on  the  non-medical  use  of  drugs. 
The  question  of  the  transfer  of  the  agricul- 

tural colleges  referred  to  in  the  report  is  still 
under  consideration  involving  a  ministry 
outside  our  policy  field  and  the  Ministry  of 
Colleges  and  Universities  within  our  policy 
field. 

One  could  go  on  and  talk  in  terms  of  the 
policy  implications  with  respect  to  a  num- 

ber of  reports,  to  which  I  have  already  made 
reference,  the  Swadron  report,  the  Mustard 
report  and  the  whole  concept  of  health 
services,  particularly  the  co-ordination  of  the 
delivery  of  these  services  at  the  local  level 
and  the  relationship  of  community  and  social 
services. 

There  is  an  even  longer  list,  but  this  is 
sufficient  perhaps  to  indicate  that  one 
recognizes  the  very  point  which  the  two 
previous  speakers  have  noted,  that  we  are 
working  with  ministers  who,  in  addition  to 
being  part  of  the  policy  field,  have  the  day- 
to-day  responsibilities  of  their  ministries  as 
well.  This  makes  it  quite  necessary  to  dis- 

cipline ourselves  with  respect  to  the  fre- 
quency of  meetings  with  which  they  are 

involved,  and  stresses  the  absolute  im- 
portance that  when  we  do  come  together 

the  problems  to  be  discussed  have  been 
clearly  identified  so  that  alternatives  have 
been  spelled  out.  It  places  that  much  more 
of  a  responsibility  on  the  policy  minister 
and  his  staff  to  assist,  in  co-operation  with 

the  ministers'  staff,  in  the  preparation  of  the 
agenda  and  the  determination  of  these  mat- 
ters. 

To  sum  up,  this  is  how  I  see  my  respon- 
sibilities as  a  policy  minister  along  with 

my  colleagues  in  the  ministerial  field.  I 
underline— and  I  am  sure  it  is  what  the 
Premier  meant  too— that  when  you  talk  in 
terms  of  this  organization  we  are  all  mem- 

bers of  the  cabinet  and  we  have  every  op- 
portunity as  members  of  the  cabinet  to  be- 

come involved.  We  in  the  Social  Develop- 
ment policy  field  are  presently  quite  taken 

up  with  the  commitment  to  look  at  multi- 
year  planning  and  multi-year  forecasts,  to  be 
questioning  basic  assumptions  on  which 
present  programmes  and  policies  are  in  fact 
based  and  taking  a  look  at  these  programmes 
from  the  standpoint  of  current  level  of  serv- 

ice and  projections  for  those  particular 
services. 

As  we  question  some  of  these  basic  as- 
sumptions, it  carries  with  it  the  great  need, 

and  the  demand  for  an  evaluation  as  to  that 

which  is  being  done  up  to  now  and  its  ef- 
fectiveness. There  is  a  great  difficulty  in  the 

social  field  in  finding  what  they  tell  me  are 
now  called  social  indicators,  finding  methods 
by  which  you  can  objectively  measure  the 
effectiveness  of  some  of  those  programmes. 
Yet  we  have  this  responsibility.  In  fact  I 

am  hopeful,  later  on  today  and  again  tomor- 
row, to  meet  with  officials  who  perhaps  have 

made  some  progress  in  this  particular  line  as 
we  grapple  with  that  type  of  responsibility. 

In  what  direction  then,  will  changes  take 
us?  What  gaps  are  there  as  far  as  existing 

services  are  concerned  that  aren't  being  filled 
by  present  programmes?  What  duplications 
and  overlapping  can  be  avoided  as  we 
marshal  obviously  limited  resources  to  meet 
un  unlimited  demand  insofar  as  social  serv- 

ices in  the  province  are  concerned? 

We  are  grappling  with  this,  attempting 
to  put  priorities  on  our  programme.  As  the 
Premier  himself  indicated  earlier  this  after- 

noon, each  jurisdiction  has  to  indeed  indicate 
its  priorities  in  the  social  field,  when  one 
thinks  in  terms  of  the  limited  number  of 
dollars  that  are  available  and  the  job  that 
is  to  be  done. 

I  also  would  like  to  mention  to  the  House 
the  role  we  are  playing  in  meeting  of 
delegations  and  groups  and  individuals  who 
want  to  talk  to  the  government;  who  have 
views.  In  my  opinion,  there  is  no  better 
area  than  the  Social  Development  field  itself 
to  see  the  possibility  of  the  government  and 
the  non- governmental  sectors  working  far 
more  closely  in  identifying  needs  and  the 
delivery  of  services.  Indeed,  there  are  some 
quite  interesting  experiments  quite  possible 
that  have  resulted  from  many  of  the  meet- 
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ings  I  have  already  had;  either  individually 
or  with  my  colleagues  in  the  field.  We  met 
the  Ontario  Association  against  Poverty,  the 
senior  citizens  of  the  province,  ACFO;  a 
number  of  groups  who  have  been  in,  and 
it  provides  follow-up   opportunities. 
To  summarize,  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is 

much  more  that  could  be  said.  I  hope  I  have 
said  it  with  enough  enthusiasm  and  sense 
of  excitement  to  satisfy  the  member  for 
Scarborough  West.  I  am  sure  he  has  got 
more  to  do  than  read  all  the  material  that 
comes  to  him  from  my  office,  but  he  would 
be  the  first,  as  a  fair  man,  to  admit  that  if 
he  has  the  provincial  secretary  certainly 

hasn't  been  sitting  in  his  office  at  Queen's 
Park.  He  has  been  speaking  to  provincial 
groups  across  the  province  and  it  is  his  re- 

sponsibility to  explain  the  reorganization  of 
government,  to  invite  the  provincial  organiza- 

tions to  which  he  has  spoken  to  share  with 
him  consideration  of  where  we  might  work 
together  in  the  areas  of  mutual  interest;  that 
is  the  non-governmental  sector  and  ourselves. 
I  think  this  has  been  another  very  important 
aspect  of  our  work— to  make  it  quite  clear 
as  to  what  we  are  doing. 

I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  members  of  the 
House  themselves  have  had  some  difficulty 
with  the  reorganization.  Just  imagine  what 
this  has  meant  to  the  public.  So  there  has 
been  some  need  to  spend  a  great  deal  of  time 
discussing  this  there  as  well. 

Sufficient  to  say,  as  I  do  in  conclusion,  that 
this  is  a  very  challenging,  a  very  exciting 
responsibility,  and  I  think  once  we  have  got 
the  initial  organization  quite  clearly  under- 

stood, that  I  will  have  the  opportunity  as  a 
policy  minister,  along  with  my  colleagues- 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  see  how  easy  it  is. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Yes;  I'll  practise!  I  ap- 
preciate the  opportunity;  I'll  stand  in  front  of 

a  mirror  every  morning. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  makes  you  feel  as  though 
you  are  part  of  your  own  job. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  will  have  the  oppor- 
tunity as  a  policy  minister  to  discuss  in  even 

further  detail  with  the  people  of  the  province 
the  work  we  have  and  their  involvement  in  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  3  carried? 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  No.  I 
would  like  to  ask,  in  a  more  parochial  vein, 
just  how  are  we  going  to  rationalize  the 
responsibilities  of  these  three  policy  ministers 
with  what  goes  on  on  a  regional  basis? 

We  have  been  talking  about  Design  for 
Development  for  the  Toronto-centred  region 
and  for  northwestern  Ontario.  These  are  the 
only  two  of  the  then  10  economic  regions, 
now  down  to  five,  that  reached  phase  two 
design;  and  now  we  are  into  phase  three. 

It  has  been  accepted  as  government  policy; 

it  was  announced  by  the  Treasurer  and  Min- 
ister of  Economics  away  last  August.  And  yet 

in  the  ministerial  statement  that  he  made 
before  the  Ontario  Municipal  Association  over 
in  Ottawa,  he  only  devoted  about  three  para- 

graphs of  a  52-page  speech  to  the  Design  for 
Development  for  northern  Ontario. 
Now  as  I  look  around  at  the  three  policy 

ministers,  I  find  the  68  recommendations  in 
the  Design  for  Development  were  fairly  well 
spread  right  throughout  the  four  ministers 

responsible  for  policy,  that  is  the— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Would  the  member  for 

Thunder  Bay— could  I  interrupt  him  for  a 
minute.  We  are  dealing  with  item  three, 
social  development.  Now  maybe  what  you  are 
discussing  should  come  under  item  two. 

Mr.  Stokes:  No,  I  will  be  much  more 
specific,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  you  wish  me  to.  I 
was  going  to  deal  with  them  all  in  one;  but  if 
you  want  me  to  deal  with  them  individually, 
I  am  happy  to  do  that  too. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Well  I  think  this  was  agreed 
upon  when  we  started,  that  they  would  be 
dealt  with  individually. 

Mr.  Stokes:  All  right!  I  am  wondering, 

what  is  the— 
Mr.  Chairman:  We  are  dealing  with  item 

3  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Yes.  What  does  the  minister 

responsible  for  policy  in  the  social  develop- 
ment field  see  in  terms  of  provisions  of 

services?  And  I  am  talking  about  health  and 
dental  services  for  northern  Ontario.  I  realize 
that  the  minister  directly  responsible  made 
some  vague  promises  about  delivery  of  health 
services,  not  only  in  the  umbrella  piece  of 
legislation  that  he  introduced  but  in  the  others 
which  he  hopes  to  introduce  later  on  dealing 
with  the  various  health  disciplines. 

There's  no  mention  made  of  establishing 
clinics  in  the  north.  There's  no  mention  made 
of  establishing  flying  medical  or  dental  teams 
or  mobile  clinics  or  any  of  these  things  that 
people  were  talking  about  before  I  was  in 
the  Legislature  and  had  been  pinpointed 
since  the  time  your  colleague,  who  is  now  the 
minister  in  the  field  of  Justice,  convened  the 
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three  northern  conferences  at  Sudbury,  Tim- 
mins  and  Thunder  Bay.  It  came  through  loud 
and  clear  to  him  and  everybody  who  attended 
those  conferences  that  people  in  the  north 

generally  felt  very  strongly  about  the  in- 
ability of  governments  and  government 

agencies  and  the  various  health  disciplines 
themselves  to  provide  adequate  services  in 
the  north. 

The  minister  at  that  time  made  a  promise 
that  all  of  this  would  be  taken  into  consider- 

ation and  recommendations  would  come  forth. 

This  was  over  two  years  ago.  Nothing  definite 
has  happened,  nothing  tangible  has  happened; 

and  I'm  wondering  if  the  minister  responsible 
for  policy  in  the  Social  Development  field 
would  like  to  give  me  an  overview  of  what 
he  sees  for  the  delivery  of  services  in  the 
north;  where  we  pay  the  same  OHSIP 

premiums,  we  pay  the  same  hospital  pre- 
miums, and  we  pay  higher  sales  tax— which 

goes  into  the  coffers  of  the  provincial 

Treasury— as  a  result  of  the  increased  cost  of 
consumer  goods. 

I'm  wondering  if  you  have  had  any  dis- 
cussions with  the  various  policy  ministers  and 

the  ministers  who  are  responsible  to  you  for 
policy  in  these  various  fields?  As  I  say, 
Design  for  Development:  Northwestern  On- 

tario—Phase 3  is  on  us,  yet  we  don't  know 
what  the  government's  intentions  are.  How 
could  the  people,  regionally,  be  expected  to 

co-ordinate  a  programme  when  we  don't  even 
know  what  the  government's  intentions  are in  this  field? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
the  hon.  member  raises  a  very  interesting 
question,  and  certainly  one  which  has  come 
to  our  attention  in  the  Social  Development 

field.  I  simply  say  this,  that  part  of  the  an- 
nouncement by  the  Premier  on  the  new  di- 

rections or  trends  in  the  development  pro- 
gramme, of  course  you  realize,  would  have 

cleared  the  Policy  and  Priorities  Board  of 
cabinet  and  cabinet  as  a  whole.  There  would 

be  that  type  of  input  from  us  all  in  so  far 

as  the  development  or  direction  of  that  pro- 
gramme is  concerned. 

Interestingly  enough,  the  very  question 

you  raise  is  one  which  is  coming  to  our  at- 
tention more  and  more  in  the  social  develop- 

ment policy  field.  In  other  words,  if  you've 
recognized,  at  the  provincial  level,  the  great 

advantage  of  a  co-ordinated  approach  —  a 
more  horizontal  approach  if  you  want  to  put 

it  so— rather  than  the  departmentalized  ap- 
proach of  government  prior  to  the  restructur- 

ing, we're  sure  recognizing  it  at  the  local level  as  well. 

I  was  in  on  a  discussion  two  days  ago 
with  the  director  of  education  from  one  of 

the  counties  of  this  province  who  brought 
with  him  the  medical  officer  of  health  and 

community  and  social  service  people  of  the 
community.  They  had  recognized  this  and 
were  doing  something  about  it  at  the  local 

level  on  their  own  initiative.  They  were  de- 

lighted to  know  that  they  now  have  a  secre- 
tariat made  up  of  the  ministers  represented 

by  them;  in  that  way  they  could  relate  to 

this  government. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  to  the  hon.  member 
that  the  northeastern  report  on  psychiatric 

services  is  going  to  provide  us  with  an  ideal 

situation  to  go  into  an  area  which  is  recog- 
nized as  being  very  much  in  need  of  this 

type  of  service.  The  establishment  of  the 
task  force  there  will  be  representative  of 
various  interests  in  the  community  to  help 
in  the  planning. 

I  can  think  of  a  third  group  who've  been to  see  us  called  the  Alliance  for  Youth.  It  is 

a  number  of  youth  agencies  at  the  provincial 

level.  They  say  they'd  like  to  go  into  one 
of  the  economic  regions  of  Ontario  and  talk 
in  terms  of  the  delivery,  at  the  local  level, 
of  health  and  community  and  social  services 
in  that  particular  defined  part  to  see  what 

type  of  co-ordination  can  in  fact  be  effected 
there. 

There  is  a  task  force  from  the  Ministry 
of  Education  travelling  the  province  now 
considering  the  role  of  the  regional  office  in 
the  Ministry  of  Education.  It  is  interesting, 
if  you  read  some  of  the  briefs  coming  in 
there,  that  the  question  is  being  raised  as 
to  whether  or  not  that  regional  focus 

couldn't  be  expanded  to  represent  the  Social 
Development  policy  field  in  some  respects 
when  one  thinks  in  terms  of  the  work  which 

Education  and  Health  do  together  in  recog- 

nizing of  the  problems  of  social  and  commu- 
nity services. 

I  could  give  the  member  many  examples 
as  to  what  is  happening  at  the  moment; 
many  people  at  the  local  level  are  beginning 
to  see  the  need  for  this  same  type  of  co- 

ordination to  fill  in  gaps  that  are  being 

missed.  But  particularly  exciting— I  use  the 
word  for  the  sixth  time,  and  I  apologize  for 
using  it  so  much;  if  I  could  get  a  good 

synonym  I'd  use  it— is  the  fact  of  recogni- 
tion in  the  proper  place,  at  the  local  level, 

by  many  people  who  in  fact  recognize  some 
of  the  needs  that  can  be  filled. 

When  the  hon.  member  in  fairness  says, 

"Now,    focus   in   on   a    specific   part   of   the 
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province  and  tell  us  what  you  can  do  there;" 
fortunately  I  think  we  have  an  example  in 
that  northeastern  study  where,  subject  to 
our  success  as  we  move  into  that  with  the 

Ministiy  of  Health,  the  Ministry  of  Educa- 
tion, the  Ministry  of  Community  and  Social 

Services  and  the  secretariat,  I  am  sure  we 
will  recognize  the  many  advantages  that 
there  would  be  in  thinking  in  terms  of  a 

more  co-ordinated  approach  at  the  local 
level. 

My  personal  opinion,  for  what  it's  worth, 
is  that  is  the  direction  we  have  to  go.  It's 
a  case  of  how  quickly  we  can  move  there, 
and  indeed  the  type  of  leadership  we  may 
be  able  to  give  to  encourage  that  type  of 
movement  because  of  the  success  we  would 
have  in  so  far  as  the  provincial  level  is 
concerned. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Well,  just  to  pursue  it  one 
step  further:  When  we  get  the  Minister  of 
Health  standing  up  and  saying  there  is  no 
shortage  of  doctors  in  the  Province  of  On- 

tario—and he  didn't  qualify  it;  he  said  there 
is  no  shortage  of  doctors  in  Ontario— and 
we  try  to  convince  the  people  who  live  in 
four-fifths  of  the  geographic  area  of  this 
province— and  I  am  talking  about  north  of 
the  French  River— they  would  think  he  was 

out  of  his   cotton-pickin'  mind. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  last  doctor  that 

we  were  able  to  get  into  northern  Ontario 
we  brought  over  from  Ireland.  The  minister 
knows  this.  The  same  is  true  of  dentists. 

And  yet  we  get  the  Minister  of  Health  stand- 

ing up  and  saying,  "There  is  no  shortage  of 
doctors  in  the  Province  of  Ontario." 

He  might  have  been  right  if  he  had  said 
that  a  doctor  can  look  after  the  health  needs 

of  perhaps  1,000  people  and  that  we  do  have 
a  doctor  for  every  1,000  people  or  every 
2,000  people— but  they  are  not  to  be  found 
in  northern  Ontario.  When  one  considers 
that  somebody  has  to  go  350  or  400  miles, 
often  by  air,  to  get  the  services  that  the 
people  down  here  take  for  granted;  well 
I  think  that  is  why  I  am  here— to  speak  on 
behalf'  of  those  people. 

To  get  down  to  specifics,  what  is  the  min- 
ister doing?  It  was  recognized  in  the  confer- 

ences that  I  mentioned  earlier  that  this  was 
a  need  that  people  felt  very  strongly  about. 
It  is  also  mentioned  in  the  Design  for 

Development.  And  I  don't  want  you  to  treat 
the  Design  for  Development  for  northwestern 
Ontario  in  the  same  way  that  you  deal  with 
the  other  regions,  because  we  are  further 
advanced  with  our  planning.  We  have  done 

all  the  consultation  with  the  Minister  of 
Intergovernmental  Affairs;  we  have  been  over 
this  road  on  numerous  occasions.  Now  we 
have  the  recommendations  and  it  has  been 
accepted  as  government  policy,  but  really 
nothing  significant  has  happened. 

That  is  what  concerns  me.  I  know  that  the 

policy  minister  shouldn't  be  dealing  with 
specifics,  but  it  has  to  come  down  to  that. 
Which  of  the  68  recommendations  has  the 
minister  discussed  in  a  realistic  way  and  what 
is  his  programme  for  Design  for  Develop- 

ment? I  asked  his  colleague  if  we  have  to 
wait  for  a  reorganization  of  local  government 
before  we  can  implement  the  recommenda- 

tions of  the  Design  for  Development  and  he 

said,  as  late  as  last  Wednesday,  "Certainly 
not.  We  are  well  on  the  way."  Just  give  me 
a  few  "for  instances"  and  I  will  sit  down  and 
be  quiet. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 

don't  recall  the  actual  statement  to  which  the 
member  makes  reference,  as  he  refers  to  the 

Minister  of  Health's  boast  in  connection  with 
the  supply  or  lack  of  supply  of  doctors.  I  do 
think  it  was  qualified,  and  obviously  would 
have  to  be  qualified,  by  the  very  programme 
which  that  minister  has  in  operation  and  his 

department's  special  financial  incentives  for 
doctors  to  go  into  the  north.  In  fact  there 
was  a  statement  I  saw  in  the  last  two  or  three 

days  with  respect  to  the  success  of  that  pro- 

gramme. 
Let  me  speak  to  the  broader  issue.  Cer- 

tainly when  we  think  in  terms  of  what  the 
health  needs  of  this  province  are  going  to  be, 

particularly  from  the  standpoint  of  man- 
power and  the  equality  of  access  by  the 

people  of  this  province  to  treatment,  services 
and  so  on,  one  recognizes  the  need  there  will 
be  to  move  to  the  auxiliaries.  Reference  was 

made  earlier  today,  when  I  made  the  an- 
nouncement in  connection  with  the  dental 

technologists  in  tabling  that  task  force  report, 
to  the  fact  that  when  one  measures  the  need 
with  the  supply  of  people  to  meet  that  need, 
one  recognizes  the  absolute  necessity,  both 
in  dentistry  and  in  medicine,  that  we  move  to 
the  auxiliary  services. 

There  is  a  report  in  our  field  at  the 
moment— speaking  to  the  specific  question 
that  the  member  raised— the  Mustard  report, 
which  addresses  itself  to  many  of  these  ques- 

tions. Indeed,  it  is  one  that  I  find  to  be  a 
very  interesting  and  very  challenging  report. 

One  thing  I  meant  to  mention:  the  Treas- 
urer has  made  announcements  in  connection 

with  the  new  communities  and  they  can  pro- 
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vide  us,  in  the  social  field,  with  an  excellent 

opportunity  to  talk  in  terms  of  planning  the 
delivery  of  some  of  the  services  in  these 
communities  in  a  better  way  as  well. 

I  can  assure  the  hon.  member,  and  I  hope 
that  this  would  be  sufficient  at  this  stage,  that 

we  are  very  much  aware  of  the  need  to  con- 
sider the  proper  utilization  of  the  human  re- 

sources of  this  province,  to  provide  everyone 
in  this  province  with  an  equality  of  access  to 
the  services  which  of  course  they  have  come 

to  expect.  Therefore— 

Mr.  Stokes:  And  that  they  are  paying  for! 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  —there  is  a  need  to  take 
into  account  methods  to  achieve  this  in  a 
realistic  way. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  item  3  carry? 

Item  3  agreed  to. 

Item  1? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Chairman,  first 

of  all,  I  welcome  the  opportunity  to  say 

something  about  what  we  do  as  policy  min- 
isters, or  as  provincial  secretaries  in  our 

policy  field- 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  We  have 
been  waiting  for  four  months  to  find  out. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Yes.  Before  I  get 
into  that  though,  I  must  refer  to  a  rather 
worrisome  hint,  in  a  personal  way,  that  was 

dropped  by  the  leader  of  the  official  opposi- 
tion in  respect  to  the  vote  for  the  Justice 

policy  field,  which  of  course,  includes  the 
ministerial  salary.  Putting  it  bluntly,  as  far 
as  I  would  interpret  that  hint,  it  would  be, 

"Why  don't  you  come  clean  on  your  future 
activities  and  your  future  plans,  because  after 
all  if  you  are  not  going  to  be  the  Provincial 
Secretary  for  Justice,  why  should  we  pass 

your  vote?" I  can  assure  the  hon.  member  that  no 

matter  what  happens  to  me,  personally,  cer- 
tainly over  the  next  12  months  or  the  fiscal 

period  covered  by  these  estimates  anyway, 
there  will  very  definitely  be  a  Provincial 
Secretary  for  Justice. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  But  if  there  is  not,  you 
might  have  a  better  view. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Therefore,  I  appeal 
to  the  hon.  members  of  the  House,  whether 
you  have  any  confidence  or  lack  of  confidence 
in  the  individual  holding  the  office  at  the 
moment,  there  is  certainly  no  reason  to  get 
out  the  scalpel  and  cut  that  away. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  mean  even  if  you  leave 
without  a  trace? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  That  is  right.  Sunk 
without  a  trace,  even.  Certainly,  the  office 
will  still  be  there  and  somebody  will  expect 

to  get  that  salary.  Of  course,  for  this  argu- 
ment to  come  from  the  present  leader  of  the 

official  opposition,  really  makes  me  wonder 

whether  he  shouldn't  be  looking  in  a  mirror 
some  morning.  There  are  certain  disburse- 

ments and  expenditures  included  in  the  esti- 
mates—not in  this  particular  vote,  of  course, 

as  far  as  I  know— relating  to  the  Leader  of 

the  Opposition's  office.  I  thought  his  plans 
were  pretty  certain  and  that  he  was  getting 
out. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That,  specifically,  I  have 
announced.  What  is  the  minister  going  to  do? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  There  has  been  no 

hint  at  the  moment,  anyway,  that  the  House 

was  going  to  be  of  that  ill-tempered  a  nature 
to  cut  out  any  disbursements  or  expenditures 
in  respect  of  that,  even  though  some  of  us 
may  feel,  on  occasion,  a  great  personal  loss 
with  the  hon.  member  for  Brant  moving  out 

of  that  office;  that  we'd  want  to  cut  that  out. 
I'm  sorry  that  the  leader  of  the  NDP  feels 
that  there  has  been  no  great  show  of  en- 

thusiasm in  this  House  by  the  policy  minis- 
ters; that  really  cuts  me  to  the  quick,  believe 

Mr.  Stokes:  You  really  don't  exude  en- thusiasm. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  was  exaggerating. 

Hon.    A.    F.    Lawrence:    I    think    as    the 

Premier  indicated,  obviously  there  have- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Premier  himself! 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —to  be  some  areas 

of  improvement  here  and  some  areas  of 
change.  I  think  really  getting  to  be  serious, 

just  for  a  moment- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  might  not  be  able  to 

stand  it. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —on  a  concept  such 

as  this— 
Mr.  Stokes:  Wipe  that  smile  off  your  face. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —which  really  is 

pioneering  in  more  ways  than  one.  As  far  as 
I  know  under  the  so-called  British  parlia- 

mentary system,  as  we  know  it  anyway,  this 

hasn't  been  tried  anywhere  else  within  that 
system.   Obviously,  it  is  a  different  concept 
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that  we  are  attempting  to  operate  under  here. 
It  is  one  that,  initially,  is  going  to  generate 
changes. 

One  of  these  gaps  as  I  see  it,  quite  frankly, 
is  the  role  or  the  performance  of  the  policy 
ministers  in  this  House.  When  a  question  is 
asked  in  the  question  period,  particularly,  I 
think  the  member  asking  the  question  is 
obviously  looking  at  the  operational  end  of 
things.  He  wants  to  know  what  is  happening 
today,  or  what  has  happened  yesterday.  Be- 

cause, to  ask  a  question  on  what  the  policy 
changes  are  going  to  be  in  the  future, 
obviously  generates  an  answer  that  is  going  to 
indicate  that  the  policy  of  the  government 
will  be  known  in  due  course;  i.e.,  the  gov- 

ernment is  picking  the  time  and  the  place 
to  make  that  policy  announcement. 

Obviously,  this  is  the  way  it  should  be.  It 
should  not  be  at  the  whim  of  an  individual 

member  who  stands  up  and  asks  a  question. 
Some  of  these  things  are  tied— even  though 
my  friends  opposite  may  not  agree  with  it; 
may  not  understand  it  perhaps— but  obviously 
many  of  these  policy  announcements  are  tied 
in  with  far  more  things  than  mere  political 
expediency  of  the  day.  They  are  tied  in  with 
the  mechanics,  the  procedures,  and  the 
administration,  as  well  as,  obviously,  the 
politics  of  the  situation.  But  that  is  no  great 
confession,  I  would  suggest  to  you. 

So,  when  a  question  is  asked  that  is  de- 
serving of  an  answer  in  this  House— and  I 

regret  that  the  trend  seems  to  be  in  this 
session  anyway  that  there  are  darn  few  of 
them  that  do  deserve  an  answer— but  never- 

theless, those  questions  that  are  deserving  of 
an  answer,  obviously  they  should  be  directed 
to  the  operating  minister;  the  minister- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  is  the  old  Al  we 
remember. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Do  we  deserve  the  kind  of 
answers  you  give? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —who  has  the  prob- 
lem of  the  delivery  of  the  service,  or  the 

goods,  or  the  answer  right  to  the  people  at 
the  time.  Therefore,  where  does  this  leave 

the  role  of  the  policy  ministers  in  the  ques- 
tion period?  It  is  no  secret  this  is  a  question 

we  are  debating  among  ourselves.  It  is  not 
easy  to  sit  here  with  your  finger  in  your 
mouth,  quite  frankly,  when  some  answers  are 
given  or  some  questions  are  asked. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  used  to  be  your  foot. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  But  I  think  we've  all 
been  doing  it  with  great— admirable— restraint. 

Mr.  Stokes:  You  don't  even  take  advantage 
of  the  opportunity  to  get  up  and  do  a 
philosophical  dissertation  any  more. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well,  we  have  the 
opportunity  right  now.  As  a  matter  of  fact 
getting  on  a  philosophical  dissertation,  I  was 
quite  interested  in  the  question  of  the  hon. 
member  for  Thunder  Bay  of  my  colleague  in 
the  Social  Development  field;  especially  with 
the  slight  experience  I  had  in  what  used  to 
be  the  Department  of  Mines  and  Northern 

Affairs- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Those  were  great  days. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  When  this  argu- 
ment and  the  formulation  of  the  principles 

and  concepts  of  the  COGP  report  were  go- 
ing on,  I  prepared  a  paper  and  did  my 

darndest  to  try  to  influence  those  people 
that  in  those  days  the  correct  way  for  the 

reorganization  of  the  structure  of  govern- 
ment was  different  than  the  one  we  have 

now  embarked  upon.  There  is  no  question,  I 
hope,  in  the  minds  of  anybody,  that  the  way 
we  were  operating— of  the  way  the  govern- 

ment of  the  day  was  operating— certainly 
was  not  sufficiently  fair  to  either  the  execu- 

tive branch  of  government  or  the  legislative 
branch  of  government.  Some  ministers  were 

overworked;  other  ministers  didn't  have 
enough  to  do. 

I  could  have  fallen  into  that  latter  cate- 

gory, I  don't  know,  but  generally  speaking 
the  majority  of  the  ministers  simply  had  too 
much  to  do.  They  were  turning  into  mere 
approvers  of  policies  that  emanated  out  of 
the  civil  service— and  in  anything  I  say  here 
today  I  am  not  trying  to  disparage  the  con- 

scientious group  of  people  who  do  work  be- 
hind the  scenes  for  the  people  of  this  prov- 
ince and  the  Ontario  civil  services,  by  no 

means.  I  think  we  are  blessed  here  with  the 
administrative  and  conscientious  abilities 
that  do  exist  within  our  civil  service. 

But  the  point  was  that  there  simply  wasn't 
enough  time  for  ministers  to  have  alterna- 

tives presented  to  them;  to  weigh  the  pros 
and  cons  in  most  of  the  issues  that  were 
really  issues  of  the  day;  and  to  sit  back, 
shove  it  all  aside  every  now  and  then  and 
think— I  know  that  is  a  term  that  we  have 
been  chided  about— nevertheless  to  push  back 
from  the  table  and  sit  back  and  think  about 
where  that  ministry,  or  that  department,  or 
that  policy,  or  this  government  is  going,  in 
all  sorts  of  ways. 

Now,  this  was  the  genesis  of  the  setting 
up  of  the  whole  COGP  group  in  respect  of 
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the  cabinet  and  the  executive  council.  As  I 

say,  I  would  have  originally  liked  to  see— 
I  am  being  very  frank  about  it— I  would  have 
liked  to  have  seen  the  thing  gone  a  different 
way.  I  had  the  idea,  and  I  think  others  did 
as  well,  that  perhaps  instead  of  breaking 
the  areas  up  as  far  as  policy  ministers  are 
concerned  on  a  policy  level,  instead  a  better 

way  would  have  been  to  do  it  on  a  geo- 
graphic basis,   on  a  regional  basis. 

Quite  frankly,  this  idea  of  breaking  it  up 

on  the  policy  concept  didn't  endear  itself  to 
me.  But  I  say  this  to  you  now— and  I  am,  in 
a  way,  attempting  to  make  up  for  some  of 
the  lack  of  enthusiasm  ascribed  to  me  by  the 
leader  of  the  NDP— now  that  we  are  into 
this  and  now  that  I  hope  we  can  see  the 

thing  beginning  to  work— and  it  is  beginning 
to  work,  I  will  admit  that— certainly  I  think 
this  was  the  wisest  course  to  take.  I  con- 

gratulate those  people  in  the  COGP  who 
came  up  with  this  idea  and  stuck  with  it 
and  convinced  the  Premier  that  this  was  the 

way  to  go,  because  now  that  we  are  into 
it,  as  I  say,  we  can  honestly  see  that  this  is 

the  wiser  way,  because  far  from— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  This  is  like  a  renunciation 

of- 
Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —because  far  from 

lacking  the  ideas  for  the  administrative 
changes  that  have  to  be  brought  out  in 
respect  of  our  regional  disparities  within  the 

province,  I  see  no  reason  why  those  con- 
cepts and  those  differences  that  obviously 

do  exist  in  the  diversity  of  our  peoples 
within  this  province  cannot  still  be  worked 
into  the  thing. 

I  am  enthusiastic  about  this  proposal,  but 
I  have  lacked  the  forum  obviously,  as  we 
all  have  in  this  House,  for  generating  some 
of  the  great  challenges  that  do  exist  in  this 
field  and  explaining  this  within  the  House. 
I  have  attempted  to  do  so  outside,  but  of 

course  these  things  aren't  necessarily  picked 
up  by  the  media  of  the  day  simply  because 
they  are  not  particularly  newsworthy. 

Who  really  is  interested  among  our  public? 
Who  really  is  interested  in  government 
structure  and  government  reorganization? 
Not  veiy  many  people. 

Now,   getting  that  over  and  done  with— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  This  is  an  exercise  in  self- 
correction. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  agree  with  what 
has  been  said  by  the  Provincial  Secretary  for 

Social  Development— I  agree  with  just  about 
everything    he    said    in    explaining    his    role 

and  our  role  in  the  overall  field.  I  still  think 

it's  too  early  to  judge  whether  this  is  going 
to  be  the  success  we  all  hope  it  will  be, 
simply  because  many  of  the  ideas,  many  of 
the  co-ordinating  activities,  obviously  really 

won't  bubble  to  the  public  surface  yet  I would  think  for  at  least  another  six  months. 

I  think  this  thing  has  to  have  a  trial  of  a 
couple  of  years  before  anybody  with  any 
realism  at  all  is  going  to  be  able  to  judge 
whether  it  is  going  to  be  a  success  or  not. 

I  think  it  is  going  to  be  a  success  and  what- 
ever I  can  do  to  help  to  make  it  a  success— 

not  just  from  personal  bias  or  personal  in- 
terest I  hope— I  intend  to  do. 

But  generally  speaking  this  policy  minister 
anyway  is  mainly  involved  in  a  general  way 
in  four  fields  in  respect  of  the  Justice  policy. 
First  of  all,  I  think  I  have  an  advantage 
over  my  two  colleagues  in  that  the  justice 
field  is  a  nice  tight  little  package  really.  Our 

parameters  of  interest  are  really  all  inter- 
twined and  interlocked  and  I  some  times 

wonder  how  the  Provincial  Secretary  for 
Social  Development  (Mr.  Welch)  can  deal 
for  instance  with  such  massive  spenders  as 
Education  and  Health  in  the  same  meeting 

and  in  the  same  room.  We  don't  have  some 
of  the  difficulties  which  may  be  there  in 

our  particular  field. 

I  think  the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Justice, 
in  any  event,  no  matter  who  he  should  be, 

should  be  primarily  involved  with  the  ini- 
tiation of  new  policies.  I  think  his  job  should 

be  one  of  goading  ministers  and  ministries.  I 

think  his  job  should  be  to  goad  and  some- 
times provoke  and  certainly  to  irritate  the 

civil  servants. 

I  think  one  of  my  jobs  here  should  be 
to  help  to  develop  new  ways  of  injecting 
more  diversity  of  opinion  and  ideas  into  the 
whole  process  of  making  decisions  within 
this  field.  Once  we  get  over  this  intial  period 
here  where  we  have  all  been  involved  with 

finding  our  proper  place  in  the  light  and  in 
getting  through  this  initial  session  of  the 
Legislature,  certainly  I  intend  very  actively 
to  try  and  develop  ways  of  provoking  and 
encouraging  more  comment  and  more  opinion 
and  more  ideas  from  the  public,  from  the 
members  of  this  Legislature  and  from  the 
special  interest  groups  and  people  of  this 
province  into  the  whole  process.  I  hope  this 
would  be  universal  throughout  the  whole 

government. 
In  this  way  I  think  that  the  policy  field 

committee  that  meets  at  least  every  Thurs- 
day morning  and  quite  frequently  more 

than  that  in  these  buildings  is  the  most  im- 
portant focal  point  for  that. 
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For  those  of  you  who  aren't  aware  of  the 
set-up  at  the  moment,  each  of  the  three 
policy  field  groups  meet  at  least  once  a  week. 
The  Policy  and  Priorities  Board  of  Cabinet 
meets  at  least  once  a  week;  it  is  made  up 
of  the  Premier,  the  Treasurer,  the  Chairman 

of  the  Management  Board  (Mr.  MacNaugh- 
ton)  and  the  policy  ministers,  so  called.  Then, 
of  course,  cabinet  as  well  meets  at  least 

once  a  week,  and  I  think  the  proper  chrono- 
logical order  of  matters  being  fed  into 

cabinet  and  the  final  decision  by  the  execu- 
tive council  of  policy  is  exactly  that  order. 

I  think  the  main  place  where  new  input 
can  be  encouraged  from  the  public  and  from 
the  special  interest  groups  within  our 
economy  and  within  our  community  and 
from  the  members  of  the  House  as  well  is 

in  these  policy  field  meetings.  So  I  think 
the  initiation  of  new  policies  is  one  of  the 
most  important  of  the  four  areas. 

I  think  the  co-ordination  of  new  policy 
between  the  new  ministries,  as  well,  is  an 

extremely  important  role  as  far  as  we  are 
concerned.  It  has  always  been  said  that, 
no  matter  what  governmental  level  you  are 
talking  about,  the  right  hand  never  knows 
what  the  left  hand  is  doing.  Certainly,  I 
know  the  members  of  the  opposition  will  be 
the  last  to  complain  that  there  is  no  need 

for  a  ministerial  co-ordinating  group  in  this 
field.  The  need  for  it  has  been  obvious  for 

many  years  here. 

This  is  the  role  that  the  policy  ministers, 
I  think,  should  be  playing,  not  only  within 
their  own  field,  but  also  generally,  right 
across  the  board  within  government,  This 
is  one  of  the  things  that  we  are  developing 
now  in  the  Policy  and  Priorities  Board  of 
Cabinet. 

Even  though  I  am  the  Provincial  Secretary 

for  Justice,  I  don't  feel  the  least  bit  in- 
hibited about  speaking  out  and  talking  and 

changing  ideas  in  other  policy  fields,  as  my 
other  colleagues  do,  I  hope,  in  respect  of 
the  Justice  field.  This  is  needed.  There  has 
to  be  more  than  one  person  whose  job  it  is 

or  has  been  traditionally,  namely,  the  Pre- 

mier's, to  have  that  role.  I  think  govern- 
ment today,  and  this  government  especially 

today,  is  so  large  and  so  all  embracing  that  as 
many  minds  as  possible  that  can  focus  on  the 

need  for  co-ordination  within  government, 
the  more  the  better. 

Another  very  important  aspect  of  our  role, 
I  think,  is  a  review  of  existing  programmes. 
I  am  not  criticizing  what  goes  on  in  this 
House.  I  am  not  criticizing  what  goes  on 
in  the  new  Management  Board,  the  old 
Treasury   Board.    I   think,   again,   when   the 

members  of  this  House  and  the  members  of 

Management  Board  are  faced  month  after 
month  with  huge  sheets  of  paper,  detailing 
in  civil  services  the  programmes  and  the 

policies  and  the  items  that  are  beside  it, 
the  tendency  always  is  to  focus  in  on  the  new 
things,  on  the  new  policies,  on  the  new 

legislation,  and  on  the  new  or  larger  ex- 
penditures that  are  required  for  these  things. 

I  think  this  is  a  very  dangerous  precedent 
because,  as  back  in  my  old  naval  days,  you 
will  always  have  the  tendency  for  people  to 

say,  "Buster,  if  it  was  good  enough  for 

Nelson,  it  is  good  enough  for  you."  In  other 
words,  if  it  has  been  passed  every  year  by 
this  Legislature  and  by  the  committee  of  this 
Legislature  and  by  Management  Board,  that 

is  to  say,  the  expenditure  for  a  given  pro- 
gramme or  a  given  policy,  i.e.,  it  must  be okay. 

That  is  a  dangerous  trap  to  fall  into.  I 
think  in  the  Justice  policy  field,  we  are  going 
to  tackle  this  programme.  We  have  already 

embarked  on  a  re-evaluation  programme  of 
every  single  policy  programme  within  the 
Justice  field,  so  that  that  will  be  intensively 
reviewed  within  our  Justice  policy  field  at 
least  once  every  two  years,  not  just  from  an 

expenditure  point  of  view,  but  from  a  prin- 
ciple point  of  view. 

Why  is  the  programme  there?  Is  it  doing 
the  things  it  should  be  doing?  Are  there  other 
things  it  could  be  doing?  Why  is  it  here  at 

all?  Why  isn't  it  in  another  ministry,  or  per- 
haps even  in  another  policy  field?  We  are 

going  to,  I  hope,  critically  evaluate  once  every 
two  years  all  of  the  policy  programmes  of 
each  of  the  ministries  within  the  Justice  field. 

The  final  area  where  I  think  we  should  be 

extremely  busy  is  in  the  co-ordination  of 
existing  programmes  and  also  in  attempting  to 
formulate  new  ways  of  dealing  perhaps  with 

old  problems,  problems  which  don't  seem  to fall  particularly  under  one  ministry  or  one 
minister  alone,  in  some  cases,  perhaps  not 
even  within  one  policy  field.  Let  me  take  as 
an  example  the  much  discussed,  much  written 
about  and  much  broadcast  subject  these  days 
of  internationally  syndicated  crime.  In  the 
Justice  policy  field,  to  combat  it  properly  I 

really  don't  think  that  this  is  a  subject  matter 
that  can  fall  under  the  jurisdiction  of  any 

single  ministry.  The  police  are  obviously 
involved,  and  therefore  my  colleague  the 
Solicitor  General  (Mr.  Yaremko)  has  a  great 

part  to  play.  The  prosecution  end  of  attempt- 
ing to  combat  internationally  syndicated 

crime  obviously  is  a  great  worry  and  the 
gathering  of  evidence.  There  have  been  some 
great   failures  in   this   regard   on   the   North 
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American  continent,  in  my  opinion,  and 
obviously  my  colleague  the  Attorney  General 
(Mr.  Bales)  is  concerned. 

There  are  other  aspects  of  it  that  today 
go  into  other  programmes  in  other  ministries. 
The  Minister  of  Consumer  and  Commercial 

Relations  (Mr.  Winkler)  is  obviously  involved 

in  many  of  the  more  sophisticated  white- 
collar  business  crimes  today,  because  he  has 
the  consumer  legislation  and  the  enforcement 
of  it.  He  has  the  securities  commission,  in 
respect  of  that.  Even  the  Treasurer  is  in- 

volved, because  it  is  a  matter  which  does 

involve,  sometimes  at  the  very  highest  level, 
the  co-ordination  and  co-operation  of  other 
governments,  especially  when  you  are  dealing 
with  police  matters  where  the  RCMP  should 

be  involved  with  the  OPP  and  the  municipal 
forces  and  others. 

There  is  an  international  aspect  as  well, 
what  with  the  international  police  forces  and 

the  intelligence-gathering  operations.  There 
are  other  ministries  of  the  government  that 
are  involved  in  more  ways  than  one.  There- 

fore, some  time  ago— as  a  matter  of  fact  I 
think  within  the  first  month  of  this  reorgan- 

ization—we set  up,  reporting  to  our  policy 
field  committee,  a  group  to  be  known  as  the 

co-ordinating  committee  on  crime,  to  fill  a 
gap  that  has  obviously  existed  here— and  still 

exists  in  other  places— in  respect  of  trying  to 
combat  internationally-syndicated  crime  in 
this  province  and  to  keep  it  out. 

I  don't  want  to  emphasize  it  too  much;  I 
don't  want  to  dwell,  for  obvious  reasons,  on 
the  detail  of  it.  But  I  do  say  to  you  that  in 
all  jurisdictions  you  get,  not  this  lack  of  co- 

operation between  various  governmental 
agencies,  not  a  wilful  lack  of  co-operation, 
but  rather  an  unintentional  lack.  Again,  quite 
often,  people  who  are  embarked  on  the  same 

object,  but  doing  it  in  different  ways,  simply 

don't  know  what's  going  on  in  other  fields. 
This  particular  group,  which  reports  back 

to  our  policy  field  and  not  to  any  individual 
minister,  is  charged  with  responsibilities,  very 
particular  responsibilities,  in  this  field.  We 

have  on  that  group  a  well-known  prosecutor 

from  the  Attorney  General's  department.  We 
have  on  it  representation  from  the  securities 
commission.  We  have  representatives  of  the 
various  police  intelligence  forces. 

My  hope  is,  as  we  get  into  this  field  in  a 
more  vigorous  way  even  than  we  have  been 
in  the  past,  that  we  will  reach  out  into  the 
private  sector  and  bring  people  on.  We  have 
tax  accountants  or  representatives  or  a  close 
liaison  with  our  tax  people  here  at  this  level. 
My  hope  is  we  will  be  able  to  reach  out  and 

bring  in,  let's  say,  private  chartered  account- 
ants, bring  them  in  on  the  job  and  put  them 

to  work. 

The  infiltration  of  this  type  of  criminal 
activity  in  this  province  is  not  being  held 
back,  in  my  estimation,  by  the  gathering  of 
information;  the  real  problem  is  translating 
the  information  that  is  available  and  the 
knowledge  that  does  exist  in  the  various  law 
enforcement  agencies.  The  problem  exists  in 

co-ordinating  it  and  then  in  translating  that 
evidence  into  presentable  evidence  in  a  court 
of  law  which  will  finally  result  in  a  successful 
prosecution  taking  place. 

This  has  been  the  main  gap,  and  certainly, 

the  average  policeman— even  the  average 
policeman  on  such  agencies  as  the  CIB— has 
been  woefully  inadequate  to  deal  with  this 
problem,  not  from  any  crusading  spirit  of 
doing  their  job  at  all,  but  simply  because  they 

lack  the  expertise  and  the  professional  knowl- 
edge that  is  required  today  to  get  into  this 

field— to  properly  interpret  a  company's  finan- 
cial books,  to  properly  trace  corporate  shells 

being  controlled  by  other  corporate  shells, 

which  in  turn  are  controlled  by  other  cor- 
porate shells.  These  require  usually  the  ex- 
pertise of  a  corporation  lawyer  and,  hope- 

fully, through  this  group  this  type  of  infor- 
mation—the tax  information— other  types  of 

information  that  presently,  or  in  the  past,  has 
been  lacking,  is  going  to  be  set  up. 

As  I  say,  I  didn't  come  here  today  prepared 
to  make  any  definitive  statement  about  it,  or 
even  about  my  duty  or  role,  but  I  just  use 

this  as  an  example  of  the  type  of  new  forma- 
tion that  is  possible  under  this  restructuring. 

Certainly,  if  the  hon.  member  of  the  NDP 
accuses  us  of  a  lack  of  enthusiasm,  I  think 
he  is  wrong.  The  only  thing  he  can  say  is 
that  we  have  lacked  a  proper  forum  for  ex- 

hibiting the  enthusiasm  which  does  exist,  I 
think,  in  the  minds  of  all  of  us  for  getting 
ahead  with  this  job. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  just  want  to  say,  Mr. 
Chairman,  before  we  hear  from  the  third 
policy  minister,  that  I  am  glad  that  the 
Minister  for  Justice  spent  some  time  on  the 
co-ordination  of  crime  control  and  mentioned 

a  special  committee  that  co-ordinates  the 

province's  approach  to  this.  I  have  felt  that 
during  the  next  five  to  10  years  this  is  going 
to  be  one  of  the  greatest  challenges  that  the 
government  will  face.  We  often  look  at  the 
problems  in  the  United  States  and  it  seems 
that  five,  eight,  10  years  later,  the  same  things 

happen  here. 
I  personally  have  the  greatest  apprehension 

about  the  inroads  of  organized  crime  in  the 
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next  few  years.  I  think  it  is  bad  now.  To 
hear  the  minister  talk  about  it  is  quite  help- 

ful. I  would  suggest  to  him  that  while  his 
policy  reviews  on  a  two-year  basis  of  every- 

thing that  might  happen  in  his  and  other 
departments  sounds  good,  I  would  appreciate 
it,  if  he  stays  around,  that  he  or  whoever  the 
policy  minister  is,  takes  note  of  what  he  has 
been  talking  about  during  the  last  few  min- 

utes and  makes  that  a  major  concern,  because 
I  think  this  is  going  to  be  absolutely  neces- 

sary in  this  province. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  We  will  form  a 
mutual  admiration  society,  how  about  that? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Carried?  Resources  Devel- 
opment policy.  The  Provincial  Secretary  for 

Resources  Development. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Secre- 
tary for  Resources  Development):  Thank  you, 

Mr.  Chairman. 

Getting  up  to  speak  with  the  line-up  of 
speakers  this  afternoon  fills  me  with  nostalgia 
because  it  was  the  winter  before  last  that  we 
used  to  do  this  by  lot  as  a  travelling  road 
show  around  the  whole  province,  as  you  will 

recall.  Now,  of  course,  we  don't  take  our 
positions  by  lot- 

Mr.  Stokes:  We  remember  very  vividly 
some  of  the  statements  that  were  made  on 
that  occasion. 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  Promises 
for  the  north  have  gradually  fallen  through. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  In  any  case,  by 
way  of  few  remarks  in  relation  to  this  par- 

ticular policy  field,  my  own  particular  job, 
I  think  I  should  categorically  record  that  for 
any  of  us  in  this  Legislature  who  is  here  be- 

cause he  enjoys  politics  and  government,  I 
can  say  that,  apart  from  perhaps  the  role  of 
the  Premier  himself,  the  role  of  a  policy 
minister  in  the  government  of  Ontario  today 
cannot  be  beaten— as  I  say,  if  you  are  indeed 
absorbed  in  government  and  politics  itself. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position is  a  great  job.  I  recommend  it  for 

anybody.  I  hear  one  or  two  of  your  people 
are  considering  it. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  The  job  is  open 
too.  The  two  main  challenges,  as  I  see  it  as 
one  of  the  policy  ministers,  relate  to  co- 

ordination and  to  future  planning  and  for- 
ward thinking,  as  has  been  mentioned. 

The  question  of  co-ordination  of  existing 
policies  that  have  evolved  in  the  ministries 

and  their  different  approaches  is  a  question 
of  day-to-day  thought  and  a  question  also  of 
grappling  with  the  sheer  question  of  having, 
as  one  must  do  in  a  policy  field,  chairman- 

ship, some  knowledge— the  deeper  the  better— 
of  the  ministries  that  form  that  particular 
cluster.  One  can  picture  that  trying,  for  the 
last  number  of  months,  to  develop  some  in- 
depth  knowledge  of  six  ministries  as  diverse 
as  those  in  my  policy  field  absorbs  a  great 
deal  of  time.  I  find  the  co-ordination,  the 
working  on  the  different  committees,  the 
work  in  policy  boards  and  the  work  in  cabinet 
are  things  which  take  up  energy  and  time, 
but  generally  one  can  come  to  grips  with 
them  and  find  an  immediate  daily  reward. 

The  other  part  of  the  challenge  of  the  role 
of  a  policy  minister  is  more  difficult— that  is 
when  you  start  trying  to  project  policy  think- 

ing into  the  future.  There,  of  course,  you  are 
dealing  with  this  question  of  dimension.  Are 
you  dealing  with  a  one-year  dimension,  a 
five-year  dimension,  a  10-year  dimension,  or 
looking  towards  the  end  of  the  century  itself? 

The  assessment  required  of  the  policies  de- 
veloping in  all  these  fields  and  their  reassess- 

ment—and I  may  say  that,  although  the  word 
"think"  is  often  referred  to  in  the  House  in 
a  good-humoured  way— this  thinking  role— I 
would  think  all  of  us  in  this  House  as  prac- 

tical men  and  women  would  find  it  extremely 
difficult  to  assess  this  question  of  dimension 
and  the  dimensions  of  policy  as  they  apply 
to  the  future. 

Briefly,  from  my  own  experience,  the  chief 
characteristics  of  the  new  shape  of  govern- 

ment as  seen  from  my  spot,  is,  firstly,  its 
speed  and  efficiency  and  secondly,  its  ability 
to  communicate.  As  a  member  of  the  previous 
cabinet  and  the  cabinet  of  Mr.  Robarts,  I 
think  it  can  be  stated  without  doubt  that  the 

speeding  up  in  efficiency  of  the  policy  stream 
—the  system  by  which  policy  is  considered 
and  finally  acted  upon— is  remarkable  and  it 
is  built  into  the  structure  itself. 

If  a  policy  matter  comes  before  my  policy 
field  you  immediately  have  six  ministers  and 
myself— seven  ministers— who  are  au  fait  with 
the  particular  issue.  If  it  has  financial  impli- 

cations it  goes  sideways  to  Management  Board 
and  will  pick  up  another  four  or  five  minis- 

ters; you  are  then  up  to  11.  When  it  goes  to 
policy  board  it  picks  up  the  Premier  and 
three  or  four  others. 

So  by  the  time  you  have  a  policy  coming 
to  cabinet,  not  only  has  it  had  a  chance  to 
be  thoroughly  thought  out,  but  its  momentum 
is  quite  great  because  instead  of  the  matter 
landing  cold  on  the  cabinet  table,  with  the 
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ordinary  reaction  from  20-odd  men  that  you 
would  expect  when  an  issue  is  thrown  at 
them  cold,  issues  that  come  before  cabinet 

today  have  pretty  well  always  had  two-thirds 
to  a  majority  of  cabinet  informed  about  them. 
Ministers  have  had  a  chance  to  know  some- 

thing of  the  subject  and  have  an  immediate 
opportunity  of  joining  in  the  constructive 
criticism  that  is  so  essential  to  the  cabinet 

system. 

That  speed  and  efficiency  is,  as  I  say,  re- 
markable and  I  think  is  the  greatest  attribute 

of  the  new  structure. 

The  other  side  that  is  sometimes  missed, 

I  think,  and  missed  particularly  by  opposi- 
tion members,  and  the  leaders  of  the  two 

opposition  parties  in  particular,  is  the  abil- 
ity that  the  new  system  gives  for  improved 

communication  between  government  and  the 
people   of  this  province. 

One  has  to  agree  that  communication  in 
this  House  is  somewhat  inhibited,  as  has 

been  discussed  by  the  Premier  and  the  pol- 
icy minister  in  Justice  and  other  fields. 

However,  I  think  the  ability  to  communicate 
and  the  resource  available  for  communica- 

tion under  our  new  system,  as  I  said,  is 
remarkable.  I  know  that  in  my  mail,  as  it 
runs  on  a  daily  basis,  matters  pour  in  from 
a  great  number  of  people  who  heretofore 
and  today  have  no  real  knowledge  of  the 
particular  departmental  or  ministerial  sys- 

tem  of  government,   nor   should   they. 

Under  our  new  system,  as  I  see  it,  it  is 
a  responsibility  of  the  policy  field  minister 
to  react  and  to  communicate  on  behalf  of 

the  whole  cluster— not  that  he  replaces  any 
minister  in  the  cluster— to  the  extent  that 
he  ensures  that  the  members  of  the  public, 

the  taxpayers,  get  a  response  from  the  re- 
source that  is  available  to  them  in  govern- 

ment. 

In  other  words,  there  is  a  person  in  a 

whole  field  such  as  my  own— myself— respon- 

sible to  see  that  the  buck  isn't  passed  or 
the  person  isn't  shifted  around  from  depart- 

ment to  department  and  who,  from  begin- 
ning to  end  of  the  question,  whether  it  is 

raised  by  a  delegation,  by  an  industry,  by 
a  businessman  or  by  the  most  innocent  and 

ill-informed  of  our  own  neighbours,  can 
be  dealt  with  and  is  not  lost  or  sidetracked 

in  the  jungle  than  can  be  government. 

There  are  two  characteristics  in  relation 

to  the  Resources  field  that  I  think  may  be 
of  some  interest.  The  Resources  policy  field, 
as  each  of  them  is,  again  is  somewhat  dif- 

ferent   from    the    others.    To    an    extent,    it 

seems  to  me  that  the  Social  Development 
field  has  a  certain  parallelism  buiit  into  it, 
in  that  the  overall  purposes  of  the  four 
ministries,  despite  the  vast  budgets  that  are 
controlled  there,  have  goals  which  are  by 
nature  not  mutually  exclusive  nor  ones  which 

cause  challenges  from  field  to  field.  I  think— 
and  I  am  sure  I  felt  it  in  Health— that  the 

roles  and  goals  of  Health,  Education,  Col- 
leges and  Universities  and  Social  Services, 

as  I  say,  have  this  tremendous  parallelism 
built  into  the  very  nature  of  their  subject 

matter.  I  think  to  a  degree,  but  in  a  differ- 
ent way,  as  has  just  been  mentioned  by  the 

policy  minister  in  the  Justice  field,  that  al- 

though the  goals  perhaps  aren't  as  parallel, 
there  is  a  unique  continuity  or  tightness 
that  can  be  seen  in  the  relationship  between 

those  particular  ministries. 

The  nature  of  the  Resources  field  gives 
it  a  different  personality  and  requires,  I 

think,  a  somewhat  different  approach.  Ob- 
viously in  a  field  as  varied  and  as  disparate 

as  the  one  which  I  chair,  we  will  have  ten- 
sions built  in  automatically.  There  is  no 

way  in  which  one  can  expect  industry  and 

labour  to  have  the  same  outlook  on  a  prob- 
lem, for  the  Environment  and  Natural  Re- 

sources ministries  to  have  the  same  outlook, 

nor  for  Agriculture  and  Transportation  and 
Environment  again  all  to  have  the  same 
outlook.  Built  into  it  is  a  very  interesting 

and  very  important  degree  of  essential  ten- 
sion, requiring  always  a  balanced,  highly 

interested,  informed  and  co-operative  group 
of  ministers. 

The  other  aspect  that  I  think  is  different 
from  the  two  policy  fields  just  mentioned 
relates  to  something  that  the  member  for 
Thunder  Bay  raised  and  that  is  that  in  the 

Social  Development  field,  and  in  the  Jus- 
tice field,  the  government  of  Ontario,  and 

we  as  members  of  this  Legislature,  are  look- 

ing upon  something  relating  or  moving  to- 
wards common  standards.  In  other  words, 

the  degree  of  support  for  health  and  educa- 
tion of  a  child  or  a  person,  on  the  Manitoba 

border  to  the  Quebec  border,  to  Windsor  to 
Moosonee,   should  be  the   same. 

So  one  feels  that  in  the  Social  Develop- 
ment field  you  are  dealing  with  a  common 

provincial  standard  as  your  ultimate  goal, 
without  doubt.  In  the  same  way,  I  think,  in 

the  Justice  field  obviously  the  rights  of  the 
citizen  vis-a-vis  the  other  citizen  and  vis- 

a-vis the  state  itself  surely  must  be  the  same, 
no  matter  what  your  geographical  location 
is. 
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However,  in  the  Resources  Development 
field  this  is  distinctly  not  so  because  ons 

cannot  contemplate  applying  the  same  poli- 
cies in  relation  to  the  different  ministries 

within  my  cluster  in  northwestern  Ontario 
as  might  be  quite  appropriate  in  southern 
Ontario  or  northeastern  Ontario.  Therefore, 
the  approach  to  policy  which  must  be  taken 
in  the  Resources  Development  field  has  this 

distinction  in  that  it  must  always  be  con- 
scious of  regionally  and  the  regional  and 

distinctly  regional  needs  of  our  people  in 
the  different  parts  of  the  province. 

I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  really  all 
I  wish  to  say  this  afternoon.  Presumably 

there  will  be  questions.  The  issues  that  in- 
volve my  field,  I  think,  are  pretty  obvious 

to  the  members  of  the  House.  I  think  the 

way  in  which  the  system  operates  is  becom- 
ing more  and  more  obvious  to  the  public 

and  the  media,  and  along  with  the  others 
who  have  spoken,  I  have  no  doubt  in  my 
mind  at  all  but  that  within  the  next  year 
there  will  be  a  general  understanding  of 
and  appreciation  of  the  way  in  which  the 
new  system  works. 

In  particular,  my  own  feeling  is  that  it  is 
quite  remarkable,  as  I  said,  in  its  speed  and 
efficiency,  and  from  a  political  point  of  view 
it  will  be  a  success  if  it  continues  to  get 
across  in  the  field  of  communication  as  be- 

tween government  and  our  people. 

Mr.    Chairman:    Item   2    carried? 

The  hon.  member  for  Thunder  Bay. 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  would  just  like  to  make  a 
few  brief  comments,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  find 
the  statements  of  the  three  policy  ministers 
quite  illuminating  and  these  give  me  a  better 

perspective,  at  least,  of  what  they  are  at- 
tempting to  do.  I  agree  with  them  it  is  far 

too  early  to  assess  the  degree  of  success  they 
are  going  to  enjoy.  But  I  think  at  least  we 
in  this  party  are  prepared  to  give  it  a  chance 
to  prove  itself. 

In  keeping  with  the  remarks  made  for  the 
policy  minister  for  Resources  Development, 
I  am  wondering  how  you  hope  to  resolve 

the  problems  concerning  an  obvious  con- 
flict. You  alluded  to  it. 

I  am  thinking  in  terms  of  someone  who 
is  using  a  watercourse  for  the  transportation 
of  logs  to  a  mill  at  the  same  time  as  you 

have  other  agencies  of  this  government  be- 
ing quite  critical  of  people  for  allowing  the 

quality  of  water  to  degenerate  to  the  state 
where  it  will  be  no  longer  usable  either  for 

recreational    purposes    or    for    drinking   pur- 

poses. At  the  same  time  you  have  Ontario 
Hydro  fooling  around  with  the  water  levels 
and  causing  severe  silting  and  erosion 

problems. 
How  are  you  going  to  rationalize  all  of 

this?  Surely  you  are  going  to  have  to  estab- 
lish some  priorities  and  say  it  may  be  eco- 

nomically feasible  for  Ontario  Hydro  to  dam 
a  certain  river,  and  it  makes  sense  economi- 

cally, and  this  is  something  that  the  planning 
branch  of  the  Ministiy  of  Treasury  and  Eco- 

nomics is  getting  involved  in  at  this  time. 
But  who  is  going  to  make  the  ultimate  deci- 

sion and  on  what  criteria  are  you  going  to 
base  that  decision? 

I  happen  to  know  at  the  present  time  that 
a  joint  survey  is  going  on  in  northern  Ontario 
for  all  of  the  waters  that  are  running  north 

into  James  and  Hudson's  Bays.  A  joint  sur- 
vey is  under  way  by  the  Department  of 

Energy  and  Resources  Management  at  the 
federal  level  and  the  Ministry  of  the  En- 

vironment at  the  provincial  level  in  order  to 
assess  not  only  the  quality  of  water  but  the 
stream  flow  and  the  economic  feasibility  of 
tapping  the  power  resources  on  those  rivers. 

Obviously  there  is  going  to  have  to  be  a 

lot  of  consultation  with  a  lot  of  people- 
particularly  native  people— in  northern  On- 

tario. Let's  suppose  that  the  Ministry  of 
Treasury  and  Economics  says,  "Yes,  it  is 
feasible  on  the  basis  of  information  provided 

by  Ontario  Hydro."  Your  Ministry  of  the 
Environment  is  going  to  have  to  get  con- 

cerned about  the  thousands  of  square  miles  of 
forest  and  northern  lands  that  are  going  to  be 
inundated  if  such  a  decision  were  to  take 

place. You  know  what  is  happening  in  the  James 
Bay  area  of  Quebec  at  the  present  time.  I 
understand  that  you  have  a  task  force  out 

looking  at  the  ramifications  of  such  a  devel- 
opment there  and  what  might  happen  as  a 

result  of  the  proposed  exploitation  of  the 

lignite  deposits  at  Onakawana.  I  am  wonder- 
ing, how  are  you  going  to  accomplish  this? 

Somebody  is  going  to  have  to  say,  "Well, 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  we  need  re- 

gional development,  we  feel  that  it  is  going 
to  impair  the  quality  of  life  in  that  particular 

area  to  such  an  extent  that  we  can't  go 
along  with  it."  How  are  you  going  to  ra- 

tionalize this? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  think  the  fundamental  fact  is  that  the 

kinds  of  problems  that  the  member  for  Thun- 
der Bay  has  mentioned  are  implicit  in  our 

society  today.  No  matter  what  government  is 
in  power,  or  of  what  political  stripe,  or  how 
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the  government  itself  is  structured,  you  are 
always  going  to  have  a  different  approach  to 
the  use  of  water.  When  you  look  at  it  from 
the  point  of  view  of  the  production  of  cheap 
energy  you  look  at  it  in  a  different  way  to 
the  way  you  would  if  you  were  considering 
it  from  the  point  of  view  of  natural  resources 

and  recreation— as  you  would  indeed  look  at 
some  parts  of  the  province  as  potential  agri- 

cultural land,  for  the  growing  of  food. 

So  these  tensions— these  problems— I  would 
suggest  are  constant  in  government.  The 
main  thing  that  moves  us  ahead  as  I  see  it 
is  sitting  down,  as  I  am  able  to  do  every 
Thursday  morning  of  the  week,  and  have 
three  or  four  hours  face  to  face.  This  facing 

each  other,  with  the  ministers  directly  in- 
volved, creates  a  vehicle  for  resolution  that 

didn't  exist  before,  in  the  same  way. 
So,  long  after  you  and  I  have  left  this 

Legislature  to  debate  as  between  the  uses 
of  our  resources— to  what  extent  and  to  what 

degree— will  always  go  on.  But  at  least  we 
have  a  new  and  better  vehicle  which  forces 

the  individual  ministries  and  myself  to  sit 
down  on  a  regular  basis  and  thrash  out  the 

problems.  I  don't  know  of  any  better  way 
that  we  can  hope  to  approach  the  constant 
tensions  and  the  constant  problems  that  are 
by  way  of  definition  of  government  itself. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  2  carried?  The  mem- 
ber for  Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Just  a  question  I  would  like 
to  put  to  the  minister.  It  is  not  at  the  broad 

level  which  the  debate  has  been  going  on 
right  now,  but  this  does  concern  something 
that  may  have  happened  when  the  minister 
was  the  Minister  of  Health.  It  seemed  to  me 

that  this  was  the  only  appropriate  time  to 
bring  it  up  under  the  estimates.  Could  the 

minister  say  that  the  Ontario  government  paid 
for  hotel  accommodation  for  his  executive 
assistant,  Mr.  Baxter,  when  Mr.  Baxter  was 
hired  and  moved  to  Toronto;  and  whether 
the  Ontario  government  paid  also  for  Mr. 

Baxter's  commuting  back  and  forth  to  Ottawa? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please!  This  doesn't 
seem  to  be  appropriate  to  the  policy  develop- 

ment programme  in  1972  to  1973. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is  the  minister,  and  the 
minister  of  course  is  no  longer  the  Minister 
of  Health,  so  that  we— 

Mr.  Chairman:  He  is  no  longer  the  Minister 
of  Health.  He  is  the  policy  minister  for 
Resources  Development. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  executive  assistant  is 
still  the  executive  assistant  to  the  minister.  I 
think  that  would  mean  that  it  is  appropriate. 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  no.  Such  a  question 
would  be  in  the  Ministry  of  Health.  It  is 

completely  out  of  order,  and  I'm  sure  you realize  that. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  I'm  sorry.  The  executive 
assistant  to  the  minister,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  question  about  the 
Ministry  of  Health  should  have  been  answered 
by  the  Minister  of  Health  in  his  estimates. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Let's  start  again  just  on 
the  basis  of  the  minister's  executive  assistant. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  I  would  like  to  direct  a 

question- Mr.  Chairman:  I  so  rule! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —to  the  minister's  executive 
assistant. 

Mr.  Chairman:  To  the  minister's  executive 
assistant  is  not— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  clearly  cannot  go  to  the 
Minister  of  Health  because  the  executive 
assistant  does  not  serve  the  Minister  of  Health. 

Mr.  Chairman:  No.  This  question  is  out  of 
order  in  this  department.  It  was  in  another 

department.  I  so  rule. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  so  rule? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  In  other  words,  you  wish— 
what?— that  it  be  raised  in  the  questions 
during  the  day? 

Mr.  Chairman:  That  would  be  all  right. 
Ask  the  Minister  of  Health. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Ask  it  before  the  orders 
of  the  day. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Okay.  I'll  ask  it  before  orders of  the  day  then. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  item  2  carried? 

Carried! 

This  completes  vote  302. 

Vote  302  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  think  it  should  be  observed 
that  I  think  I  am  the  only  member  in  the 
entire  House  who  is  so  strictly  kept  to  the 
rules  of  order. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  No,  it  is  a  completely  differ- 
ent department. 

This  completes  the  study  of  the  estimates 
of  the  cabinet  office. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  We  will  raise  a 
statue  for  your  martyrdom. 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Solicitor  General):  He  is 
the  only  member  so  often  out  of  order. 

ESTIMATES,  MINISTRY  OF  TREASURY, 
ECONOMICS  AND 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer,  and 
Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs):  Mr. 

Chairman,  I  don't  propose  to  make  any  open- 
ing remarks. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
What  was  that  all  in  aid  of?  Was  that  in 
favour  of  the  fellows  who  had  finished  or  the 
minister? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  it's  a  little  bit 
of  both,  I  think! 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  simply  say  that  I 
recognize  the  difficulties  which  I  am  sure 
members  have  had,  as  I  have  had,  trying  to 

relate  this  year's  estimates  to  last  year's 
estimates.  The  staff  have  been  able  to  pro- 

vide some  information  to  members  who 
called  the  ministry  and  we  will  be  glad  to 
help,  by  way  of  reconciliation,  during  the 
course  of  the  estimates  wherever  we  can. 

There  are— not  surprisingly  I  think— two 
small  errors  or  omissions,  which  I  might 
move  to  correct  now,  Mr.  Chairman. 

On  page  97,  vote  905,  item  6,  municipal 
advisory  services,  transfer  payments— we  can 
give  you  a  copy  of  this,  Mr.  Chairman.  The 
grant  to  the  Association  of  the  Municipalities 
of  Ontario  should  read  $10,000;  and  the 
grant  to  the  Northwest  Ontario  Association 
should  read  $1,500.  The  total  does  not 
change.  It  is  a  printing  error. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  It  is 
down  a  line,  okay. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Then  on  page  91— 
this  was  not  as  much  a  printing  error  as  an 
estimates  error— the  Residential  Property  Tax 
Reduction  Act,  1968,  supplementary  benefit 
for  pensioners  on  minimum  income  should 
read  $18  million. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Not  $19  million. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Not  $19  million.  Re- 
imbursement to  landlords  for  reductions  paid 

for  1972,  $300,000.  Reimbursement  to 
municipalities  for  reductions  made  in  prior 

years- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  cannot  find  that  at  all. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  it  is  not  there. 
Neither  of  those  two  things  are  there.  Re- 

imbursement to  municipalities  for  reductions 
made  in  prior  years,  $700,000.  Totalling  $19 
million,  again. 

When  the  estimates  were  prepared  we 
thought  that  simply  the  Residential  Property 
Tax  Reduction  Act  would  cover  the  whole 

thing,  but  the  auditor  would  prefer  to  have 
it  spelled  out  under  the  three  headings  and 
that  was  the  tenor  of  the  bill,  really,  which 

was  passed  the  other  evening— after  some  dis- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  You  are  relieved  to  have 
that  brought  in. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  There  may  be  some 
questions  from  members  as  to  where  items 
can  best  be  dealt  with.  I  think  one  that  I 

spotted  which  doesn't  show  up  anywhere  is 
the  North  Pickering  development.  That 
would  come  up  properly  under,  I  think,  vote 
903,  item  one. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Kit- 
chener. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  take  part  in  the 
debate  on  the  Ministry  of  Treasury, 
Economics  and  Intergovernmental  Affairs. 

I  shall  allude  in  particular  in  my  opening 
remarks  to  certain  areas  specifically  involving 
the  Treasury  and  Economics  side  of  this 
portfolio.  I  intend  to  make  a  few  general 
remarks  referring  specifically  to  provincial 

borrowing  abroad,  the  government's  activity in  land  speculation  at  the  Pickering  airport 

site,  and,  in  general,  what  I  see  to  be  a  cer- 
tain amount  of  arrogance  with  which  this 

government  operates  in  the  administration  of 
municipalities. 

It  is  interesting  to  note,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  the  Ontario  government  borrowed  ap- 

proximately $250  million  in  debentures  and 
treasury  bills  in  the  fiscal  year  ended  March 
31,  1972,  to  help  finance  a  budget  with  an 
estimated  $553  million  deficit.  This  com- 

pared with  a  $95  million  deficit  a  year  earlier, 
when  no  funds  were  borrowed.  The  pro- 

vincial government  will  have  to  go  to  the 
money  market  again  this  year  to  finance  a 
$600  million  deficit,  which  must  be  endured 
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in  spite  of  the  tax  increases  with  which  the 
people  of  Ontario  will  be  burdened  this  year. 
Members  of  this  House,  and  indeed  the 

people  of  Ontario,  have  noted  with  interest 

our  travelling  Treasurer's  predisposition  for 
entering  foreign  markets,  with  a  view  to 
securing  capital  loans  for  the  operation  of 
the  Ontario  government  or  any  agency  con- 

nected with  the  government.  In  the  latter 
part  of  April  of  this  year,  the  Treasurer  spent 
some  10  days  in  Japan  on  what  he  seriously 
described  as  a  financial  fact-finding  mission. 
On  May  3  of  this  year  he  stated  that  it 
would  be  two  or  three  weeks  before  the  gov- 

ernment of  Ontario  would  determine  whether 
or  not  it  would  borrow  from  Japan. 

In  the  interim,  the  members  of  this  House 
have  been  advised  that  the  province  is  look- 

ing to  borrow  close  to  $200  million  and  On- 
tario Hydro  between  $6  million  and  $7  mil- 
lion on  the  world  markets.  The  Provincial 

Treasurer  has  stated  on  numerous  occasions 
that  Japan  is  interested,  as  he  understands 
it,  in  putting  up  about  $33  million  in  loans 
to  the  province. 

The  provincial  Treasurer  has  said  that  On- 
tario and  Ontario  Hydro  have  a  gross  debt 

of  some  $800  million  in  several  parts  of  the 
world,  which  provides  a  hedge  against  the 
possible  revaluation  of  the  Japanese  yen. 

To  counter  this  argument,  the  Minister  of 
Finance  in  the  federal  government  has  con- 

ceived a  policy  whereby  the  federal  govern- 
ment will  ask  the  provinces  about  their 

capital  requirements,  and  urge  them  to  ex- 
plore the  possibility  of  using  the  Canadian 

market  whenever  and  wherever  possible.  Mr. 
Turner  has  stated  on  several  occasions  that 
some  provinces  are  doing  a  lot  of  borrowing 
abroad,  probably  because  they  think  the 
lower  the  interest  rates  are,  the  better  is  the 
deal  for  their  respective  groups  of  citizens. 

We,  in  this  party,  strongly  urge  the  pro- 
vincial Treasurer,  in  his  yearning  and  need 

for  negotiating  capital  loans  abroad,  to  con- 
sider also  the  effect  that  overseas  borrowing 

may  have  on  the  fluctuation  of  international 
exchange  rates.  The  provincial  Treasurer,  in 
addition  to  other  members  of  his  government, 
have  constantly  warned  that  members  of  the 
opposition  in  the  Legislature  must  be  careful 
to  ensure  that  they  have  carefully  assessed 
both  sides  of  any  argument.  In  turn,  we  on 
this  side  of  the  House  would  implore  the 
Treasurer  and  his  government  to  make  certain 
that  they  fully  understand  the  ramifications 
of  the  other  side  of  the  argument  with  re- 

spect to  borrowing  as  well. 
During  the  course  of  these  remarks,  I 

should  allude  to  the  comments  which  were 

made  earlier  in  the  budget  debate  contribu- 
tion in  reply  to  the  budget  brought  down  by 

the  Treasurer  several  months  ago.  At  that 
time  I  made  certain  references  to  the  apparent 
juggling  act  which  is  going  on  in  presenting 
what  appeared  to  be  an  expansionary  budget 
on  the  one  hand,  and  the  introduction  of  con- 

siderable measures  of  austerity  on  the  other. 
My  point  in  doing  so,  Mr.  Chairman,  was 
to  point  out  the  relative  inconsistency  in 
economic  planning  and  in  the  administration 
of  public  moneys  by  this  government. 

In  the  intervening  four  months  we,  in  this 

party,  have  witnessed  a  government  dedi- 
cated to  the  proposition  that  the  moneys  shall 

be  spent  as  it  deems  fit  without  encountering 
opposition  from  wherever  it  may  come.  As  a 
result,  this  government  appears  to  be  as  yet 
unrepentant  after  the  budgetary  programme 
it  has  brought  forward  in  the  latter  part  of 
March  of  this  year,  which  programmes  have 
not  been  entirely  successful. 

The  economic  thinking  in  this  regard,  I 
believe,  is  somewhat  fuzzy  but  it  has  neither 
been  revised  nor  reshaped.  It  might  be  safe 
to  recommend  that  this  government  realizes 

very  quickly,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  tax- 
payers of  the  province  are  not  very  keen  on 

continuing  approval  of  this  kind  or  spending 
package  for  much  longer. 

The  people  of  Ontario  have  noted  with 
some  interest,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  frenetic  and 
great  activity  with  which  this  government 
has  rushed  to  speculate  in  private  lands  at 
the  Pickering  airport  site.  Homeowners  in  the 
area  have  been  guaranteed  that  if  they  should 

sell  their  property  to  the  provincial  govern- 
ment they  would  receive  adequate  compen- 

sation in  addition  to  two  years  rent-free 
occupancy.  As  a  result  of  this  policy,  it  is 
quite  evident  that  the  government  has  long 
since  foregone  assessing  the  objections  and 
criticisms  of  the  provincial  role  in  the  new 
airport  scheme  as  voiced  by  members  of  the 

opposition  parties. 

The  government's  mind  is  closed  collec- 
tively and  the  provincial  Treasurer  stands  in 

his  place,  as  he  has  done  on  many  occasions 
this  session,  uttering  words  that  by  direct 
implication  leave  one  with  the  impression 

that  what  he  is  really  saying  is,  "Who  is 
to  stop  us?"  When  the  government  is  em- 
barrased  by  its  activity  involving  the  Picker- 

ing airport  site  on  any  particular  point  raised 
by  a  member  of  this  party  or  of  the  other 
opposition  party,  we  have  it  thrown  back  to 
us  that  the  decision  to  locate  the  second 

Toronto  airport  there  is  solely  a  federal  de- cision. 
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Further  it  is  alleged  that  if  we,  as  members 
of  the  provincial  Liberal  Party,  have  reserva- 

tions about  the  necessity  for  such  an  airpo'rt 
or  about  the  viability  of  that  very  decision, 
we  should  exert  the  pressure  that  we 
obviously  have  with  our  counterparts  in 
Ottawa.  That  kind  of  argument,  Mr.  Chair- 

man, simply  won't  wash. 
There  is  another  particular  area  that  I 

would  like  to  allude  to  in  my  opening  re- 
marks and  that  is  to  a  discussion  of  the  inter- 

governmental affairs  aspect  which  the  minis- 
try of  everything  has  as  well  as  the  other 

areas  that  I  have  briefly  referred  to. 
In  an  editorial  which  appeared  in  the 

Hamilton  Spectator  on  June  22  entitled,  "The fate  of  our  cities;  the  Ontario  Power 

Struggle"  the  editorial  writer  alluded  to  the 
fact  that  people  are  growing  restless  in  the 
city  halls  of  the  province.  This  is  particularly 
so  as  local  politicians  see  the  decisive 
elements  of  power  literally  smothered  by 

Queen's  Park  while  municipal  services  de- 
teriorate. Belatedly,  urban  councillors  are 

equating  power  with  government  effective- 
ness. I  believe  it  is  worthwhile  to  quote  a 

portion  of  that  editorial  as  follows: 
In  Ottawa  the  new  association  of  muni- 

cipalities of  Ontario  has  issued  a  policy 
declaration  demanding  a  wholesale  revamp- 

ing of  tax  systems  to  put  the  municipali- 
ties on  solid  financial  ground. 

In  Hamilton  the  board  of  control  has 

supported  the  plan  to  build  a  big  city 
power  block,  a  muscular  group  to  apply 
pressure  on  senior  governments  for  help  in 
big  city  problems. 

Municipal  councils  haven't  been  quick 
to  climb  in  off  their  limb.  Except  for  a  few 
isolated  shrieks  the  councils  have  done 

little  more  than  whine  plaintively  while 
their  power  slid  away  from  them. 

Ontario's  local  councils  are  hollow  husks 
of  the  institutions  that  reigned  25  years 
ago.  Equipped  with  a  tax  system  designed 
for  a  rural  society,  municipalities  paid  for 
their  services  primarily  out  of  land  and 
building  taxes.  Property  yielded  enough 
taxes  to  pay  for  local  services.  In  an  urban 
society,  demanding  massive  services  of  the 
highest  attainable  quality,  the  property  tax 
is  as  relevant  as  an  ox  cart  on  Highway 
401. 

Unable  to  pay  for  their  own  services, 
education  alone  costing  more  than  all  the 
money  some  municipalities  can  raise 
through  their  own  taxes,  the  cities  and 

their  smaller  brothers  asked  Queen's  Park 
for  money.  They  got  it,  more  of  it  each 

year.  Strings  were  attached  to  nearly  every 
dollar. 

The  growing  reliance  on  provincial 

money  to  run  Ontario's  municipalities  has 
shifted  real  political  authority  out  of  city 

hall  and  moved  it  to  Queen's  Park. 
The  final  decision  on  any  big  community 

project  is  made  by  the  province,  not  by 
the  community.  Municipalities  are  not  only 
under  the  invisible  but  iron-clad  controls 
of  provincial  regulations  and  qualifications, 
but  the  local  governments  have  been 
shoved  out  of  important  fields  they  once 
ruled  such  as  local  level  courts,  jails  and 
assessment.  Their  real  power  in  many 
other  services  is  nominal  at  best.  The 

province  didn't  steal  the  enormous  power 
it  now  possesses;  the  municipalities  sold 
it  and  willingly  enough  in  most  cases. 
There  were  few  protests  from  any  corner 

of  the  province  as  Queen's  Park  doled  out 
the  conditional  grants  and  took  borrowing 
responsibilities    off   municipal   hands. 

It  is  pretty  obvious  now  that  most  local 
politicians  are  awakening  to  the  brutal 
fact  that  the  grand  centralization  of 

political  decision-making  simply  doesn't 
work  efficiently;  that  a  government  in  To- 

ronto isn't  effectively  coping  with  the  prob- 
lems piling  up  on  the  doorsteps  of  city 

halls  in  Hamilton,  Windsor  and  Ottawa.  It 
has  taken  a  long  time  but  municipalities 
seem  to  realize  they  should  have  control 
over  most  of  the  money  needed  to  keep 
their  own  houses  in  order. 

The  stirrings  in  Ottawa  and  Hamilton 
and  in  other  cities,  including  Metropolitan 
Toronto,  are  voiced  in  the  tawdry  political 
jargon  of  the  day,  but  they  are  aimed  at 
a  very  basic  target— the  fiscal  power 
Queen's   Park  holds   over  them. 

I  believe,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  it  was  worth- 
while to  have  this  editorial  comment  in- 

cluded in  the  record  of  this  Legislature. 
The  problems  raised  are  those  which  must 
concern  us  all.  I  hope  the  minister  will 
comment  on  them  and  the  view  which  that 

newspaper  takes  about  the  needs  for  in- 
dependent, local  decision-making. 

There  are  some  other  particular  areas  of 
interest  to  which  I  shall  refer  when  the  par- 

ticular votes  are  called,  but  I  think  with  the 
reference  to  those  three  particular  items, 
that  will  end  my  remarks  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  num- 
ber of  comments.  I  would  start  out  by  saving 
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that  late  last  week  I  tried  to  assess  the  re- 
sults of  this  first  session  in  which  we  have 

all  been  engaged  over  four  months  now. 
This  was  for  my  own  benefit  and  for  the 
benefit  of  some  people  in  my  party. 

I  was  simply  trying  to  report  what  we,  as 

a  caucus,  in  the  NDP  have  done  and  par- 
ticularly trying  to  assess  what  the  govern- 

ment has  done  over  the  last  four  months. 

I  made  a  list  of  the  major  things  which  we 
have  been  through  and  this  included,  it 

seemed  to  me,  the  major  things  that  the  gov- 
ernment has  done— the  major  areas  in  which 

this  Legislature  has  been  involved. 

The  airport  headed  my  list.  The  work- 

men's compensation  hearings  came  second, 
along  with  the  public  accounts  committee. 

The  minister's  budget,  collective  bargaining 
in  the  public  service,  the  Municipal  Elec- 

tions bill,  the  large  number  of  municipal 

bills  we  have  had,  including  Waterloo,  Sud- 
bury, Timmins  and  so  on;  Phase  3  of  De- 

sign for  Development,  foreign  ownership 
policies,  a  number  of  bills  in  the  field  of 
health    and   the    estimates. 

That  is  to  say  we  have  seen  about  11 

major  categories  of  important  activity  by  this 
Legislature  and  by  the  government. 

What  interested  me  after  I  had  put  it  all 
down,  was  that  the  Minister  of  Treasury, 
Economics  and  Intergovernmental  Affairs  has 
been  intimately  involved  in  seven  out  of 
those  11   areas,  Mr.  Chairman. 

And  it  seems  to  me  and  to  us  on  this  side 
of  the  House  that  this  is  an  example  of  the 
distortion  that  has  been  created  in  the  Cab- 

inet by  the  decision  to  keep  one  person  and 
one  job  in  the  government  as  a  sort  of  Lord 

Pooh-Bah,  the  fellow  who  was  into  every- 
thing, and  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the  present 

minister. 

When  the  government  organization  bill 
was  before  us  some  time  ago,  members  on 
this  side  of  the  House  argued  very  strongly 
that  the  minister  was  taking  on  more  than 
he  could  chew.  And  it  was  suggested  that 
the  kind  of  activities  he  has  been  engaged 
in  and  the  way  in  which  he  is  performing 
them,  and  the  promise  of  the  way  in  which 
he  plans  to  perform  his  role  in  the  future, 
amply  bear  that  out. 
The  minister  has  bitten  off  more  than  he 

can  chew.  The  Duke  of  Chatham  is  attempt- 
ing to  stride  over  the  rest  of  the  government 

and  in  the  process  may  well  stand  in  danger 
of  falling  flat  on  his  face. 

Whether  it  is  something  as  small  as  the 

altercation   between   the   member   for   Grey- 

Bruce  (Mr.  Sargent)  and  the  minister  over  a 
winter  works  programme  at  Southampton;  or 
whether  it  is  the  despicable  way  in  which  the 
minister  has  treated  this  Legislature  in  terms 
of  the  delay  in  bringing  legislation  forward 
from  his  department;  or  whether  it  is  the  way 
in  which  the  minister  idly  tosses  off  plans 
which  ensure  that  there  will  be  little  or  no 

opportunity  for  local  consultation  in  the 
restructuring  of  local  and  regional  govern- 

ment in  the  areas  of  the  Toronto-centred 
region  around  Toronto,  the  minister  is  clearly 
hell-bent  on  a  procedure  by  which  he  will 
make  decisions  and  his  officials  will  make 

decisions,  and  any  pretence  of  democratic 
accountability  will  be  no  more  than  just  a 

pretence. 
It  seems  to  us  that  it  is  time  for  the 

Premier  and  for  the  rest  of  the  cabinet,  in 

fact,  to  put  the  brakes  to  the  arrogation  of 
power  and  the  consequential  arrogance  that 
has  been  displayed  by  the  minister  on  that 
side  of  the  House— that,  in  fact,  the  plan  for 
super  ministries,  which  was  originally  pro- 

posed by  the  government,  already  needs  a 

pretty  substantial  and  fundamental  amend- 
ment and  that  is  in  the  area  of  Treasury, 

Economic  and  Intergovernmental  Affairs. 

The  minister  is  responsible  for  planning. 
He  is  responsible  for  the  economic  health  of 

the  province.  He  is  responsible  for  federal- 
provincial  relations.  He  is  responsible  for 
municipal  affairs.  It  seems  to  us  that  at 
least  some  of  these  functions  should,  in  fact, 
have  been  hived  off. 

Perhaps,  if  one  wished  to  follow  the  model 
that  was  set  up  by  the  government  in  the 
human  resources  and  the  natural  resources 

field  and  the  Justice  field,  maybe  a  cluster 
should  have  been  created  there  in  which  the 

minister  might  have  been  removed  from  his 

attempt  to  stay  in  day-to-day  contact  with 
absolutely  everything  that  passes  under  his 
purview  by  the  appointment  of  ministers  in 
the  field;  say  of  intergovernmental  affairs  and 

of  planning.  He  might  have  kept  responsibil- 
ities for  the  economy  of  the  province  and 

his  post  as  Treasurer,  and  that  the  Minister 
of  Revenue— who  is  now  friendless  for  reasons 

that  go  beyond  his  personality— might  have 
been  included  in  that  cluster  as  well;  and 
it  would  have  fitted  reasonably  well  therein. 

However,  the  present  situation  is  already 
intolerable  and  will,  I  suggest  Mr.  Chairman, 
continue  to  become  more  and  more  intoler- 

able if  it  remains  in  the  present  vein. 

It  is  perhaps  a  bit  difficult  to  comment  on 
all  of  the  government  policy  in  the  field  of 

planning  and  municipal  affairs,  where  I  pro- 
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pose  to  spend  most  of  this  speech.  The  fact  is 
the  government  clearly  does  not  have  a  policy 
right  now;  it  has  an  evolutionary  and  evolving 
series  of  proposals.  At  this  point  the  appear- 

ance of  motion  is  such  that  the  actual  policies 
are  blurred  to  the  point  of  not  being  able  to 
pin  them  down. 
We  do  feel  that  there  are  a  number  of 

areas  in  which  we,  as  the  government,  would 

not  be  following  the  present  minister's  lead; 
and  which  we  feel  deserve  very  serious  con- 

cern in  this  area  of  planning  and  urban 
policy. 

First,  there  is  something  that  I  think  re- 
flects very  directly  on  the  minister  and  the 

kind  of  government  that  he  really  seems  to 
want  to  adopt.  It  is  the  acceptance  of  un- 

restrained growth  in  urban  areas  within  the 
province  and  the  uncritical  way  in  which  he 
welcomes  growth  without  any  particular 
understanding  or  appreciation  of  the  conse- 
quences. 

As  I  recall,  the  Toronto-centred  region  plan 
suggests  that  the  Toronto  region  will  hit  at 
least  four  million  people  by  the  end  of  the 
century  and  that  the  Toronto-centred  region 
may  get  as  many  as  seven  or  eight  million. 
That  is  getting  on  for  two-thirds  of  the  popu- 

lation of  the  province. 

We  ask  whether,  in  fact,  a  city  can  grow 
that  fast  and  whether  or  not  it  is  healthy  for 
the  Toronto-centred  region,  or  for  the  rest  of 
the  province,  that  so  much  of  the  growth  of 
the  province  should  be  concentrated  in  this 
particular  area. 

It  is  a  question  we  will  be  asking  more 
specifically  when  we  come  to  discuss  the  air- 

port decision  tomorrow  or  the  next  day;  when 
we  get  on  to  that  particular  vote  in  the 
estimates.  Is  it  really  the  best  way  to  spend 
the  resources  of  this  province,  to  pour 
$1.5  billion  into  one  location  just  outside  the 
boundaries  of  Metro  Toronto  on  the  pretence 
that  it  will  in  fact  encourage  growth  in  the 
eastern  portion  of  the  province?  Or,  in  fact, 
is  this  growth-centred  decision  simply  not 
another  means  of  encouraging  the  growth  of 
the  Metro  Toronto  area  at  the  expense  of 
the  rest  of  the  province? 

There  is  unquestionably,  Mr.  Chairman, 
an  alliance  between  the  minister  and  the 

minister's  government  and  certain  elements 
in  Ontario  society  hell-bent  on  growth.  There 
is  no  question  in  my  mind,  at  any  rate,  from 
evidence  that  I  have  had  of  the  dependence 
the  government  has  had  on  land  developers 
and  land  speculators  and  people  like  that  for 
campaign  funds;  and  the  very  close  relation- 

ship that  exists  between  the  minister's  party 

and  that  particular  element  in  society.  We 

suggest  it's  an  unhealthy  relationship  and 
one  that  works  against  the  best  interests  of 
most  of  the  population  of  the  province. 

The  minister  must  surely  be  aware  that  at 
the  local  level,  as  well,  this  unholy  alliance 
between  people  who  are  interested  in  growth 
—commercial  interests,  merchants,  land  de- 

velopers, lawyers,  speculators,  and  so  on— 
has  been  enshrined  in  Ontario  life  for  a  cen- 

tury. It  is  something  a  long  time  a-breaking 

and  something  which  the  minister's  policies 
at  this  stage,  at  any  rate,  show  very  little 
sign  of  actually  curbing  in  the  interests  of 
the  wider  population   of  the   province. 

The  minister  states  from  time  to  time  his 

desire  for  consultation  and  for  citizen  par- 
ticipation. We  find,  however,  that  his  pro- 

posals for  regional  government  and  the  other 
proposals  which  come  up  from  the  depart- 

ment, have  the  effect,  the  consequence,  of 
bringing  the  local  level  of  government  away 
from  citizen  participation;  of  bringing  re- 

gional planning  away  from  any  meaningful 
involvement.  In  fact,  the  minister  even  goes 
so  far  as  to  rule  out  wide  sectors  of  the 
community  when  it  comes  to  participation  in 
the  new  regional  plans. 

Design  for  Development,  while  it  is  a 
framework  for  provincial  planning,  is  a 
framework  which  has  so  far  not  been  filled 
in  in  any  meaningful  way.  As  a  consequence, 
the  regional  planning  suffers.  It  suffers  by 
the  distortions  and  contradictions  between 

the  Toronto- centred  region  plan  and  the 
plans  coming  up  for  other  portions  of  the 

province.  They  simply  don't  fit  into  a  whole. 
You  cannot  develop  the  north;  you  can- 

not develop  eastern  Ontario;  you  cannot 
develop  the  other  portions  of  the  province 

if,  in  fact,  the  minister's  policy  and  the  gov- 
ernment's policy  are  that  growth  all  be  con- 

centrated in  the  Toronto-centred  region. 

There's  nothing  left  over,  and  the  rest  of  the 
province  simply  stagnates. 

That  gets  you  down  to  urban  planning  as 
well.  In  the  absence  of  a  recreational  plan 
for  the  province,  in  the  absence  of  a  trans- 

portation plan  for  the  province,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  an  agricultural  plan  for  the  prov- 

ince, how  on  earth  can  the  regional  develop- 
ment bodies  really  work  constructively?  If 

they  can't  work  constructively,  how  is  it  pos- 
sible for  the  planning  of  the  regional  munici- 

palities of  the  larger  cities  to  be  carried  on? 
It  becomes  very  difficult  if,  in  fact,  not  im- 

possible. 
I  give  a  very  simple  example  which 

doesn't    impinge    directly    on    the    minister's 
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department,  but  in  which  the  minister's  de- 
partment should  be  very  intimately  involved. 

In  western  Ontario  right  now,  there  has  been 
a  series  of  hearings  by  the  federal  House, 

which  has  resulted  in  fact,  in  a  recommenda- 
tion that  the  railway  service  withdrawn  in 

those  areas  a  year  or  so  ago,  now  be  rein- 
stated. 

The  minister  in  the  government  knows,  as 
we  know,  that  the  subsidies  necessary  in 
order  to  carry  out  that  railway  service  will 
be  very  heavy.  There  is  a  fairly  adequate 
highway  network  in  that  area.  There  are 
many  communities  that  now  have  neither 
adequate  rail  nor  bus  transportation.  For  the 
cost  of  the  subsidies  required  to  build  up 
and  to  reinstate  the  rail  services  that  have 

now  been  recommended  by  the  House  of 
Commons  transportation  committee,  it  would 
be  possible,  in  fact,  to  have  an  integrated 
transportation  network  relying  on  bus  as  well 
as  rail  services  right  through  western 
Ontario. 

Leadership  in  that  regard  ought  to  come 

from  the  minister's  department  as  well  as 
from  the  Department  of  Transportation  and 
Communications.  But  that  leadership  is  not 
there.  The  framework  of  a  provincial  plan  is 
not  there. 

It  is  possibly  the  ideology  of  the  minister 

not  to  go  there  or  only  to  go  there  by  grad- 
ual degrees  as  it  becomes  absolutely  un- 

avoidable. I  would  suggest  that  this  does 
seem  to:  be  the  policy  of  the  government.  If 
it  is  moving  toward  provincial  planning,  it 
is  doing  so  purely  out  of  necessity  and  out 
of  no  sense  of  ideological  commitment. 

We  .find  inexcusable  the  government's 
failure  to  come  to  any  decision  or  any  policy 
as  regards  what  must  surely  be  the  single 
most  important  and  most  intractable  prob- 

lem in  urban  development  right  now— and 
that  is  the  problem  of  land. 

We  on  this  side  of  the  House  would  like 

to  see  something  more  than  the  piddling 
pepper  pot  kind  of  land  banking  in  which 
the  government  is  now  engaged;  in  which 
it  has  10,000  or  12,000  acres  scattered  across 
the  province  through  the  Ontario  Housing 
Corporation,  but  in  which  it  has  been  un- 

willing to  show  any  leadership  in  an  overall 
policy  that  would  stop  the  dizzy  spiral  of 
land  prices  and  that  would  permit  adequate 
and  sensible  urban  planning,  based  on  public 
rather  than  private  control  of  the  major  por- 

tion of  development  land  around  our  rapidly 
growing  cities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  no  radical  kind  of 
policy,    no    pipedream    of   the    NDP,    I    can 

assure  the  minister.  In  fact,  public  land  devel- 
opment is  something  which  has  been  prac- 

tised in  Europe  for  very  many  years.  It  is 
something  which  was  originally  introduced 
in  Sweden  by  a  Conservative  government 
several  decades  ago.  It  is  something  which 
has  been  practised  for  20  years  by  the  town 
of  Red  Deer  in  Alberta  under  a  Social  Credit 

government— and  they  can  hardly  be  accused 
of  being  radicals;  it  was  proposed  by  the 
task  force  on  housing  and  urban  development 
led  by  Paul  Hellyer  who  again,  in  view  of 
of  his  political  evolution,  can  hardly  be 
accused  of  being  so  much  a  radical;  and  at 

times  it  is  a  policy  which  is  accepted,  half- 
heartedly to  be  sure,  by  this  government. 

In  the  case  of  Cedarwood,  North  Pickering, 
the  proposed  new  town  near  the  airport,  the 
government  has  moved  in  to  expropriate  land 
and  to  direct  the  development  of  that  new 
town.  We  regret  the  fact  that  it  now  turns 

around  and  says,  "Well,  once  we  have  decided 
what  we  are  going  to  do  with  the  place,  we 
will  sell  the  land  off  to  developers  and  they 

can  go  on  from  there."  We  regret  that,  but 
at  least  they  have  made  a  start.  We  regret 
the  fact  that  the  new  town  of  Cedarwood 
seems  to  be  created  more  as  an  excuse  for  an 

inadequate  decision  about  the  location  of  an 
airport  than  as  a  genuine  venture  in  urban 
planning. 

However,  the  present  situation  in  land 
development  is  not  only  costly,  it  is  also 

grossly  inefficient.  Developers  go  along  ne- 
gotiating options  for  a  subdivision;  the  lands 

most  ripe  for  development  have  a  very  heavy 

price  because  the  owners  feel  that  they  can 

get  what  the  market  will  bear.  The  munici- 
pality is  liable  to  be  held  up  for  ransom  for 

costly  extensions  of  services,  or  if  it  does 
extend  services,  the  benefit  in  terms  of  the 
increase  of  value  of  land  goes  not  to  the 

municipality,  except  indirectly  and  over  a 
very  long  term,  but  to  the  private  landowner, 
whose  land  happens  to  lie  in  the  wake  of 
the  extension  of  services. 

In  addition,  because  of  procedures  some  of 
which  the  minister  is  responsible  for,  it  takes 

up  to  four  years  from  the  initiation  of  sub- 
division until  the  time  that  lots  are  actually 

marketed.  Because  of  the  very  heavy  carrying 
charges,  an  additional  cost  is  laid  eventually 
on  the  fellow  who  rents  an  apartment  or  who 
buys  a  home  on  the  land  which  has  had  to 
traverse  this  incredible  maze  of  red  tape. 
There  has  been  very  little  leadership  from  the 
government  in  terms  of  trying  to  find  means 
of  shortening  this  procedure. 
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We  suggest  that  one  of  the  prime  means  is 
for  the  land  to  be  in  public  hands  rather  than 
in  private  hands.  That  time  factor  alone  can 
mean  that  between  the  time  the  land  is  ac- 

quired or  an  option  is  put  on  it  and  the  time 
it  becomes  actually  open  for  development  in 
four  years,  as  much  as  50  to  75  per  cent  is 
added,  through  carrying  costs  alone,  to  the 
prijCe  of  the  land.  The  municipalities,  aware 
of  their  tax  problems  and  working  on  an 
inadequate  tax  base,  turn  around  and  insist 
that  subdivisions  be  built  to  a  very  high 

standard— a  standard  so  high  in  fact,  that  it 
virtually  rules  out  the  provision  of  lower 
moderate  income  housing  by  the  private 

sector.  It  also  puts  an  added  burden  on  pub- 
lic housing  through  the  Ontario  Housing 

Corporation,  because  our  new  subdivisions 
are  simply  not  within  the  economic  reach  of 
people  of  moderate  incomes. 

Finally,  the  developers  take  their  profit 
once  all  of  the  overheads  have  been  built  in. 

Then  you  get  a  situation  where  land  that 
might  have  been  sold  in  the  raw  state  for 
$10,000  or  $15,000  an  acre  is  retailed  in  the 
City  of  Toronto,  for  example,  at  $60,000, 
$70,000  or  $100,000  an  acre,  because  of  all 
the  varying  costs  that  are  put  in. 

The  fact  is  that  in  Red  Deer,  in  Saskatoon, 

and  in  Sweden  for  a  very  long  time,  the  mu- 
nicipalities have  had  powers  which  they  lack 

here  in  Ontario.  They  have  simply  been  buy- 
ing land  sufficiently  far  ahead  of  demand 

that  they  get  it  at  a  reasonable  price.  Land 
costs  are  controlled  not  by  the  private  sector, 
but  by  the  municipality,  or  in  Sweden,  by  the 

local  governments  and  the  national  govern- 
ment. 

The  municipality  is  able  to  decide  in  terms 
of  the  public  priorities,  the  way  in  which 
that  land  will  be  developed,  and  the  way  in 
which  the  benefits  are  enjoyed  by  the  col- 

lectivity—that is,  by  the  public  either  in  the 
form  of  lower  land  costs  and  therefore,  ulti- 

mately lower  housing  costs;  in  the  form  of 
better  planning,  more  efficient  servicing,  more 
orderly  development,  the  elimination  of  any 

shortage  of  building  lots  and  in  more  gener- 
ous and  better  planned  open  space,  parks, 

and  school  sites. 

Given  the  fact  that  land  values  increase, 
not  because  of  what  developers  do  to  the 
land,  not  because  of  what  the  farmer  or  the 
little  old  lady  or  the  director  of  Revenue 

Properties,  or  whoever  it  is,  do  to  the  land— 
those  are  socially  created  values,  Mr.  Chair- 

man—given that  fact,  then  those  values  ought 
to  accrue  to  the  community  and  not  to  the 
developer.  Not  to  all  those  developers  who 

have  made  so  many  millions— so  many  unjust 
millions— and  which  are  now  being  paid  back 
by  people  who  are  paying  rent  or  buying 

property. 
There  is,  in  fact,  absolutely  no  yardstick 

for  measuring  the  value  of  subdivision  land 
around  a  city,  except  what  the  market  will 
bear.  The  planning  procedures,  the  reluctance 
which  is  natural,  and  in  fact  with  which  we 

agree,  to  continue  low  density  development 
at  an  infinite  rate  because  of  the  problems 
that  this  creates  in  terms  of  pollution  and  in 
terms  of  transportation,  all  have  the  effect 
of  creating  a  shortage  of  that  kind  of  land. 

The  market  therefore  goes  up.  People  hold 

out.  Developers  who  want  to  build  find  them- 
selves compelled  to  pay  very  high  prices, 

and  eventually  they  pass  them  on  to  the  indi- 
viduals. The  sky  is  simply  the  limit.  The 

values  that  are  put  on  this  land  are  something 

which  are  quite  arbitrary  and  only  serve  to 
line  private  pockets  when,  in  fact,  the 
policies  about  smaller  lots,  the  policies  about 
restricting  the  outward  growth  of  cities,  and 

so  on,  can  and  should  be  efficiently  adminis- 
tered by  local  governments,  by  the  provincial 

government,  through  public  ownership  of 
land. 

You  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  housing  isn't 
something  that  you  go  out  and  buy  in  the 
same  way  as  you  buy  a  frisbee,  or  a  Buick 
or  something  like  that,  down  at  the  corner 

store  or  at  the  corner  car  merchant.  It  isn't 

a  luxury,  it  isn't  an  option,  it's  a  necessity, 
an  essential  right  in  this  community.  It  is 
time  we  stopped  allowing  private  speculators 
to  hold  the  community  up  to  ransom  in  the 

way  they  develop  land  and  make  the  com- 
munity pay  the  price. 

That  brings  me  to  the  question  of  housing, 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  don't  want  to  speak  too  long 
about  it  because  we  have  already  raised  a 

number  of  points  under  the  Revenue  Minis- 
ter's estimates.  However,  I  think  that  equally 

with  other  ministers  in  the  government,  this 

particular  minister,  who  is  essentially  the 
urban  affairs  minister,  or  urban  policy  minis- 

ter, ought  to  be  aware  of  the  problems  of 
housing  in  this  province,  and  ought  to  be 
enunciating  an  over-view,  an  overall  housing 

policy  for  the  province. 
We  have  listened  in  vain  for  that  overall 

housing  policy.  We  listened  in  vain  for  a 
government  statement  that  it  is  a  right  for 
people  to  have  adequate  housing  in  this 
province,  and  not  a  luxury.  We  have  listened 
in  vain  for  the  minister  to  enunciate  guide- 

lines in  terms  of  the  planning  of  new  towns, 
old    towns,    expansion    of   big    cities,    or   in 
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smaller  areas;  that  land  ought  to  be  de- 
veloped in  such  a  way  that  housing  is  avail- 

able to  all  income  groups  and  not  to  the 
middle  and  upper  income  groups.  We  have 
listened  in  vain  for  that.  We  have  listened  in 

vain  for  any  enunciation  by  the  government 

of  the  volume  of  housing,  not  what  they  pre- 

dict will  come,  but  that's  here  in  the  budget 
-they  predict  that  93,000  units  will  be  built. 
We  have  listened  for  the  government  to 

state  how  many  are  needed  this  year,  and 
what  policies  the  government  is  following  in 
order  to  ensure  that  the  housing  that  is 
needed  this  year  is  actually  built.  That  the 
housing  that  is  needed,  not  just  to  meet  the 
demand  of  people  moving  and  people  getting 
married,  and  young  people  going  out  into 
jobs  and  requiring  apartments  of  their  own, 
but  also,  to  catch  up  on  the  gap  of  housing 
that  exists  in  this  province,  and  that  has 
existed  so  shamefully  for  so  many  years. 

There  is  evidence,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
families  are  now  doubling  up.  We  have  had  a 
consistent  undoubling  of  families  over  the 
last  25  years,  and  yet  there  is  now  evidence 

that  some  families  may  be  doubling  up  be- 
cause of  the  sorry  housing  conditions  that 

still,  in  fact,  exist  in  this  affluent  province. 
We  have  had  no  indication  of  any  leadership 
or  any  policy  from  the  government  in  that 
particular  regard. 

I  also  listened  rather  wistfully  for  some- 
thing more  than  the  feeble  enunciation  of 

policies  by  this  minister  of  the  government 
in  the  area  of  municipal  finance.  The  min- 

ister said  in  April  of  1972  in  a  speech  to 
the  Association  of  Counties  and  Regions  of 
Ontario,  that  no  mention  of  municipal  prob- 

lems would  be  complete  without  some 
reference  to  tax  bases.  He  stated  that  On- 

tario's proposals  for  reorganization  at  the 
local  level,  coupled  with  Ontario's  con- 

tinuing programme  of  tax  reform,  "will 
eventually  eliminate  the  familiar  old  picture 
of  municipalities  scrambling  to  attract  de- 

velopment and  the  assessment  dollars  that 

go  with  it." 
The  minister  admitted  that  municipalities 

had  been  driven  to  offering  enticements  to 

industry  or  to  commerce  for  no  other  pur- 
pose than  to  get  a  better  tax  break.  But  all 

he  could  promise  was  that  eventually  some- 
thing would  be  done.  We  submit,  Mr.  Chair- 

man, that  for  something  to  be  done  eventually 
is  simply  not  good  enough. 

One  of  the  most  damning  documents  that 

was  appended  to  the  minister's  budget,  Mr. 
Chairman,  was  the  results  of  the  Guelph 
survey   on   the   way   in   which   the   property 

tax,  which  is  the  major  source  of  revenue, 
actually  affected  people  at  different  income 
levels.  The  Guelph  results  showed  that  for 
a  family  with  a  gross  income  before  tax  of 

$3,000  to  $3,500-that  is  a  family  that  prob- 
ably will  pay  no  income  tax  under  the  new 

federal  income  tax  legislation— property  tax 
was  10  per  cent  of  their  gross  income. 

At  the  $6,000  level  it  was  five  per  cent 
of  their  gross  income,  and  at  a  $25,000  level 
it  was  two  per  cent  of  their  gross  income. 

The  proposals  the  minister  brought  down 

in  his  budget  and  which  we  saw  in  legisla- 
tion some  time  ago,  will  affect  that,  granted, 

but  they  will  not  affect  it  very  much.  You 
will  still  have  a  position  where  low  income 
families  pay  a  higher  proportion  of  their 
income  in  property  tax  after  the  tax  credits 
which  the  minister  has  now  put  into  law, 
than  families  with  incomes  of  $25,000  or 

$50,000. 
In  other  words  it  will  not  even  be  a  pro- 

portional tax  system,  such  as  the  sales  tax, 
which  is  bad  enough;  it  will  be  the  most 
regressive  kind  of  tax  system  that  still  exists 
in  any  portion  of  this  province  or  for  that 
matter  of  this  country.  The  property  tax  is 

purely  and  clearly  regressive  and  the  min- 
ister's promises  of  tax  reform  some  time  in 

the  future  have  not  been  met  by  the  per- 
formance that  he  has  showed  us  to  date. 

These  have  been  nothing  else  but  small 

potatoes  in  the  whole  government  pro- 

gramme. 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  quoted  these  very 

interesting  figures  several  times— those  re- 

leased by  the  minister's  own  department— 
about  the  kind  of  tax  burden  that  is  imposed 
in  various  parts  of  the  province  on  municipal 
taxpayers.  It  varies  sharply  either  on  a  per 

capita  basis  or  on  a  per  household  basis  be- 
tween different  parts  of  the  province.  Since 

most  of  the  assistance  that  the  province  gives 
to  municipalities  is  on  a  conditional  basis, 

that  is  tied  to  the  municipality's  own  ability 
to  spend  from  its  own  tax  resources,  this 
means  that  a  totally  inequitable  system  of 

municipal  finance  that  still  prevails,  a  sys- 

tem which  the  minister's  unconditional  grant 
structures  have  done  virtually  nothing  to 
resolve  or  to  cure. 

When  you  get  situations  where  the  re- 
sources available  to  communities  can  vary 

between  $77  and  $170  in  towns  of  less  than 

5,000  persons— in  counties  the  range  is  prob- 
ably broader  than  that,  it  is  simply  a  figure 

that  I  pulled  out  of  the  first  page  I  looked 
at— the  tax  resources  can  vary  between  $130 
per    capita    in    Georgetown    and    $235    per 
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capita  in  Oakville.  In  cities,  you  can  get  a 
difference  of  between  $148  in  North  Bay  or 
$144  in  Orillia,  on  the  one  hand,  going  up 
to  $231  tax  roll  per  capita  in  Ottawa. 

These  figures  don't  reflect  that  great  a 
variation  in  mill  rates,  Mr.  Chairman.  They 
reflect  a  difference  in  the  property  tax  base 
of  these  various  communities,  but  because 

the  minister's  own  payments  to  these 
municipalities  are  related  to  their  ability  to 
pay,  the  local  tax  base,  the  local  tax  roll  is 
what  governs  whether  there  are  resources  in 
these  communities  to  do  things  for  the 
population  or  not.  The  consequence  is  that 
there  is  a  very  severe  inequity  in  terms  of 
municipal  services  between  the  have  and 
the  have-not  municipalities  and  the  $10  or 
$15  per  capita  maximum  of  unconditional 

grants  which  the  minister's  department  now 
hands  out  is  really  peanuts  compared  with 
what  these  municipalities   need. 

To  say  that  tax  reform  will  eventually 
bring  equity  is  not  good  enough.  Since  1968, 
we  on  this  side  of  the  House  have  been 
proposing  a  comprehensive  programme  to 
equalize  services  in  municipalities  around 
the  province,  based  on  an  equitable  tax  rate 
right  through  the  province  and  an  equaliza- 

tion which  would  come  out  of  progressive 
tax  resources  through  the  provincial  govern- 

ment. We  would  have  wished  that  we  had 
seen  some  response  and  some  action  from 
the  government  rather  than  its  decision  to 
simply  enshrine  the  present  system. 
We  also  find  it  hard  to  understand  why 

the  government  has  continued  to  stick  with 
the  present  system  of  municipal  bond  fi- 

nancing which  inevitably  puts  municipalities, 
and  therefore  municipal  taxpayers,  at  a  dis- 

advantage in  the  bond  markets  and  is  an 
inefficient  and  unnecessary  system  of  finance 
compared  with  the  alternatives  that  are 
available. 

There  must  still  be  hundreds  of  municipal 
bodies  with  powers  for  raising  funds  through 
debentures  in  the  province  right  now,  who 
have  to  raise  funds  through  their  own  deben- 

tures because  there  is  no  other  vehicle  avail- 
able to  them. 

The  creation  of  regional  governments  has 
integrated  the  raising  of  debenture  funds 
in  the  larger  municipalities  and  the  sur- 

rounding townships  and  suburbs  of  places 
such  as  Toronto  and  Ottawa,  and  now  in 
Waterloo,  Sudbury  and  in  Niagara,  and  so 
forth.  But  what  that  means  for  those  who 

aren't  in  that  system,  is  that  they  are  still  in 
the  dark  ages  and  are  having  to  pay  a  very 

severe  penalty,  Mr.  Chairman— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  are  having  to  pay  a 
very  severe  penalty  in  terms  of  the  interest 
rate  and  the  terms  and  conditions  under 
which  they  work. 

I  see  it  is  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  but  I  do  have 
some  more  comments  to  make  and  there- 

fore, I  would  like  to— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Perhaps  this  would  be  a 

good  place  to  break. 

It  being  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  I  do  now  leave 
the  chair  and  we  will  resume  at  eight. 

It  being  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House  took recess. 



CONTENTS 

Monday,  June  26,  1972 

Licensing  of  dental  technologists,  statement  by  Mr.  Welch     4189 

Mining  Act  revision,  statement  by  Mr.  Bernier     4190 

Pinery  provincial  park,  questions  of  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon     4190 

St.  Catharines  inquest,  questions  of  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon     4191 

Implementation  of  report  on  status  of  women,  questions  of  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  4191 

Newmarket  commuter  services,  question  of  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon     4192 

Licensing  of  dental  technologists,  questions  of  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Lewis,  Mr.  Reid     4192 

Governance  of  health  disciplines,  questions  of  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Lewis,  Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  4193 

Ontario  Hydro  labour  dispute,  questions  of  Mr.  Cuindon:  Mr.  Lewis     4194 

Rights  for  taxi  drivers,  questions  of  Mr.  Cuindon:  Mr.  Lewis     4194 

Dwelling  insurance  increase,  questions  of  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Lewis,  Mr.  Singer     4194 

Statement  by  Treasurer,  question  of  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Lewis     4196 

Philathea  College  degrees,  questions  of  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Reid     4196 

Response  to  Quebec  action  on  stock  sales  tax,  questions  of  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Shulman, 
Mr.  Lewis,  Mr.  Lawlor     4197 

Licensing  of  dental  technologists,  question  of  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Singer     4198 

Algonquin  College,  questions  of  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Cassidy     4198 

Use  of  Hydro  helicopters  to  aid  crash  victims,  questions  of  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Sargent     4199 

Grain  elevator  emission  control  programme,  question  of  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Burr     4199 

Temporary  liquor  store,  question  of  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Stokes     4199 

Jurisdiction  of  Hamilton  bay,  questions  of  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Deans     4200 

Underground  storage  of  propane  gas,  question  of  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  B.  Newman     4200 

Accident  on  Highway  8,  question  of  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Lawlor     4200 

Allowance  for  teaching  experience  in  universities,  question  of  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Paterson  4201 

Reports,    Department    of    Financial    and    Commercial    Affairs,    1971,    and    Registrar 
General,   1971       4201 

Licensing  and  Practice  of  Dental  Technologists,  bill  to  provide  for,  Mr.  Welch,  first 
reading      4201 

Dentistry  Act,  bill  to  amend,  Mr.  Welch,  first  reading     4201 

Landlord  and  Tenant  Act,  bill  to  amend,  Mr.  Bales,  first  reading     4202 

Estimates,  Office  of  the  Premier,  Mr.  Davis,  concluded     4202 

Estimates,  Cabinet  Office,  Mr.  Davis     4207 

Estimates,  Ministry  of  Treasury,  Economics  and  Intergovernmental  Affairs, 
Mr.  McKeough     4227 

Recess,   6  o'clock      4235 







No.  104 

ONTARIO 

Hegtelature  of  (Ontario 

OFFICIAL  REPORT  —  DAILY  EDITION 

Second  Session  of  the  Twenty-Ninth  Legislature 

Monday,  June  26,  1972 
Evening  Session 

Speaker:  Honourable  Allan  Edward  Reuter 
Clerk:  Roderick  Lewis,  QC 

THE  QUEEN'S  PRINTER  AND  PUBLISHER 
TORONTO 

1972 

Price  per  session,  $10.00.  Address,  Clerk  of  the  House,  Parliament  Bldgs.,  Toronto 



CONTENTS 

(Daily  index  of  proceedings  appears  at  back  of  this  issue.) 



4239 

LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 

The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.m. 

ESTIMATES,   MINISTRY   OF  TREASURY, 
ECONOMICS,  AND 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

( continued ) 

Mr.  Chairman:  When  we  rose  at  6  o'clock, 
I  believe  the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  East 

—Ottawa  Centre,  pardon  me— had  the  floor. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  The 
member  for  Ottawa  Centre— the  member  for 
Ottawa  East  (Mr.  Roy)  happens  to  be  of  the 
declining  political  party. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted  to  revert  to  one 
or  two  comments  I  made  before  because  I 

was  thinking  about  them  during  supper 

break  and  realizing  that  perhaps  I  hadn't 
been  quite  explicit  in  suggesting  the  danger 
to  the  government  and  to  the  province  that 

is  entailed  in  having  the  Treasurer  (Mr.  Mc- 
Keough)  playing  the  role  of  the  Pooh-Bah 
of  the  Conservative  administration. 

Mr.  B.  Gilbertson  (Algoma):  The  what? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  Pooh-Bah.  If  you  re- 
member your  Gilbert  and  Sullivan,  he  was 

the  fellow  who  did  everything,  only  I  think 
in  Gilbert  and  Sullivan  he  did  it  rather  bet- 

ter than  the  minister  is  doing  it  right  now. 

I  mentioned  a  number  of  major  areas  in 
which  we  have  been  involved  over  the  last 
four  or  five  months  in  which  the  minister 

had  been  involved.  I  thought  I  would  run 
through  them  very  quickly,  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
order  to  flesh  out  what  I  have  to  say  and 
explain  why  we,  in  fact,  are  concerned  now 
for  the  government  at  the  creation  of  Lord 
Darcy  and  the  kind  of  role  he  has  to  play. 

In  fact,  I  think  those  who  ran  against 

him  for  the  leadership  and  have  found  them- 
selves shoved  up  into  petty  policy  develop- 

ment areas  without  much  power,  should  be 
concerned,  too,  because  their  arch  rival 
turns  out  to  have  been  given  much  more 
equal  powers  than  they  have  as  lieutenants 
to  the  Premier,  (Mr.  Davis),  and  I  hope 
the  Premier  has  a  look  at  these  comments 
since  he  is  not  here. 

Monday,  June  26,  1972 

In  the  case  of  the  airport,  for  example. 
The  federal  government  wanted  to  build  an 
airport  and  this  government  simply  accepted 
that  as  a  decision  which  was  not  to  be 

challenged.  It  came  out  pressured  for  a 
location  on  the  eastern  side  of  Metro  for 

reasons  of  economic  development,  but  with- 
out ever  coming  to  grips  with  the  basic 

question  of  whether  or  not  the  airport  was 

necessary,  or  how  else  the  $1.5  billion  in- 
volved could  in  fact  have  been  spent.  This 

was  a  kind  of  supine  acceptance  of  the  fed- 
eral decision.  Or  maybe  it  is  a  simple  de- 

sire to  do  the  same  as  Quebec,  because  Que- 
bec got  a  new  airport  therefore  they  feel 

that  Ontario  should  have  a  new  airport  as 
well,  speaks  ill  of  the  government  and  of 
the  abilities  that  the  government  is  so  prone 
to  vaunt. 

Another  example:  The  public  accounts 
committee  this  year,  I  think,  has  had  an 
historic  significance  and  certainly  it  has  been 
the  most  effective  public  accounts  committee 

that  has  existed  within  this  Legislature  with- 
in   living   memory. 

When  the  committee  sought  broader 
powers,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  minister  acceded. 
He  went  along  with  it  but  only  after  an 
intemperate  and  totally  unnecessary  outburst 
here  in  the  Legislature.  I  would  say  to  the 
minister  that  he  should  not  fool  himself. 

In  making  that  kind  of  attack  and  trying  to 
curb  the  powers  of  the  committee  by  words 

—even  though  he  didn't  have  the  guts  to 
actually  refuse  the  request— it  is  clear  from 
my  work  on  the  committee  and  from  the 
work  of  other  members  in  the  committee, 

that  the  government  backbenchers  in  that 
committee  were  just  as  aroused  and  affronted 

by  the  minister's  ill-disguised  attempt  to muzzle  the  committee  as  were  the  members 

of  the  opposition. 

Mr.  Gilbertson:  What  are  you  trying  to 
do? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Then  there  was  the  question 

of  the  budget,  which  all  of  the  Tory  back- 
benchers certainly  have  to  share  responsi- 

bility for.  And  I  see  no  excuse  to  be  chari- 
table to  the  minister  in  an  early  attempt  at 
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budget-making.  It  was  a  con  job  of  astro- 
nomic proportions,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  shows 

that  whatever  the  minister's  abilities  may  be 
—I  don't  wish  to  comment  on  those  right 
now— he   knows   where   his   interests   lie. 

It  was  a  budget,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  took 
$150  million  from  tenants  and  homeowners 
without  taking  a  nickel  back  from  the  30 

per  cent  tax  cut  that  was  given  to  the  cor- 
porations last  year.  In  fact  he  gave  them 

a  bit  more  through  the  brewers  and  the  dis- 
tillers. Then  he  came  along  and  took  an- 

other $140-odd  million  dollars  again  from 
the  little  people,  the  ordinary  taxpayers,  of 
this  province. 

What  it  showed  to  us  was  that  whenever 

it  comes  to  a  crunch,  the  minister  will  line 

up  with  the  corporate  interests  in  this  prov- 
ince, that  his  vast  interest  is  with  the  cor- 

porate sector  and  that  he  clearly  wants  to 
stick  the  little  guy  as  much  and  as  often  as 
he  can  get  away  with.  That  is  the  kind  of 
Treasurer  that  you  fellows  are  stuck  with, 

and  if  you  don't  watch  out  you  will  be  stuck 
with  him  for  a  long  time. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  have  some  powers  you 
know.  In  the  caucus  rooms  you  can  say 
what  a  disaster  this  fellow  is.  You  can  work 

at  it,  you  can  talk  to  the  Premier  and  say 
that  before  he  goes  up  to  Ottawa  he  should 

do  something  about  this  fellow  McKeough— 

Mr.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Grenville-Dundas):  We 
think  he  is  terrific. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Get  him  sent  out  to  Ontario 
House  where  he  can  represent  the  province 
and  be  a  long  way  away  and  do  as  little 

damage  as  possible,  but  don't  keep  him  here. 

An  hon.  member:  That  would  be  all  right. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  will  give  you  another  ex- 
ample. The  minister,  kicking  and  screaming, 

was  dragged  into  the  20th  century  in  agree- 
ing to  some  reforms  in  municipal  electoral 

law.  But  the  law  that  he  and  his  department 
and  this  government  introduced  still  clings, 
for  reasons  that  are  quite  unnecessary,  to  a 

number  of  archaic  and  undemocratic  poli- 
tical practices  that  could  have  been  swept 

away  with  the  flick  of  a  finger  and  nothing 
more. 

The  fact  that  non-Tesidents  are  still  able 
to  vote;  the  fact  that  corporations  are  still 

able  to  cast  a  vote  on  many  bylaws,  accord- 
ing to  the  bill  as  it  now  stands  before  the 

Legislature;  the  idea  of  a  proxy  vote,  after 

some    generous    and    necessary    changes    on 
advanced  voting. 

What  astounded  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  was 
that  when  the  government  finally  was  moved 

to  eliminate  multiple  voting  within  a  munici- 

pality it  didn't  even  seize  the  chance  there 
to  claim  that  it  was  doing  it  for  reasons  of 
democratic  principle,  because  the  multiple 
vote  was  wrong  on  any  democratic  principle 
you  could  find.  No,  what  it  did  was  it  blamed 
the  computer  and  it  said  that  it  had  to  do 

this  because  the  computer  couldn't  handle 
the  archaic  system  that  the  government 
really  preferred  to  keep  up  to. 

We  have  had  a  mess  of  municipal  bills, 
and  their  introduction  into  this  House  is 

notable  for  being  inefficient  and  undemo- 
cratic, for  violating  and  abusing  not  only 

the  rights  of  this  Legislature— which  I  think 
should  concern  every  backbencher  here— but 
certainly  also  of  the  public  concern,  the  peo- 

ple of  this  province,  the  voters  and  taxpay- 
ers of  this  province. 

Mr.  A.  Carmthers  (Durham):  That's  dis- crimination. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  There  was  a  revealing  com- 
ment by  the  Attorney  General  (Mr.  Bales) 

the  other  day  in  the  Legislature  when  he 

talked  about  how  we  would  process  legisla- 
tion as  though  this  was  a  factory  and  not  a 

Legislature  with  almost  1,000  years  of  tradi- 
tion behind  it.  The  minister  has  shown  no 

compunction  in  bringing  legislation  which 
has  been  in  the  works  in  his  department  for 
months,  and  in  many  cases  for  years,  into 
this  Legislature  at  the  very  last  minute,  and 
then  expecting  that  the  trained  seals  on  the 
Tory  backbenches  will  go  along  and  push 
them  through. 

An  hon.  member:  How  about  the  trained 
seals  on  the  NDP  side? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  His  timetable  has  left  no  time 

for  adequate  debate  and  serious  considera- 
tion, nor  has  it  left  time  for  any  serious 

consultation   with    the   municipalities. 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  Coming 
to   life    eli? 

Mr.  Carmthers:  Are  you  a  Waffler  or  a 
waffier? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  In  a  number  of  cases- 

Mr.  Gilbertson:  Just  a  lot  of  nonsense. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  You  are  getting  through  to 
them,  Mike. 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  Okay,  that's  fine,  it's  about time. 

Interjections   by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  If  you  don't  want  me  to  say 
these  things  get  rid  of  the  minister;  it  is  as 
simple  as  that. 

Mr.  Irvine:  We  won't  get  rid  of  the  min- 
ister, we  will  get  rid  of  you  first. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  These  are  truths  that  have 
to  be  said  and  have  to  be  said  to  the  Legis- 

lature and  to  the  public. 

Interjection   by  hon.   member. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  you  get  rid  of  the 
minister. 

Mr.   Ferrier:  You're  getting  to  them. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I'll  be  around  longer  than the  minister. 

An  hon.  member:  Want  to  make  a  bet  on 
that? 

Interjections    by   hon.   members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  can  give  an  example,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

An  hon.  member:  Yes,  do  that. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Sure,  on  Tuesday,  tomorrow, 
with  the  Regional  Municipality  of  Waterloo 
bill  now  past  its  second  reading,  his  Majesty, 
the  Duke  of  Chatham,  is  graciously  deign- 

ing to  go  down  and  have  a  three  or  four- 
hour  meeting  with  people  in  the  Chatham 
area,  along  with  the  parliamentary  assistant. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Cha- 
tham? Waterloo. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  He  is  get- 
ting all  mixed  up. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  And  then  there  was  a  very 
good  chance,  I  was  told  today,  that  the 
committee  stage  of  the  bill— in  which  any 
amendments  will  come  formally  before  us, 
or  can  be  made  by  this  side  of  the  House- 
will  come  immediately  afterwards.  That  cer- 

tainly doesn't  indicate  that  the  minister  plans 
to  take  at  all  seriously  any  representations 
which  may  be  made  to  him  at  this  last- 
minute  opportunity  of  consultation  with  peo- 

ple in  the  area. 

I  don't  even  know  if  he  has  that  kind  of 
plan  for  the  Sudbury  bill.  I  believe  there 
was  an  intention  to  have  a  meeting  with 
people  in  Sudbury,  I  think  it  was  this  eve- 

ning, and  originally  there  was  a  pledge  that 
the  bill  would  not  even  get  second  reading 
until  there  had  been  consultation  with  peo- 

ple in  the  area.  However,  it  too  has  passed 
second  reading. 

There  is  no  excuse  saying,  "Well  these 
proposals  have  been  around  for  a  long  time." Granted,  in  some  form  or  another,  they  have. 
But  the  ministerial  statements  of  eight  or  10 
months  ago  were  not  the  same  as  the  local 
government  reviews  in  those  two  cases,  and  it 
is  impossible  for  the  municipalities  concerned 
to  comment  realistically;  they  are  only  an- 

swering hypothetical  questions  until  they 
actually  see  a  bill  and  can  comment  on  the 
actual  proposals  that  will  be  made  by  the 

government. 
But  in  the  case  of  Waterloo  and  Sudbury 

—two  very  important  local  government  re- 
forms and  the  Timmins  bill  as  well— they 

get  introduced  at  the  last  minute.  And  then 
the  minister  arrogantly  expects  this  Legis- 

lature and  the  public  concerned  to  see  them 
passed  within  a  matter  of  a  week  or  10  days. 

The  Planning  Act  amendments— major 
principles  involved  there— and  again  the 
minister  introduces  this  without  even  any 
advance  warning  last  Thursday  that  he  had 
some  intentions  of  moving  at  the  very  last 
minute. 

In  the  case  of  the  bill  giving  regional 

transit  powers  to  the  municipality  of  Ottawa- 
Carleton,  this  bill  was  promised  to  the  people 
in  that  area  in  July  of  last  year.  They  were 

told  at  that  time,  "Definitely  we  are  going  to 
get  it  for  you  right  away."  Then  the  summer 
recess  came  along  and  they  were  told, 

"We  will  get  it  for  you  in  the  short  session  in 

September." 
There  was  no  short  session  in  September. 

The  bill  was  ready  at  that  time— the  prin- 
ciples, the  drafting,  the  whole  thing,  but 

where  is  it?  I  learned  today  that  the  member 
for  Ottawa  South  (Mr.  Bennett),  who  is 
assisting  the  minister,  that  the  minister  and 
his  other  parliamentary  assistant  have  man- 

aged somehow  to  lose  it  in  the  various  pro- 
cedures that  bills  go  through  before  they 

come  to  this  Legislature. 

They  had  no  business  not  having  had  that 
bill  before  us  two  or  three  months  ago.  There 
is  no  excuse  for  it,  Mr.  Chairman;  there  is 
just  no  excuse  for  that  at  all. 

The  minister  is  consistently  and  constantly 
flouting  the  rights  of  this  Legislature  and 
of  the  people  outside  by  not  giving  sufficient 
notice  for  the  legislation  that  he  brings  be- 

fore this  House.  I  hope  in  fact  that  the 
Camp  commission  will  look  at  this  question 
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very  seriously  in  order  to  ensure  that  never 
again  in  this  Legislature  can  any  minister 
effect  the  kind  of  abuse  that  this  minister  has 

been  guilty  of. 

Mr.  R.  G.  Hodgson  (Victoria-Haliburton): 

Why  don't  you  read  the  Throne  Speech? 
What  do  you  think  that  was  all  about? 

Mr.  Gassidy:  Finally,  the  minister  has  cer- 
tainly got  some  partial  responsibility  for  the 

government's  policy  as  regards  foreign  owner- 
ship and  there  too  we  see  a  final  conversion 

on  the  road  to  Damascus  in  the  case  of 

Ontario  Development  Corp.  loans  to  foreign 
subsidiaries  and  a  token  step  in  requiring  a 
majority  of  Canadian  citizens  on  the  boards 
of  Ontario  corporations.  It  is  a  token  step 
that  is  quite  without  meaning  unless  it  is 
part  of  an  overall  programme  which  the  gov- 

ernment clearly  does  not  have  and  does 
not  intend  to  have. 

In  short,  the  minister  has  a  pronounced 
and  dangerous  tendency  to  arrogance,  to 
abuse  the  rights  and  the  privileges  of  the 
public  and  of  this  Legislature  and  I  suggest 
that  not  only  is  he  a  threat  to  democratic 
government  in  this  province  but  I  would 
suggest  very  seriously  to  the  backbenchers 
in  the  Tory  benches  that  in  fact  he  is  en- 

dangering your  government- 

Mr.  R.  G.  Hodgson:  Sure  is  a  threat. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —and  you  really  ought  to 

do  something  about  it.  We'll  do  something 
about  him  at  the  next  election,  but  you  have 
the  power  to  do  something  about  him  now. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Irvine:  We  will  look  after  the  minis- 
ter. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Ruston:   He  is  an  overnight  guest. 

Mr.  Gassidy:  The  Premier  the  other  day 
gave  us  a  half-hour  lecture  on  government 
plans  as  regards  regional  development  and 
municipal  policy  and  this  sort  of  thing.  Then 
the  Treasurer  also  elaborated  his  plans  in 
what  amounted  to  nothing  short  of  an 
imperial  statement. 

You  know  the  thing  about  emperors  is  that 
they  expect  their  subjects  to  listen  and  to 
listen  without  complaint,  and  I  can  assure 
the  minister  that  as  one  of  those  sitting  in 
the  hall  in  Ottawa  where  he  was  giving  his 
speech  a  week  ago  today  that  I  heard 
numerous  complaints  about  the  length  of  the 
speech  that  he  delivered.  In  fact,  in  compar- 

ing it  with  the  Premier's  statement  it  may  tell 
us  why  the  Premier  has  the  office  he  now 

holds  while  the  Treasurer  didn't  quite  make 
it— the  Treasurer  took  an  hour  and  a  quarter 
to  say  what  the  Premier  managed  to  state  in 
half  an  hour. 

Mr.  Gilbertson:  This  is  really  wearisome. 

Mr.  Good:  Sit  down. 

Mr.  Gassidy:  That  was  my  reaction  to  this 
speech  as  well.  I  wanted  to  go  through  this 

speech,  Mr.  Chairman- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Gassidy:  —and  raise  several  points  be- 
cause we  have  some  very  serious  concerns 

about  the  speech  and  about  the  kinds  of 
things  the  government  had  to  reveal. 

In  the  first  place  we  are  concerned  with 
trying  to  find  out  where  growth  is  going  in 
the  Toronto-centred  region,  but  that  the 
Treasurer  as  yet  has  indicated  no  concrete 

policy  to  actually  direct  growth,  rather  than 
simply  allowing  himself  to  be  subject  to 
market  forces. 

Secondly,  we  are  concerned  about  the  new 
towns  policy.  It  looks  to  us  as  though  it  is  an 
excuse  for  Cedarwood  which,  in  turn,  is  an 
excuse  for  the  airport.  The  government  has 
not  seriously  looked  at  the  costs  of  its  new 
town  policy,  if  it  has  one,  and  it  should 
seriously  consider  the  expansion  of  existing 
towns  rather  than  creation  of  all  the  social 
infrastructure  that  is  required  in  order  to 
start  from  scratch. 

Thirdly,  the  Niagara  Escarpment.  It  was 
a  very  lame  statement  that  the  minister  gave 
us  a  week  ago.  The  Niagara  Escarpment  task 
force  has  been  set  up  in  order  to  look  into  a 
job  which,  in  fact,  the  government  could  have 
done  for  far  less  money  and  far  more  effec- 

tively had  it  simply  acted  to  implement  the 
Gertler  report  when  it  came  down,  rather 
than  waffling  and  wasting  time  the  way- 

Mr.  L.  Maeck  (Parry  Sound):  That  is  a 
dirty  word,  Waffle. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It's  only  the  government  that waffles  nowadays. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  We  know  all- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  G.  Hodgson:  I  don't  know  how 
your  leader  missed  you  on  the  weekend. 

Mr.  Maeck:  Don't  use  that  word. 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  The  Toronto-centred  region 
plan  has  been  in  existence  for  two  years  now. 
There  has  not  yet  been  an  opportunity,  as  I 
understand  it,  for  full  debate  here  in  the 

Legislature.  Among  other  things  the  govern- 
ment has  yet  to  explain  whether  the  park- 

way belt,  which  is  one  of  the  essential  parts 
of  that  plan  apparently,  is  purely  a  services 
corridor  or  whether  it  is  for  recreational  uses. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  government  has  out- 
lined an  elaborate  new  system  of  planning 

regions  for  the  province  and  one  of  the 
reasons  it  has  done  so  was  because  it  has 

found  the  existing  regional  structure  in- 
adequate. Granted,  that  was  set  up  on  the 

basis  of  statistical  regions  and  there  may  well 
have  been  inadequacies  there.  However,  we 
find  there  are  gross  inadequacies  in  the  new 
scheme  as  it  has  been  elaboratd  so  far  by 
the  government. 

The  chief  one  is  very  simply  the  fact  that 
eight  planning  regions  in  southern  Ontario 
have  been  reduced  to  three.  As  a  consequence 
the  local  input  that  would  have  been  possible 
and  was  possible  under  the  old  scheme  and 
might  have  been  possible  under  a  new 
scheme  becomes  exceptionally  difficult  to 
gather. 

We  don't  find  that  the  government  is  really 
making  adequate  provision  for  local  involve- 

ment in  the  new  scheme  of  regional  advisory 
councils.  In  fact,  we  are  very  disturbed  by 
these  advisory  councils  for  a  couple  of 
reasons.  One  of  the  reasons,  of  course,  is  that 
for  some  reason  the  government  is  going  to 
have  business,  commercial  and  academic  in- 

terests speaking  on  the  advisory  councils.  It 
is  going  to  have  municipal  people  speaking 
on  the  advisory  councils,  and  that  is  it! 

There  was  apparently  a  very  deliberate  ex- 
clusion of  other  citizens  who  don't  fit  within 

those  particular  categories;  particularly  one 
might  mention  labour.  I  find  it  funny  peculiar 
the  way  in  which  the  government  deals  with 
this.  They  try  to  pretend  that  somehow  or- 

ganized labour  has  no  part  in  the  community; 
therefore,  they  exclude  it  from  important 
advisory  groups  like  these  advisory  councils; 

then  they  turn  around  and  say,  "Why  isn't 
labour  more  involved?" 

One  of  the  reasons,  of  course,  is  that 
the  government  simply  leaves  it  out  whenever 
possible.  Then  it  is  surprised  to  find  that 

labour  people— working  people— are  coming 
in  at  the  last  minute;  are  reacting  or  using 

desperate  measures,  if  you  will,  as  are  citi- 

zens' groups,  in  order  to  turn  around  the 
directions    that   are    being   taken,    often   un- 

democratically,  by  municipal  bodies  and  by 
these  other  groups. 

I  find,  as  well,  that  the  minister's  structure, 
by  removing  the  regional  advisory  council 
so  far  from  the  geographic  regions— by  mak- 

ing the  geographic  regions  so  large— will  tend 
to  concentrate  power  in  the  counterpart 
bodies  of  civil  servants,  the  regional  advisory 
boards  of  civil  servants  which  the  minister 
outlines.  There  will  be  a  powerful  group  of 
civil  servants  which  is  concerning  itself 
with  eastern  Ontario;  with  central  Ontario; 
with  southern  and  western  Ontario.  Against 
that,  the  minister  proposes  to  put  up  groups 
of  industrialists  and  academics,  a  few  muni- 

cipal people,  who  will  not  have  any  cohesion 
naturally  because  the  regions  are  too  large 
to  have  that  kind  of  cohesion. 

We  suggest  that  what  that  means  is  that 
the  advisory  councils  will  simply  be  rubber 
stamps  for  what  is  essentially  a  centralized 
and  centralist  planning  process  which  we 
reject.  Not  only  that  but  the  government  in- 

tends to  carry  out  this  entire  restructuring 
by  January,  1973,  a  timetable  which  has  the 
effect  of  making  it  very  difficult  to  really  get 
local  involvement  in  the  establishment  of 

the  new  regional   planning   concept. 

I  find  in  this  question  of  timetabling  that 
the  minister  has  suddenly  engaged  in  a 
breathtaking  pace.  The  breathtaking  pace 
becomes  particularly  surprising  if  you  think 

of,  say,  the  experience  that  we've  had  in 
eastern  Ontario.  It  so  happens  that  the  East- 

ern Ontario  Development  Council  was  formed 
before  the  government  undertook  regional 
planning.  It  was  a  group  which  led,  among 
other  things,  to  the  foundation  of  Algonquin 
College,  the  first  and  now  the  largest  of 
the  community  colleges  in  the  province.  It 
was  a  group  which  also  pressed  very  hard 
for  a  regional  planning  exercise,  such  as  we 
are  now  engaged  in. 

However,  it  is  very  difficult  to  understand 
why  in  eastern  Ontario  the  process  of  plan- 

ning has  been  bottled  up,  for  getting  on  for 
four  years,  within  the  ministers  department 
while  phase  1,  and  even  phase  2,  studies 
have  been  published  for  almost  every  other 
region  in  the  province.  It  certainly  is  a 

slight  to  eastern  Ontario.  It's  had  the  effect that  any  constructive  local  participation, 
local  involvement  and  any  pointing  of  local 
planning  that  could  have  gone  along,  if  the 
planning  process  by  the  province  had  been 
open  rather  than  closed,  have  been  stifled, 
thwarted,  stunted  and  shut  off  because  of 
the  secretive  manner  in  which  the  govern- 

ment has  proceeded. 
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We  were  told  the  other  day  that  it  will 
not  be  until  the  fall  that  the  phase  1  study 
for  eastern  Ontario  will  come  out.  That  is 

getting  on  for  four  years  after  the  Eastern 
Ontario  Development  Council  prepared  its 
report,  a  report  which  certainly  can  stand 
with  most  of  the  phase  1  studies  that  were 
prepared  up  until  those  of  the  two  or  three 
of  the  last  few  months,  which  have  used 

a  new  and  rather  more  useful  concept. 

One  asks  oneself,  if  that's  the  case  in 
eastern  Ontario,  just  how  much  time  has  been 
lost  and  what  damage  will  be  done  now? 
The  minister  is  seeking  to  make  up  for  lost 
time  by  the  breathtaking  pace  with  which 

he  intends  to  proceed.  I  think  that's  par- 
ticularly dangerous  and  a  particular  problem 

in  the  case  of  the  local  government  reforms 
that  are  now  proposed  in  the  case  of  the 

"golden  horseshoe"— the  areas  east  and  west of  Metro  Toronto. 

The  minister  says  that  gradualism  could 

continue,  but  won't.  The  government  is  tak- 
ing the  reins  into  its  own  hands.  The  govern- 

ment is  abandoning  the  county  structure  as 
a  means  of  deciding  the  restructuring  of 
local  government.  The  government  is,  in 
fact,  abandoning  the  concept  of  a  uniform 
regional  structure  right  across  the  province. 
What  it  is  doing  instead  is  having  an  assort- 

ment of  regional  governments,  separated 
cities,  amalgamated  municipalities,  counties 
anql  districts. 

It's  too  early  to  say  whether  the  minister 
is  simply  being  realistic  and  seeing  that 
amalgamations  may  be  a  necessary  prelude  to 
regional  governments,  or  whether  for  political 
reasons  he  is  simply  creating  a  mishmash. 

It's  too  early  to  say  that.  It's  also  too  early to  say  just  what  will  be  the  role  of  counties. 

I  worry  that  in  abandoning  county  govern- 
ment, the  minister  may  leave  the  county 

school  boards,  set  up  two  and  three  years 
ago,  up  a  gum  tree  with  no  counterpart 
municipal  government  level  with  which  they 
can  relate. 

However,  that  aside,  the  minister's  de- 
tailed programme  states  that  in  the  areas  east 

and  west  of  Metro  the  government  intends 
to  produce  proposals  by  some  time  in  the 
fall.  They  will  be  up  for  a  very  brief  period 
for  the  people  of  the  counties  of  Ontario, 
Northumberland  and  Durham  on  the  east, 
and  Peel,  Halton,  Wentworth  and  Hamilton 
on  the  west,  to  consider.  The  consultation 
will  be  all  of  about  one  month  or  two.  Then 

the  government  intends  to  have  legislative 
proposals  by  January  of  next  year. 

Also  the  government  states  that  the  same 

timetable  could  apply  for  Haldimand  and 
Norfolk.  This  means  that  something  like  40 
to  45  per  cent  of  the  population  will  be 
affected  by  these  proposals  which  are  coming 
in  at  an  abrupt  and  precipitated  pace,  which 
simply  does  not  allow  for  adequate  local 
consultation.  The  pace,  in  fact,  is  far,  far 
more  rapid  than  the  pace  of  the  Waterloo 

and  Sudbury  studies,  where  there  were  gov- 
ernment proposals  out  at  least  seven  or  eight 

months  before  the  legislation  was  produced. 
In  this  case,  the  people  who  live  in  the  areas 
are  going  to  have  to  keep  a  very  close  eye 
even  to  see  the  proposals  on  their  way  to 
becoming  legislation  at  the  pace  in  which 
the  government  is  going  to  act. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  government  has  had  the 
time  to  bring  this  stuff  out  to  the  public  and  it 

has  not  done  so  because  the  minister  doesn't 
really  believe  in  it. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  simply  expects  people  to 

rubber-stamp  what  he  has  to  do  and  nothing 

more,  and  then  he  gives  these  gratuitous  con- 
gratulations to  the  chairmen,  who  are  pro- 

vincial appointees  who  have  struggleid  along, 
and  to  the  local  councillors  who  one  way  or 
another  have  had  to  fit  into  the  mould  that 

has  been  set  by  himself  and  his  government. 

Now,  in  all  this  local  government  reform 
and  in  the  regional  planning  structure  that 
the  minister  has  undertaken— 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  For  52 

pages. Mr.  Cassidy:  For  52  pages,  that  is  right— 
an  hour  and  a  quarter.  And  if  the  delegates  to 
the  AMO  were  angry  at  it,  you  know,  you 
should  have  seen  their  wives,  they  were 

absolutely  livid.  But  in  all  those  52  pages- 

Mr.  Maeck:  I  take  it  to  bed  with  me  every 

night. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Three  paragraphs  on  the  north. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  can  think  of  better  things 
to  use  than  that. 

Interjections  by   hon.   members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  must  admit 
that  one  of  the  things  that  concerns  me  is 
not  only  the  speed  and  the  attitude  of  the 

government,  because  I'll  grant  the  minister 
that  we  on  this  side  of  the  House  are  com- 

mitted to  a  regional  form  of  government  and 
we  believe  that  these   reforms  should   have 
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been  begun  long  ago  and  that  they  should 

be  working  across  the  province,  but  I  con- 
fess that  one  of  my  greatest  misgivings  about 

the  minister  is  in  the  way  in  which  he  lines 
up  with  corporate  interests  when  the  crunch 
is  down;  and  in  the  way  in  which  he  lines 

up  with  the  speculators  and  the  unholy  alli- 
ance that  governs  so  many  municipalities;  and 

in  the  way  in  which  he  yields  to  parochial 
interests,  such  as  the  municipal  councillors 

in  Waterloo,  who  didn't  want  to  get  into  a 
sensible    amalgamation    with    Kitchener. 

This  is  the  kind  of  attitude  which  pervades 

what  the  minister  has  done.  And  the  minister's 
kind  of  aristocratic  or  arrogant  class  interest 
tends  to  shine  through  and,  in  fact,  to  flaw 
the  structure  he  is  trying  to  create. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  already  commented 

on  the  financing  proposals.  The  minister's 
speech  puts  the  blame  on  Ottawa,  he  says, 

"When  Ottawa  moves  then  maybe  Ontario 
would  get  a  fair  tax  system."  We  find  that 
unacceptable  given  the  fact  that  the  min- 

ister could  and  has  the  powers  to  remove 
taxation  from  property  tax  and  to  put  it  on 

to  a  progressive  tax  through  the  Ontario  in- 
come tax  and  can  do  that  very  quickly  and 

very  effectively. 

It  is  rather  peculiar,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
Ontario  raises  about  $1  billion  a  year  through 
the  personal  income  tax,  but  Ontario  muni- 

cipalities raise  about  $1.5  billion  a  year 

through  the  regressive  and  antiquated  prop- 
erty tax,  and  we  suggest  that  that  kind  of 

proportion  should  and  could  be  reversed. 

I  wanted  to  comment  finally  on  the  On- 
tario Municipal  Board.  And  I  must  confess 

my  gravest  misgivings  about  the  govern- 

ment's intention  of  reviewing  the  role  of 
the  Ontario  Municipal  Board- 

Mr.  Good:  This  is  out  of  order,  it  is  under 
the  Attorney  General. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  This  is  being  undertaken  by 
the  parliamentary  assistant  from  Ottawa 
South  and  it  has  also  been  commented  upon 
a  number  of  times  by  the  minister. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  No,  the 

Attorney  General.  We  did  that  at  6  o'clock. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  And  it  is  very  much  a  mat- 
ter of  urban  policy,  Mr  Chairman. 

An  hon.  member:  It  is  not  in  these  esti- 
mates. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please! 

The    Ontario    Municipal    Board    is    in    the 

Ministry  of  the  Attorney  General  now  after 

the   reorganization. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  After  the  reorganization,  the 
Ontario  Municipal  Board  is  a  part  of  the 
Attorney  General?  All  right. 

Mr.  Singer:  That  is  what  it  is. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  In  that  case,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  would  like  to  make  a  comment  or  two 

about  the  planning  law  of  the  province 
which,  of  course,  comes  under  the  minister. 

Mr.  Good:  The  assessment  review  court- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Essentially,  what  the  minis- 
ter has  entrusted  to  the  member  for  Ottawa 

South  is  a  review  of  provincial  input  into 
planning  laws  and  this  bothers  me  for  a 
couple  of  reasons. 

First,  because  the  member  for  Ottawa 
South  is  already  well  known  as  a  person 

who  is  quite  unsympathetic  to  any  defence 

of  citizens'  rights.  Secondly,  I  am  concerned 
because  I  think  there  are  some  very  grave 

problems  in  this  question  of  planning  law- 
problems  of  involvement  of  citizens,  of  pro- 

tection of  rights— which  are  not  genuinely 
appreciated  by  the  minister.  In  fact,  the 
effect  of  what  is  done— the  effect,  for  that 
matter,  of  a  policy  of  trying  precipitately  to 
give  back  total  control  of  planning  power 
to  municipal  councils  as  they  exist  right 

now,  Mr.  Chairman— which  I  believe  may 

well  be  in  the  government's  mind— may  well 
be  to  victimize  and  cruelly  treat  citizens  in 
the  province  in  a  way  that  should  not  be 
accepted. 

I  look  forward  to  some  answers  from  the 

minister  on  a  number  of  these  matters,  Mr. 

Chairman,  and  I  may  have  some  more  com- 
ments as  we  come  up  to  the  detailed  votes. 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer,  and 
Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs):  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  I  might  just  reply  briefly,  I 
think  most  of  the  matters  which  have  been 

discussed  by  the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre 
and  the  member  for  Kitchener  (Mr.  Breith- 
aupt)  can  properly  be  dealt  with  under  the 
various  votes  and  items. 

I  would  just  say  to  my  friend  from  Ottawa 
Centre,  who  is  somewhat  critical  of  my 

speaking  for  an  hour  and  15  minutes  in  Ot- 
tawa to  the  Association  of  Municipalities  of 

Ontario  with  something  like  2,000  people 
there,  that  he  has  managed  to  speak  to 
about  25  people  tonight  for  an  hour  and  a 
half. 
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Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  (Timiskaming):  And  said 
nothing! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  There  is  one  other 
basic  difference:  In  Ottawa  I  said  something. 
Tonight  he  said  nothing. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  We  heard  it  all  before. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  For  once  I 
agree. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  the  points 
covered  by  my  friend  from  Kitchener  con- 

cerning foreign  borrowing  and  North  Picker- 
ing will  be  covered  more  properly  perhaps 

under  the  various  items. 

I  would  just  say  to  my  friend  from  Kitch- 
ener, who  read  at  some  length  from  an 

editorial  in  the  Hamilton  Spectator,  that 
this  was  an  editorial  I  had  read  following 
the  AMO  meetings  and  following  certain 
statements  made  by  municipalities  and  by 
the  government  through  the  Premier  and 
by  myself  at  the  AMO  meetings. 

One  of  the  terribly  interesting  things  was 
that  I  read  the  AMO  policy  statement  going 
down  in  the  plane  the  night  before  and  the 
policy  statement  which  my  friend  from 
Kitchener  was  largely  quoting  from  in  the 
Hamilton  Spectator  could  have  been  written, 
I  guess,  by  the  Ministry  of  Treasury,  Eco- 

nomics and  Intergovernmental  Affairs  or  the 
other  way  around.  I  am  speaking  particularly 
of  page  5  of  that  statement,  which  talked 
about  the  structure  and  financing  of  local 
government.  I  said  to  AMO  that  what  took 
me  an  hour  and  15  minutes  to  say,  they  had 

said  very  well  in  about  five  minutes'  reading, 
for  which  I  apologized  to  them.  But  they  had 
done  it  very  well. 

I  think  the  government  and  the  municipal- 
ities are  on  one  and  the  same  wavelength 

in  that  policy  statement.  Perhaps  there  are 
some  differences  in  emphasis  but  not  very 
many,  and  the  editorial  in  the  Spectator 
really  captured  both  of  those  statements  very 
well. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  perhaps  that's  all  I 
might  say  at  this  point  in  time.  If  I  could 
add  briefly  to  the  discussion  this  afternoon 
by  my  colleagues,  the  three  policy  field  secre- 

taries, there  was  some  suggestion  that  my 
ministry  was  too  large;  I  agree  with  that. 

I  can  only  make  two  comments,  reiterating 
what  I  said  during  the  discussion  of  the  bill 
and  what  the  Premier  has  said  about  the  bill 
on  the  reorganization:  We  are  still  in  the 
testing  period.  We  are  still  trying  things  out. 
We  in  the  ministry  are  still  looking  for  what 

we  call  spinoffs,  ways  of  relieving  our  respon- 
sibilities as  a  central  agency  with  a  certain 

number  of  programme  delivery  functions. 
I  can  only  agree  wholeheartedly  with  what 

my  colleagues,  the  provincial  secretaries,  said 
this  afternoon  about  the  greater  time  being 
taken,  about  the  discussions  that  are  being 
held.  I  think  this  is  one  of  the  reasons  for 

some  of  the  delay  in  legislation  coming  into 
the  House.  It  is  taking  a  longer  time  for 
things  to  grind  through  the  system,  but  as 
a  result  there  is  more  discussion  and  better 
discussion,  and  I  think  the  interests  of  the 
people  and  certainly  of  the  taxpayers  are 
being  better  served  because  the  policy  fields 
are  functioning.  Certainly  I  think  the  broad 
interests  of  the  Treasurer  are  being  better 
served,  if  I  can  put  it  that  way,  because  we 
are  moving  at  a  somewhat  slower  pace  than 
we  have  moved  in  the  past. 

I  can  only  say  to  the  member  for  Ottawa 

Centre— and  I  don't  say  this  critically;  he  is  a 
politician  and  I  am  a  politician— he  spent 
some  part  of  his  time  finding  reasons  to 
criticize  the  member  for  Ottawa  South. 

I  can  only  say  about  the  member  for 
Ottawa  South  and  the  member  for  York  East 

(Mr.  Meen),  my  two  parliamentary  assistants, 
that  if  I  have  any  doubts  about  the  merits  of 
appointing  parliamentary  assistants,  if  I  had 
any  doubts  about  the  value  of  parliamentary 
asistants,  I  am  completely  sold  on  that.  I 
happen  to  think  that  I  have  two  very  fine 
parliamentary  assistants,  who  are  serving  the 
people,  the  Legislature,  and  the  government 
very  well,  and  doing  an  excellent  job.  I  am 
delighted  to  have  this  opportunity  of  paying 
tribute  to  the  work  that  they  are  doing,  par- 

ticularly at  the  time  when  we  are  putting 
together  a  new  ministry,  and  a  new  concept. 

I  can  only  say,  and  I'm  sure  I'm  speaking 
on  behalf  of  my  colleagues  who  have  parlia- 

mentary assistants,  that  new  concept  is  work- 
ing very  well  indeed.  Frankly,  we  on  this 

side  of  the  House— if  it  is  not  shared  by  the 
member  for  Ottawa  Centre— we,  on  this  side 
of  the  House,  are  very  proud  of  the  con- 

tribution being  made  by  the  parliamentary 
assistants— not  the  least  of  which  is  being 
made  by  the  member  for  Ottawa  South. 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  901.  There  are  10 

separate  items  here  but  they  seem  to  be 
grouped  pretty  well  as  a  unit.  Would  it  be 
satisfactory  to  deal  with  the  vote  as  a  whole? 

Agreed?  Right!  Vote  901  then. 
The  member  for  Ottawa  Centre. 

On  vote  901: 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  I  would  just  like  to  ask  the 
minister  whether  he  could  be  possibly  more 
specific.  Seeing  that  he  said  he  agrees  with 
the  policy  guidelines  of  the  association  in 
this  Province  of  Ontario;  just  what  steps  is 
he  making  in  order  to  adopt  their  view  that 
transfer  payments  from  the  province  to  the 
municipalities  be  made  increasingly  uncon- 

ditional? How  rapidly  is  he  going  in  that 
direction? 

I've  read  a  lot  of  words  from  the  minister 
about  this  particular  subject  but,  in  fact, 
the  actual  progress  made  in  the  form  of 
increasing  the  grants  to  regional  governments 
and  municipalities  simply  does  not  live  up 
to  the  words.  I  would  like  the  minister  to 
answer  that  one.  Also,  the  question  of  giving 
municipalities  access  to  other  forms  of  tax 
revenues,  so  that  their  revenue  needs  are 
more  closely  matched  with  their  service 
needs,  another  AMO  guideline. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  second  point, 
of  course,  is  completely  tied  in— it  has  been 
debated  in  this  House  on  a  number  of  oc- 

casions—with the  whole  subject  of  need,  re- 
sources grants,  foundations  grants— and  you 

have  to  have  something  to  measure  that  by. 

The  member  quoted  statistics  this  after- 
noon about  the  average  cost  per  capita 

which,  with  great  respect,  are  completely 
useless.  We  prepare  them.  To  say  that  Oak- 
ville,  for  example,  has  a  very  high  per  capita 
cost;  so  what?  Oakville  is  known  as  one  of 
the  wealthiest  municipalities  in  this  prov- 

ince. The  only  municipality  that  has  a  higher 

per  capita  rate  is  RockcliflFe  Park,  and  I'm 
not  going  to  weep  tears  over  that. 
The  municipalities  one  finds  in  trouble 

are  not  at  the  high  end  of  the  totem  pole, 
or  at  the  low  end  of  the  totem  pole.  Those 
figures  compare  apples  with  oranges  right 
down  the  line. 

The  only  true  test  of  what  an  average 
house  is  paying  in  an  average  municipality 
has  to  be  the  millrate  on  an  equalized 
assessment  basis.  When  we  have  market 
value  assessment  across  the  province,  we  will 
be  in  a  much  better  position  to  compare 
municipality  with  A,  B  and  C  in  all  the  900 

municipalities  which,  quite  frankly,  we  can't at  this  moment. 

What  progress  are  we  making?  I  would 
say  that  the  biggest  progress  in  the  last  two 
or  three  years,  the  largest  increase  in  grants, 
other  than  in  the  education  grants,  have 
been,  by  and  large,  either  through  the  un- 

conditional grants  and,  more  particularly, 
through  the  regional  unconditional  grants. 
There  is  no  question  that  has  probably  been 

where  the  largest  increase  in  provincial  sup- 
port to  municipalities  for  the  last  two  years 

has  been.  There  is  where  the  emphasis  is. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Okay,  I'll  pursue  it  then. 
Mr.  Reid:  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  beg  your  pardon.  Just  to 
bring  the  minister  back  to  that  point.  The 
point  that  I  was  making  is  that  in  Oakville, 
as  he  states,  it  has  a  large  taxbase.  They  are 
a  wealthy  community  and  they  can  afford 
to  raise  $240-odd  per  capita  in  taxes,  whereas 
another  municipality  is  down  to  the  $120, 
$140  mark.  But,  in  any  larger  municipality, 
the  labour  rates  are  not  that  significantly 
different.  What  people  want  to  do  is  not 
that  different  either.  But  Oakville,  because 
of  its  tax  base,  can  afford  to  do  these  things, 
and  can  afford  a  level  of  services  simply 
beyond  the  reach  of  municipalities  that  have 
per  capita  tax  receipts  of  $140,  $150,  $160 

a  year. 
Does  he  not  agree  that  there  is  a  gross 

inequity  right  there? 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  item  could  be  more 
adequately  pursued,  I  think,  under  vote  905 
anyway. 

The  member  for  Rainy  River. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Are  we  still  on  vote  901? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes,  vote  901,  ministry  ad- 
ministration. The  member  for  Rainy  River 

can  go  ahead. 

Mr.  Reid:  I'll  just  be  a  minute.  I'd  like 
to  ask  the  minister,  if  I  may,  Mr.  Chairman, 
about  the  energy  advisory  board.  Could  he 

give  us  some  idea  of  what  the  board's  terms or  reference  are,  who  they  are,  when  we 
can  expect  a  report  on  them  and  whether 
they  cover  the  entire  energy  field  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  I'd  be  delighted 
to  do  that.  We  requested  that  various  groups 
appoint  advisers  to  the  group.  Then  it  was 
our  responsibility  to  ensure  that  there  was 
a  composite  picture  and  that  there  was  also 

a  geographic  distribution,  in  so  far  as  pos- sible. 

Dr.  Deutsch  was  appointed  by  the  Prime 
Minister  as  the  chairman  of  the  committee. 
We  were  pleased  to  have  that  kind  of  a 
very  distinguished  Canadian  to  head  what  I 
consider  to  be  one  of  the  really  most  im- 

portant pieces  of  work  which  is  going  on  in 
government  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.   Clarkson,   who  was  then  the  Deputy 
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Minister  of  Revenue  but  whose  original  back- 
ground was  as  an  energy  economist,  has  been 

the  executive  director  part-time  and  is  now 
full-time  executive  director  of  the  advisory 
committee  leading  up  to  its  final  report. 
Other  members  are  Mr.  Biggs,  the  Deputy 
Minister  of  the  Environment;  Mr.  Dillon,  the 
executive  director  of  Task  Force  Hydro;  Mr. 
Douglass,  who  is  the  former  Deputy  Minister 

of  Natural  Resources— then  going  into  some 
of  the  industry  and  other  groups— Mr.  Dut- 
ton,  who  is  a  vice-president  and  general 
manager  of  United  Gas  Ltd.  but  who  is  the 
nominee  of  the  Gas  and  Petroleum  Associa- 

tion; Mrs.  Fisher,  from  London,  I  think,  who 

is  the  nominee  of  the  Consumers'  Association 
of  Canada;  Mr.  Gathercole  from  Ontario 

Hydro-Electric  Power  Commission;  Mr.  Gil- 
christ, who  is  the  nominee  of  the  Canadian 

Nuclear  Association;  Dr.  R.  H.  Hay,  the 

nominee  of  the  OMEA;  Mr.  Morte,  the  nom- 
inee of  the  Canadian  Gas  Association;  my 

own  deputy  minister,  Mr.  Macdonald;  Mr. 

Mackay,  the  nominee  of  the  Ontario  Petrol- 
eum Institute;  Mr.  MacNabb,  the  assistant 

deputy  minister  of  the  federal  Department  of 
Energy,  Mines  and  Resources  who  was  the 
nominee  of  Mr.  Greene  and  therefore,  the 
nominee  of  Mr.  Macdonald  now,  the  nominee 
of  the  government  of  Canada.  I  may  say  that 
we  were  very  very  pleased  to  have  the  federal 
government  participate  in  this  study.  They 
have  taken  an  active  part,  and  I  think  it  is 
fair. to  say  we  have  avoided  a  great  deal  of 
duplication  of  their  work  because  we  have 
had  that  kind  of  liaison  with  them.  Other 

members  are  Mr.  Mooney,  who  is  the  nominee 

of  the;  Canadian  Chemical  Producers'  Asso- 
ciation; Mr.  Regier,  the  nominee  of  Pollution 

Probe;  Dr.  Reynolds,  the  Deputy  Provincial 
Secretary  for  Resources  Development;  Mr. 
Samworth,  the  nominee  of  the  Propane  Gas 
Association  and  Mr.  Shea,  the  nominee  of 
the  Petroleum  Association  of  Ontario. 

Basically  I  think  this  is  a  very  representa- 
tive, wide-ranging  group  who,  frankly,  are 

way  behind  in  the  task  that  we  set  them,  but 
who  will,  I  am  told,  make  a  final  report  to  us, 

not  in  January  of  this  year  as  we  had  origin- 
ally hoped  six  months  ago,  but  in  September 

or  October  of  this  year.  It  will  be  a  report 
which  I  hope  will  have  rather  far-reaching 
implications.  We  have  never  taken  the  ag- 

gressive role,  if  I  can  put  it  that  way,  in  terms 
of  developing  a  total  energy  policy,  which  we 
called  for  in  the  Speech  from  the  Throne  a 
year  ago,  and  from  which  this  committee 
arose. 

Certainly,   in  Ontario,   where  we   used  to 

pride  ourselves  as  being  a  province  with 
energy,  today  our  energy  is  shot.  Other  than 
nuclear,  other  than  uranium,  our  hydro  power 
is  largely  gone.  We  have  no  oil.  We  have 
very  little  gas.  Hopefully,  we  have  some  coal 
in  northern  Ontario,  but  not  all  that  much. 

We  are  completely  dependent  now— our 
growth  is  dependent  on— external  sources  of 
energy.  It  is  not  good  enough  to  look  at  what 
we  should  do  in  an  area  where  we  have— I 
was  going  to  say  complete  control  but  that 
might  upset  my  friend;  no,  my  friend  from 

Waterloo  might  agree  with  me  if  I  said  that— 

we  don't  have  complete  control  but  an  area 
where  we  have  some  jurisdiction,  namely 

Ontario  Hydro.  It  isn't  good  enough  that  we 
simply  look  at  that  aspect  of  the  energy 

problem- Mr.  Reid:  You  don't  have  to  look  at  the 
whole  of  Ontario  Hydro. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  have  to  look  at 

the  total  energy  problem  and  this  is  what  Dr. 
Deutsch  and  his  committee  are  doing.  We 
have  a  good  working  relationship  with  the 
National  Energy  Board,  with  the  department 

in  Ottawa.  We've  had  discussions  with  offi- 
cials in  the  United  Kingdom  and  in  the 

United  States,  with  the  Federal  Power  Com- 
mission in  the  United  States.  We  placed  ads 

in  Ontario  papers;  we  received  briefs  and 
submissions.  I  think  about  25  formal  briefs 
were  received  and  have  been  considered  by 
the  committee. 

They  are  going  to  be  something  over  the 

amount  which  appears  in  this  year's  budget 
whieh,  I  think,  is  $100,000.  I'm  told  by  the 
executive  director  that  they  expect  to  exceed 
that  slightly,  but  they  do  expect  to  meet  in 
September  and  finalize  their  report.  It  would 
then  be  conveyed  to  government,  I  suppose, 
in  October  and  brought  forward  here. 
Frankly,  I  have  rather  high  hopes  that  this 
report,  when  it  comes,  will  put  us  on  a  course 
of  keeping  us  on  top  of  our  total  energy 
requirements. 

Coming  from  a  city  which  has  more  than 

a  passing  interest  in  the  gas  industry,  I'm 
aware  of  some  of  their  frustrations  in  having 

to  deal  with  a  number  of  government  depart- 
ments. I  think  during  my  eight  years  they 

have  reported  to— not  reported  to  but  have 

been  under  the  wing  of— I  think,  four  differ- 
ent government  departments  and,  at  last 

count,  nine  ministers  in  eight  years.  That's 
just  one  segment  of  the  industry.  I  expect 
that  Dr.  Deutsch  will  sort  that  particular 

problem  out. 
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I  would  further  expect  that  he  is  going  to 
suggest  to  us  that  we  cannot  simply  sit  back 

and  hope  that  the  energy  will  jCome  to  On- 
tario but  that  Ontario  is  going  to  have  to  be 

more  aggressive  in  making  sure  that  we  lay 
plans  to  have  the  kind  of  energy  which  we 
need  for  the  development  of  the  province,  in 

the  province  at  the  right  time.  We've  been 
taking  a  much  more  aggressive  role— I'm 
perhaps  going  on  too  long,  Mr.  Chairman- 
through  a  number  of  departments;  through 
the  Attorney  General,  traditionally;  through 
Treasury,  Economics  and  Intergovernmental 
Affairs;  through  Natural  Resources. 

We  have  been  playing  an  increasingly 

aggressive  role,  I  think  that's  the  right  word, 
in  hearings  before  the  National  Energy  Board. 
Too  often,  in  my  view,  we  have  simply  been 
there  as  a  participant  rather  than  an  initiator 
of  Ontario  policy  or  with  firm  Ontario  policy. 

I  think  it's  fair  to  say  we've  responded  too 
often.  I  think  that  my  friend  from  Rainy 

River  would  say  this  perhaps  about  a  partic- 
ular power  development  in  his  own  area.  I 

might,  at  10  minutes  to  9  on  June  26,  be 

constrained  to  say  that  there  was  some  justi- 
fication for  his  fears. 

Mr.  Reid:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
appreciate  the  extent  and  the  fullness  of  the 

minister's  answer.  I  was  concerned  about 
salaries  and  wages  and  the  $10,000,  as  you 

went  on  naming  the  people  whom  we've 
heard  about  before— 

Hon.    Mr.    McKeough:    I   might   say   that 

those    people  —  I    think    I'm   right  —  are    all 
serving- 

Mr.  Reid:  In  the  public  interest? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —in  the  public  in- 
terest for  nothing.  They  would  be  paid 

their  travelling  expenses.  I'm  sorry,  they're 
not.  No,  that's  incorrect.  They're  being  paid 
the  standard  rate.  Dr.  Deutsch,  as  I  recall— 
and  I  signed  the  order  in  council— I  think, 
is  being  paid  at  the  rate  of  either  $80  or 

$100  a  day.  I've  got  that  information- 

Mr.  Reid:  Pretty  cheap.  I  must  say, 

through  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  don't 
quarrel  with  the  money  that's  spent  on  this. 
I'm  a  little  concerned  that  this  might  be  a 
one-shot  effort.  The  minister  has  indicated, 

and  I  think  he's  shown  his  concern  that  we 
are  facing  a  possible  energy  shortage  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  in  the  next  few  years. 
Indeed,  I  think  in  the  entire  North  American 
continent.  It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  one 

of  the  greatest  potential  crises  that  we  are 

going  to  face  in  this  province  in  the  next 
five  to  10  years;  that  we  are  not  going  to 
have  enough  energy  available  to  proceed 
with  the  development,  or  even  to  keep  pace 
with  the  development  in  this  province. 

My  concern  is  twofold:  That  this  is  a 
one-shot  committee,  and  that  there  may  not 

be  the  ongoing  study  and  the  ongoing  con- 
cern that  I  would  hope  would  develop  out 

of  this  committee.  Now,  perhaps  one  of  the 
recommendations  of  this  task  force  or  ad- 

visory committee  will  be  to  suggest  that 
there  be  more  input  and  more  research  done 

on  Ontario's  energy  needs,  and  I  don't  mean 
to  offend  the  vice-chairman  of  Hydro  who 
is  in  his  seat  tonight. 

I  think,  to  some  extent,  we  have  been 

misled  by  Ontario  Hydro  in  which— 

Mr.  Good:  Right. 

Mr.  Reid:  —they  have  been  indicating, 

"Well,  we  are  always  10  years  ahead  of  the 

demand  within  a  two-year  period."  They 
have  indicated  that  the  reserves  that  they 

felt  they  had  they  have  had  to  re-evaluate, 
land,  in  fact,  cut  them  in  half  from  what 
they  were  two  years  ago.  I  think  that  this  is 
one  of  the  greatest  responsibilities  of  the 
government  at  this  time  to  ensure  that  there 
are  adequate  energy  reserves  of  all  types. 

We  have  a  tendency  in  the  Legislature 
particularly,  but  also  generally,  to  consider 
that  the  energy  requirements  are  based 
largely  on  Ontario  Hydro,  and  that  they 
provide  all  the  energy  that  we  use  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario.  I  would  agree  with  the 
minister,  and  I  would  hope  it  becomes 
government  policy,  that  particularly  in  the 
northern  part  of  the  province  perhaps  we 
have  run  out  of  areas  where  we  can  dam 

up  the  rivers  and  the  lakes  to  produce  more 
hydro-electirc  energy. 

I  say  that  knowing  full  well  that  this  is 
the  most  pollution-free  energy  that  we  can 
produce.  But  I  think  that  the  ecological 
damage  that  accompanies  it  far  outweighs 
that  factor.  I  just  want  to  impress  upon  the 
minister  that  I  consider  this  one  of  the  most 

important  aspects,  although  it  comes  as  a 
small  budgetary  item,  and  I  would  hope 
that  the  government  will  pay  increasing 
attention  in  the  next  few  years  on  ensuring 
that  Ontario  meets  its  demand  for  energy. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Through  you,  Mr. 
Chairman,  thank  you  for  those  comments. 
I  could  say  I  think  we  are  very  serious  about 
this  and  the  detachment  of  Mr.  Clarkson  on 

a  full-time  basis  to  this  to  finish  it  up  and 
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perhaps— I  don't  know  this— perhaps  have 
some  ongoing  responsibility.  At  any  rate,  to 
see  something  more  permanent  launched. 
I  think  that  is  part  of  what  he  has  been 

asked  to  do,  which  to  me  is  a  very  good  in- 
dication of  our  seriousness. 

We  have  had  something  like  nine  people 

working  full-time.  For  director  of  research 
we  have  had  the  services  of  Dr.  Eric  Siev- 
wright,  who  is  probably  one  of,  I  think,  if 
not  the  outstanding  energy  consultant  in 
Canada.  We  have  commissioned,  I  am  told, 
something  like  25  research  projects  totalling 
over  $100,000.  I  would  agree  with  every- 

thing the  member  has  said,  and  I  would 
assure  him  that  we  are  serious  about  this 

and  do  want  to  get  on  with  this  job  and 
perhaps  catch  up  for,  in  my  view,  a  few 

years  when  we  weren't  doing  everything 
that  we  should  have  been  doing. 

The  member  for  Rainy  River  would  agree 
with  me,  most  members  to  his  left  would 

agree— most  certainly  the  member  for  High 
Park  would  agree,  I  am  not  sure  about  the 
member  for  Ottawa  Centre— that  one  of  the 
concerns  that  I  have  had  and  I  think  the 

member  for  Rainy  River  has  had,  and  the 
member  for  High  Park  has  probably  had, 
is  that  if  there  is  a  way- 

Mr.  Reid:  That  is  probably  true. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  -that  if  there  is  a 
way  of  involving  the  private  sector  perhaps 
to  a  greater  extent  in  this  whole  search  for 
our  energy  needs,  and  financing  those  needs, 

then  I  would  say,  "amen"  and  I  would  say 
that  particularly  as  Treasurer,  those  requests 

to  me— and  I  say  that  in  the  presence  of  the 
vice-chairman- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Why  don't  you  sell  off  Hydro? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  -are  bankrupting  the 
province.  No,  not  bankrupting  the  province, 
but  driving  some  Treasurers  to  drink.  Not 

myself,  but— 

Mr.  Reid:  You  should  try  it,  you'd  like  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —a  great  worry  to 
Treasurers  are  the  capital  requirements  of 
Hydro.  If  we  can  find  ways,  by  a  greater  use 
by  the  private  sector  of  other  forms  of  energy, 
as  well  as  hydro;  and  we  have  been  a  little 

selfish  about  this  because  we  have  always 
looked  on  Hydro  as  our  answer.  We  owned  it 

and  it  is  only  in  the  last  few  years  that  the 
financing  requirements  of  Hydro,  I  think,  have 
perhaps  shaken  us  to  the  extent  that  we  have 

to  look  elsewhere,  or  should  be  looking  else- 
where. 

Perhaps  we  will  end  up  with  the  same  de- 
pendence on  Hydro  as  we  have  always  had, 

but  at  least  we  will  be  looking  at  the  total 
picture.  And  perhaps  with  somewhat  greater 
dependence  on  the  private  sector  and  there- 

fore more  control— not  necessarily  control- 
direction,  guiding,  of  that  private  sector;  en- 

couraging of  the  private  sector,  perhaps  than 
we  have  displayed  in  the  past. 

Mr.  Reid:  If  I  may,  Mr.  Chairman,  one 

final  question,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned  re- 
lating directly  to  what  we  have  been  talking 

about  in  the  Treasurer's  responsibilities.  I 
believe  the  chairman  of  Hydro  has  been 

quoted  as  saying  Hydro's  projections  for 
funds  are  some  $5.5  billion  in  capital  funds 
over  the  next  10  years.  What  effect  will  this 
have  on  the  borrowing  power,  or  the  interest 
rate,  as  far  as  the  Province  of  Ontario  is 
concerned? 

Secondly,  if  the  Province  of  Ontario  pro- 
jects itself  into  producing  its  own  heavy 

water,  perhaps  in  conjunction  with  the  federal 
government,  what  strains,  if  any,  will  this  put 

on  the  province's  borrowing  position? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  it  is  very 
hard  to  be  categorical  about  that.  I  think  we 

are  going  to  get  into  this  subject— perhaps 
this  is  a  good  time  to  get  into  it— but  we  will 
get  into  it  a  little  bit  later  on  in  terms  of 
our  borrowing  requirements;  but  we  are  now 
specifically  relating  them  to  Hydro. 

It  would  depend  on  a  number  of  things. 
What  the  capital  requirements  of  a  lot  of 

other  people  were— i.e.,  the  government  of 
Canada;  i.e.  the  many  components  of  the 

private  sector— in  a  particular  year.  I  can 
only  say  that  it  was  relatively  easy  for  On- 

tario to  guarantee  Hydro's  debt  requirements of  $500  or  $600  million  for  the  last  two  or 

three  years  when  he  were  staying  out  of  the 
market. 

Mr.  Good:  You  didn't  need  anything  then. 
That  was  the  whole  point. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  And  my  friend  from 
Kitchener  this  afternoon  was  somewhat 

critical— not  critical,  somewhat  concerned,  I 
think;  I  am  concerned,  too— about  the  de- 

pendence of  Ontario— not  dependence,  but 
the  searching  by  Ontario  of  foreign  markets. 

I  think  if  I  wanted  to  greatly  oversimplify 
it— and  I  think  I  said  this  to  the  House;  and 
I  have  certainly  said  it  to  others— that  Ontario 
on  its  own  part  would  never  bother  to  look 
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at  the  Japanese  market  if  we  only  had  our- 
selves to  worry  about.  I  think  it  is  fair  to 

say  we  would  never  have  looked  at  the 
German  market,  or  the  Eurodollar  market,  or 
the  Swiss  market,  or  any  other  market,  if  we 

were  just  ooncerned  about  Ontario's  needs. 
But  Ontario's  needs  have  been  largely 

absorbed  by  the  enormous  appetite— my  pre- 
decessor would  use  that  term;  I  am  glad  the 

chairman  of  Hydro  isn't  here  tonight;  it  is 
bad  enough  having  the  vice-chairman  looking 
over  my  shoulder— the  enormous  appetite  of 
Ontario  Hydro.  My  friend  from  Waterloo 
South  is  dead  right.  There  was  no  great  prob- 

lem as  long  as  we  stayed  out  of  the  market. 

But  I  can't  resign  myself  as  Treasurer  of  the 
province,  nor  could  my  advisers,  to  say  that 
the  solution  to  our  problems  is  for  Ontario 

to  say,  "we  won't  borrow";  and  just  leave  the 
market  free  for  Ontario  Hydro. 

Mr.  Re  id:  No,  you  can't  do  that. 

Mr.  Chairman:  That  particular  topic  is 

best  discussed  under  904,  isn't  it,  except  for 
those  general  comments?  So  if  you  have  fur- 

ther questions  on  that,  I  would  suggest  you 
keep  them  until  vote  904. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  the  advisory 
committee  on  energy. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes. 

Mr.  Good:  It  strikes  me  that  it  is  perhaps 
necessary,  but  rather  unusual,  that  on  both 

Task  Force  Hydro  and  the  advisory  com- 
mittee on  energy  we  have  representatives 

from  Hydro  very  central  and  prominent  in 
the  discussions  on  our  energy  policy.  Well, 

this  has  to  be  undoubtedly  because  we  prob- 
ably have  looked  to  Hydro  as  our  major 

basic  energy— user  and  energy-provider  with- 
in the  province. 

But  with  Mr.  Gathercole  and  Dr.  Hay  on 

the  advisory  committee  of  energy,  one  won- 
ders just  how  objectively  these  people  can 

look  at  the  whole  energy  policy  of  the  prov- 
ince. Then  with  Mr.  Gordon  on  Task  Force 

Hydro,  we  see  that  Hydro  is  playing  a  very 
important  role  in  every  study  that  is  being 
done  to  look  into,  not  only  Hydro,  but  the 
whole  energy  policy  of  the  province. 

One  wonders!  There  are  many  people,  in- 
cluding myself,  who  are  starting  to  doubt 

Hydro's  policies  up  to  the  present  time.  I 
don't  want  to  get  into  a  discussion  about 
Hydro's  policies,  but  the  whole  energy  pol- 

icy of  the  province  must  circle  around  Hy- 

dro's  policy,   because   Hydro   has   been   the 

major  producer  of  energy  within  the  prov- 
ince and  you  say  we  have  exploited  the 

Hydro  facilities  within  the  province. 

I  have  looked  at  the  prospectus  when 
Hydro  borrows  $100  million  in  the  United 

States— It  is  not  Hydro  at  all  that  is  bor- 
rowing, it  is  the  Province  of  Ontario.  The 

whole  prospectus  sets  forth  the  credit  of 

the  province:  The  national-provincial  prod- 
uct of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  the  stability 

of  its  government  and  the  stability  of  its 

people  and  all  the  rest,  so  it  is  really  the 
province  that  is  borrowing  money  for  Hydro. 

We  get  to  the  point  where  some  of  us 
have  a  question.  I  appeared  before  Task 

Force  Hydro  and  at  the  time  I  said:  "You 
know,  one  wonders  if  we  can  afford  to  take 
one  natural  source  of  energy  like  natural 

gas,  convert  it  into  electricity  as  Hydro  has 
been  doing,  and  then  use  it  for  heating 
homes  which  could  have  been  done  with 

the  original  source  of  energy  in  the  first 

place." 

I  would  hope  that  the  presence  of  Mr. 
Gathercole  and  Dr.  Hay,  who  is  OMEA 

representative— and  let's  face  it,  OMEA  is 
in  Hydro's  hip  pocket,  there  is  no  doubt 
about  that— with  the  presence  of  these  two 
men  on  the  energy  advisory  committee  that 
we  would  really  have  an  objective  look  at 

the  whole  energy  projections  for  the  prov- 
ince. I  think  there  is  no  solution  but  that 

Hydro  is  going  to  have  to  change  its  whole 
policy  and  get  back  to  the  idea  that  is  now 
being  promoted  by  Edison  in  the  States  in 
their  Save-a-Watt  programme,  that  we  can 
no  longer  force  people  to  use  more  and 
more  hydro  energy.  We  are  going  to  have 

to  get  to  the  point  where  we  say:  "Okay, 
let's  start  to  conserve  our  hydro." 

Hydro  has  used  the  fact  that  they  have 

had  to  develop  so  quickly— the  major  por- 
tion of  their  cost  increase  has  been  at- 

tributed to  that,  and  the  high  cost  of  bor- 
rowing money  has  caused  a  rate  increase. 

We  went  through  all  this  in  our  govern- 
ment commissions  committee  when  we  ques- 

tioned the  use  of  their  stabilization  fund 

and  I  really  feel,  as  my  colleague  from  Rainy 
River  has  said,  that,  right  now,  whether  we 
realize  it  or  not,  the  whole  future  of  the 
province  is  going  to  rest  on  its  energy  policy. 
I  would  hope  that  this  energy  board  takes 
a  very  objective  look,  and  if  necessary,  a 
critical  look,  at  Ontario  Hydro. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  item  10,  which  is  a 

rather  definite  item,  would  there  be  further 
discussion  on  that  one  before  we  stray  on 
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to  the  other  items?  If  not,  all  right— on  that 
item? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  if  someone  else  wants 

to  discuss  it,  I— 

Mr.  Chairman:  No  one  else  wants  to  speak 
on  that  so  the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  Centre 
has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Well,  if  the  minister  isn't 
going  to  react  to  what  the  member  for 
Waterloo  North  has  said,  I  want  to  ask  the 
minister  what  funds  in  this  $100,000  will 
go  towards  a  policy  that  will  assure  all  the 
users  of  energy  across  the  province  that 
their  needs  will  be  met? 

Having  been  a  Hydro  commissioner  in  the 
past  I  realize  the  competitiveness  that  went 
on  between  the  commission  itself  and  other 

producers  of  energy,  and  how  competitive 

it  was  in  load  building  programmes,  par- 

ticularly with  Consumer's  Gas  and  Union 
Gas.  I  am  wondering  what  representations 
will  the  advisory  committee  on  energy  make 
to  the  federal  authorities,  to  ensure  that 

there  will  be  ample  supplies  of  natural  gas 
and  other  forms  of  energy  so  that  our  indus- 

trial complex  here  will  continue  to  roll  along, 
and  that  the  users  of  other  forms  of  energy 
will  be  guaranteed  an  adequate  supply,  not 
only  for  now  but  in  the  future? 

When  one  considers  the  possibility  of  a 
continental  energy  policy  should  the  people 
of  the  United  States  have  their  way,  and 
the  ambivalence  with  which  the  federal 

authorities  treat  this  all-important  problem, 
I  wonder,  What  kind  of  input  is  there  going 
to  be  from  the  advisory  committee  on 
energy  to  assure  an  adequate  supply  of  these 
other  forms  of  energy  in  the  future? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  My  hon.  friend  from 
Thunder  Bay  has  hit  this  matter  right  on 

the  head,  and  in  a  very  few  words  has  ex- 
pressed exactly  why  we  set  the  committee 

up.  Our  concern,  in  Ontario,  is  that  we've 
used  up  99  per  cent  of  our  sources  of 
energy,  give  or  take  uranium,  give  or  take 
lignite,  give  or  take  a  few  dams  in  the 
north.  Basically,  we  are  completely  depen- 

dent now,  in  terms  of  growth,  on  outside 
sources. 

With  one-third  of  the  population,  I  think 
we  use  way  over  half  of  the  energy  con- 

sumed in  Canada,  because  we  are  such  a 
large  manufacturing  province  and  because, 
relatively  speaking,  we  are  a  wealthy  prov- 

ince, and  therefore,  I  suppose  there  are 
more    electric    dishwashers,     air-conditioners 

and  everything  else,  used  here  than  in  any 
other  province.  So  we  are  very  dependent. 

It  became  apparent  to  us  a  couple  of 
years  ago  that  there  were  decisions  being 
made,  or  talked  about  being  made,  in  terms 
of  a  continental  energy  policy,  or  not;  and 
Ontario  had  not  expressed  a  view.  I  say  that 

very  frankly,  because  of  the  fact  we  can't 
always  rely  on  the  good  judgement  of  those 

at  Ottawa.  At  least  we  can't  until  probably 
next  October,  when  we  will  probably  have 
greater  faith  after  that  point. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  Wish- 
ful thinking. 

Mr.  Reid:  Don't  start  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Then  we  wouldn't 
have  to  worry  quite  as  much. 

But  basically,  the  terms  of  reference— 
which  I  don't  seem  to  have  here— for  the 
Deutsch  committee,  were  about  four:  First 
of  all,  what  do  we  need  over  the  next 
period?  Secondly,  where  can  we  get  it? 
What  do  we  have  ourselves?  And  where 

can  we  get  our  needs,  in  terms  of  energy? 

Then,  how  do  we  put  those  two  things  to- 
gether—our needs  and  where  it  is  to  come 

from? 

Finally,  having  determined  that,  and 
finally  having  determined  both  the  supply 

and  the  needs  and  trying  to  put  them  to- 
gether, we  then  asked  ourselves  what  sort 

of  ongoing  mechanism  or  structure  within 

government  —  whether  it's  a  branch,  or 
a  department;  or  I  don't  know  what  — where  it  should  be  attached  to  monitor  that 

and  to  make  sure  the  various  parts  of  the 
industry  are  living  up  to  the  expectations, 
or  their  goals. 

In  the  case  of  Hydro,  perhaps,  they 
should  be  expanding,  for  all  I  know.  They 

say,  and  this  is  true,  they  have  been  doub- 
ling at  the  rate  of  every  10  years.  Perhaps 

it  should  be  every  eight  years.  Perhaps  in 

terms  of  the  capability  of  the  uranium  in- 
dustry, they  could  slow  down  and  only 

double  every  15  years. 

Somebody  is  going  to  have  to  monitor 
that  and  make  sure  that  we— because  there 
is  a  lot  of  public  money  in  this  and  because, 
in  many  cases,  it  is  a  monopoly  situation  in 

terms  of  pricing— that  we  don't  have  an 
oversupply,  or  too  drastic   an  undersupply. 

Finally,  Dr.  Deutsch  undertook,  and  the 

committee  undertook— and  we  didn't  think 
we  got  this  in  this  first  report— but  they 
have  undertaken  to  suggest  some  sort  of  an 
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appropriate  mix;  a  greater  reliance,  or 

lesser  reliance,  I'm  not  expecting  that  it's 
going  to  be  a  definitive  study,  but  I  think 
they  will  take  some  sort  of  a  stab  at  what 
might  be  an  appropriate  mix  of  energy 
sources  for  perhaps  the  next  10  or  15  years. 

I  don't  think  you  can  look  too  far  down  the 
line,  because  the  technology  changes.  But 
he  will,  in  addition,  take  a  stab  at  that  par- 

ticular aspect. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Is  this  in  this  vote  because  of 

your  responsibilities  with  Intergovernmental 
Affairs?  It  would  seem  to  me  that  the  ad- 

visory committee  on  energy  would  be  more 

appropriately  within  the  Ministry  of  Na- 
tural Resources,  which  has  responsibility  for 

the  Ontario  Energy  Board.  I  am  wondering 
what  is  the  rationale  behind  this? 

Mr.  Good:  Where  is  the  energy  control 
board? 

Mr.  Stokes:  If  you  make  a  representation 
to  one  of  the  hearings  before  the  National 
Energy  Board,  I  understand  it  is  the  Attor- 

ney General's  Department;  at  least  it  was 
the  Attorney  General's  Department  that 
used  to  do  it.  Why  is  this  hived-off  here? 
Unless  you  paid  particularly  close  attention 

to  the  estimates,  you  wouldn't  even  find  it. 
In  fact,  it  is  brand  new.  What  is  the  ra- 
tionale? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  energy  board 

have  never  looked— and  I  say  that  and  I 
apologize  for  this— at  anything  more  than 
the  gas  industry.  Nobody  really  has  ever 
looked  at  the  petroleum  industry,  or  the 
coal  industry,  or  the  uranium  industry,  and 
nobody  within  government  has  ever  really 
taken  a  very  good  look  at  Hydro.  Hydro  has 
taken  a  look  at  itself  and  there  has  been  a 
minister  responsible. 

Mr.  Good:  In  isolation,  yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes.  You  know,  for 
all  the  reasons  we  have  discussed  here,  that 
government  was  supposed  to  keep  its  cotton- 

pickin'  hands  off  Ontario  Hydro.  I  think  that 
picture  has  changed. 

Hopefully  we  will  develop  a  small  branch 
within  government  arising  out  of  the  Deutsch 
report.  Perhaps  we  have  a  nucleus  of  it  now 

It  doesn't  have  to  be  an  empire  of  any  kind, 
but  a  branch  or  ministry  or  something.  It  is 
going  to  take  whatever  Dr.  Deutsch  produces, 
update  it  and  work  with  the  various  segments 
of  the  industry,  and  to  some  extent  control 
the  various  segments  of  the  industry  and 

continually  update  that  very  important  chal- 

lenge to  legislators     in  Ontario— meeting  the 
energy  requirements  of  the  province. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Does  this  mean— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Why  is  it  in  Treas- 

ury? Well,  Treasury  ends  up— no,  I  shouldn't just  slough  it  off  that  way.  I  think  Treasury 
in  a  broad  sense  has  had  two  responsibilities, 
both  of  which  they  have  discharged  very  well. 
One  is  that  they  act  as  a  central  agency  and 

try  to  sort  out  the  conflicting  views.  Per- 
haps this  is  no  longer  true  of  what  the  muni- 

cipalities and  the  Ministry  of  Transportation 

and  Communications  will  say,  which  don't 
always  coincide.  Treasury  has  always  as- 

sumed that  sort  of  central  agency  role,  as  does 
the  Management  Board,  as  does  to  a  lesser 
extent  or  a  final  sense,  I  suppose,  the  Prime 

Minister's  office.  That  has  always  been  one 
of  our  roles— not  just  settling  an  argument 
but  developing  a  broad  economic  policy  and 
strategies  which  were  good  for  the  province 

as  a  whole— not  necessarily  just  good  for  a 
particular  ministry  or  other  of  government. 

Secondly,  if  nobody  is  doing  it,  it  has 
usually  fallen  on  Treasury  to  do  something 
about  it.  In  the  latter  case,  nobody  was  doing 
anything  about  it  and  Treasury  had  one  of 
the  three  or  four,  I  guess,  energy  economists. 
They  are  a  very  rare  breed  of  people  in  this 

country— on  this  continent— and  most  of  them 
worked  for  a  vested  interest  rather  than  for 

government.  I  think  whatever  energy  expertise 
is  available  to  government  in  the  broad  sense 

as  opposed  to  the  narrow  sense— it  is  not 
very  much— but  most  of  it  has  been  centred 
in  Treasury.  But  I  would  say  to  you,  frankly, 
that  a  year  from  now  this  is  something  which 
undoubtedly  will  no  longer  appear  in  our 
estimates. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Does  this  mean  though  that  in 

the  interim  Treasury  will  accept  the  re- 
sponsibility for  making  representations  to  the 

federal  government,  so  that  they  won't  come 
up  with  any  programmes  that  might  have 
an  inhibiting  effect  on  development  in  this 

province? 

Mr.  Good:  Did  Treasury  accept  any  re- 
sponsibility? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  the  Attorney 

General  is  always  the  province's  lawyer  in 
hearings  before  any  national  body.  The 
Attorney  General,  for  example,  would  appear 

before  the  Canadian  Transport  Commission- 
no?  You  send  your  own  lawyers?— Well,  for 
most  government  departments— Traditionally, 
the   Attorney    General   had    represented   the 
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Crown  before  a  number  of  federal  agencies 

in  right  of  Ontario.  Why  they  don't  for  the 
example  I  just  named,  I  am  not  sure,  but 
traditionally  the  Attorney  General  has  carried 
that  role. 

Within  the  Ministry  of  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, there  has  developed  a  certain  expertise 

in  matters  pertaining  to  the  National  Energy 
Board.  It  would  probably  be  very  unwise  to 
depart  from  that  unless  you  switch  some  of 
those  lawyers  to  another  department.  Which 
ministry  it  should  end  up  in,  I  am  not  sure 
and  I  am  certainly  not  prepared  to  hazard 
a  guess  at  this  moment.  But  I  am  quite  sure 

it  isn't  Treasury. 

We  have  been  making  some  representa- 
tions. If  you  will  recall,  we  made  representa- 

tion a  year  ago  before  hearings  of  the  Na- 
tional Energy  Board.  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say 

that  we  were  very  involved  some  months  ago 

—a  year  ago  now  I  guess— to  make  sure  that 
TransCanada  got  the  approval  to  bring  more 
gas  from  the  west  to  Ontario  and  eastern 
Canada.  We  were  concerned  about  the  financ- 

ing problems  and  about  the  jurisdictional 
problems,  and  we  made  representations. 

I  had  discussions,  frankly,  and  I  think 
others  of  my  colleagues  had  discussions  with 
their  federal  counterparts  on  that  particular 
aspect.  In  the  meantime,  I  think  that  is  a 
continuing  responsibility  of  Treasury  and/ or 
the  Attorney  General  and/ or  Natural  Re- 

sources. Hopefully,  it  will  evolve  in  the  one 

place  when  the  advisory  committee  winds  up. 

In  the  meantime,  informally,  we  have  been 
asking  the  advisory  committee  for  some  advice 
on  some  current  problems;  none  of  which 
have  been  very  earth  shattering.  But  in  the 
representations  we  have  been  making,  I 
would  be  the  first  to  admit  that  we  have 

been  doing  it  more  by  instinct  rather  than 
from  the  depth  of  great  knowledge  and  re- 

search and  background  that  we  would  like 
to  have  and,  normally,  as  a  province,  do 

have,  I  think,  in  a  number  of  areas.  I'm  very 
proud  of  our  role,  for  example,  in  tax  re- 
form. 

But  when  we  appear  before  the  National 
Energy  Board  and  talk  about  an  energy 

policy,  to  some  extent  we've  been  flying  by 
the  seat  of  our  pants.  Hopefully,  the  results 
of  the  money  this  House  has  voted  for  the 

advisory  committee,  will  go  a  long  way  to- 
wards setting  up  a  mechanism  that  will  prob- 

ably cost  a  lot  more  than  this  amount  of 
money  as  an  ongoing  thing. 

Mr.  Stokes:  It's  very  imperative  we  do. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  So  that  we  don't  fly 
by  the  seat  of  our  pants  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  this 

point? 
Mr.  Reid:  Wouldn't  the  select  committee 

of  the  Legislature  be  the  appropriate  place 
for  the  report? 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Yorkview. 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  On  this  point— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  To  look  at  the 

Deutsch  report?  It  might  well  be,  when  it's received. 

Mr.  Young:  On  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman, 

I'd  like  to  ask  the  minister,  through  you, 
whether  this  committee  will  look  at  the 

reasons  for  which  new  power  is  demanded. 

There's  no  question  that  we're  going  to 
have  a  tremendous  demand,  as  the  minister 

pointed  out,  over  the  next  decade,  two  dec- 
ades, for  power.  It  may  be  that  the  non- 

polluting  car  will  demand  huge  amounts  of 

electrical  energy;  we  don't  know.  If  you  plug 
them  into  a  socket  overnight,  they're  sup- 

posed to  run  all  the  next  day  on  the  batteries. 
This  may  be  one  of  the  demands;  but  there 
are  other  demands  that,  perhaps,  are  not  as 
legitimate. 

The  classic  example  that  has  been  given 
is  the  plant  that  was  built  in  California 
recently  for  one  purpose.  Its  total  output  goes 
into  the  making  of  aluminum  TV  dinner  trays. 
For  these,  perhaps,  we  could  substitute  some 
other  material  more  easily  degradable.  Here 

is  something  that  not  only  adds  to  the  pollu- 
tion problem,  but  it  looks  as  if  the  output  is 

for  a  purpose  that,  perhaps,  does  not  need 
to  be  part  of  the  demand  for  electric  power. 

And  so  I  wonder  whether  this  committee 

is  going  to  look  at  this  total  picture.  Not  only 
of  the  needs  of  the  future,  but  whether  the 
demands  are  for  purposes  that  might  be  met 
in  some  other  way. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes.  I  don't  know 
whether  we  can  look  for  too  many  answers 
to  this  from  the  Deutsch  committee,  but  I 
know  that  they  are  spending  some  of  their 

time— I've  been  handed  a  note— looking  at 
solar  energy,  using  satellites,  microwaves  and 

looking  at  the  problem  that  you  have  de- 

scribed as  to  whether  we're  making  best  use 
of  the  resources.  That's  a  much  broader 

problem. 
Are  we  making  best  use  of  aluminum  to 

put    it   into    non-reusable    trays?    There    are 
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going  to  be  a  lot  of  tough  decisions  arising 
out  of  this;  and  maybe  this  is  a  good  thing, 
perhaps,  for  a  select  committee  at  some  point 
or  another  to  have  a  look  at. 

Certainly  three  years  ago  one  of  the  great 
things  that  was  happening  in  the  province 
was  Ontario  Hydro,  at  the  behest  of  the 
environmentalists  and  ecologists  and  many  in 
this  House,  probably  including  myself, 
switching  downtown  from  coal  to  natural  gas. 

And  yet  that's  a  decision  which  is  now  being 
very  seriously  questioned  in  terms  of  whether 

that's  a  good  use  of  one  of  the  best  forms  of 
energy,  namely  natural  gas. 

I  think  it's  fair  to  say  this  has  held  up  the 
tentative  plans  Ontario  Hydro  had  to  convert 
the  station  at  Windsor  from  coal  to  natural 
gas;  and  I  think  they  were  taking  a  look  at 
the  Lambton  generating  station  as  well.  And 
this  is  in  the  space  of  two  or  three  years, 
when  we  all  thought— And  this  is  exactly 
what  the  hon.  member  for  Yorkview  is  saying. 
These  are  the  sort  of,  oh,  gutsy  decisions,  I 

think,  that  we're  going  to  have  a  lot  of  fun with  in  this  House  and  elsewhere  for  the  next 
few  years. 

Mr.  Young:  You  might  ask  about  the  wide- 
spread use  of  Christmas  lights,  and  whether 

they  are  completely  justified.  Who  knows? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes.  I'm  really  over 
into  the  Task  Force  Hydro  area  and  Task 
Force  Hydro  is  not  part  of  these  estimates. 

But,  I've  said  something  about  that  to  my 
friends  in  Hydro  from  time  to  time.  They 
always  report  their  peak  day  and  their  peak 

day  is  Dec.  21.  That's  the  day  they've  cli- 
maxed and  crowned  the  Christmas  tree  light 

queen,  and  they  have  got  that  many  more 
lights  on.  This  is  on  the  coldest  and  longest 
day  of  the  year  when  every  store  is  open 
and  the  factories  are  all  going  to  midnight 
and  they  are  burning  power.  That  is  the 
day  they  turn  on  all  the  Christmas  tree 
lights;  but  they  are  a  great  group  down  the 
road  at  Hydro. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  this 
point?  The  member  for  Sandwich-Riverside. 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside): 

Would  the  minister  consider— I  can't  get  any 
other  ministers  to  consider  this,  so  perhaps 
this  one  might— the  question  of  illuminating 
public    buildings    for    aesthetic    purposes? 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  Eliminating 
public  buildings? 

Mr.  Burr:  Illuminating,  not  eliminating— 
illuminating    public    buildings    for    aesthetic 

reasons.  If  it  couldn't  be  eliminated  entirely— 
and  I  suppose  that  would  be  too  much  to  ask 

—couldn't  you  put  them  on  a  ration  system, 
whereby  they  could  be  illuminated  only 
twice  a  week,  or  seven  times  a  month,  or 
some  system  like  that?  That  would  not  be 
too  much  for  them  to  swallow  and  yet  would 
make    some    considerable    saving   in   power. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  There 

are  some  members  who  couldn't  find  this 

place,  if  it  wasn't  lit  up. 
Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  anything  further  on 

this  particular  point  then?  The  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre  has  been  wanting  the  floor 
for  a  while. 

On  vote  901: 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  would  like  to  ask  the  minis- 
ter a  couple  of  specific  questions  actually, 

since  this  vote  is  on  the  ministry  adminis- 
tration programme.  I  reserve  the  right  pos- 

sibly to  come  back  on  some  policy  areas  as 
well,  but  I  would  like  the  minister  to  tell 
us  just  what  the  new  function  of  policy  plan- 

ning amounts  to  or  is  concerned  with  and 
secondly,  whether  the  tripling  of  expendi- 

tures on  information  services  within  the  de- 

partment is  for  his  own  self-aggrandizement 
or  whether  if,  as  I  hope,  it  has  some  more 
constructive  purpose?  Thirdly,  what  is  the 
enormous  amount  of  money  now  going  into 
systems  and  programming  concerned  with? 
How  many  employees  actually  work  for  the 
minister,  now  that  the  department  has  lost 
the  function  of  assessment  and  that  has  gone 
over  to  the  Revenue  Department? 

Finally,  in  this  administration  vein,  now 
that  the  government  has  moved  pretty  gener- 

ally on  to  a  five-year  planning  which,  of 
course,  is  important  to  the  minister  as  the 
fellow  who  puts  together  the  budget,  I  would 
like  to  know,  since  the  programme  budgeting, 
the  five-year  planning  really  affects  our 
understanding  of  the  way  in  which  the 
government  intends  to  proceed,  since  it  really 

affects  everybody's  understanding,  when  and 
how  does  the  government  intend  to  bring  its 
five-year  planning  out  into  the  open  and  in 
what  manner?  In  other  words,  for  your  own 
department,  Mr.  Minister,  and  also  for  other 
portions  of  the  government  for  which  you 
are  responsible  in  budgeting?  It  would  make 
the  direction  you  intend  to  take  an  awful  lot 
clearer,  subject,  of  course,  to  any  revisions 
which  are  natural  in  the  five-year  programme, 
if  this  were  done. 

Hon.   Mr.   McKeough:   As   to  the  two   or 

three  questions  the  member  asked,  the  com- 
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plement  of  the  department  presently  is  885, 
which  is  a  very  small  department.  My  friend 
hi  Agriculture  and  Food  has  thousands  of 
people  working  for  him,  1,400.  Mine  is  a 
very  small  department  of  885.  The  specific 

item- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  have  1,400,  or  he  has 
1,400? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  he  has  1,400  and 

they  are  all  high-priced,  too. 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  Considering  the  way  they 

work,  they  are  not. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  They  work  hard, 
that  is  true. 

As  for  the  second  item,  policy  planning 
and  analysis,  there  are  two  things  there.  First 
of  all,  the  complement  there  is  five;  this  is 
a  new  activity.  There  are  two  things  there, 
the  PPBS  people  for  the  ministry  and  sec- 

ondly, our  liaison  people  with  the  policy 

fields.  This  is  evolving.  I  don't  want  to  give 
a  long  talk  on  this,  because  it  is  in  a  very 
evolutionary  stage  in  the  new  structure  of 
government.  We  are  doing  our  best,  as  are  the 
fields,    to    liaise    continually. 

There  are  all  kinds  of  things  which  do 
not  fall  squarely  within  a  policy  field,  as 
the  member  would  appreciate.  They  fall  be- 

tween policy  fields.  The  cabinet  secretariat 

has  a  certain  responsibility  in  this  area,  a 
large  responsibility,  to  ensure  an  overall 
liaising  between  the  fields  and  between  those 

ministries  not  in  the  fields.  Treasury  and 
Economics  has  part  of  this  responsibility, 
and  we  have  a  larger  responsibility,  I  think, 
in  terms  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs,  the 
municipal  affairs  side  of  things,  in  terms  of 
making  sure  that  liaison  is  continued.  The 
Management  Board  also  has  a  liaison  in- 

terest. Our  liaison  people,  as  well  as  our 
PPBS  people,  are  included  in  vote  901, 
item  2. 

The  third  thing  was  the  large  use  of  the 
computer,  which  comes  under  item  8.  The 
reason  for  that  is  that  we  were  still  doing 
a  lot  of  work.  There  is  a  complement  there 
of  37.  The  increase  of  about  $450,000  would 
mainly  be  for  work  now  in  the  Ministry  of 
Revenue— no,  for  Government  Services.  The 
computer  function  eventually  will  shift  to 
Government  Services.  In  the  computer  re- 

port, the  Gellman  report  for  COGP  which 

the  government  accepted,  the  computers-I 
have  forgotten  these  terms  now-both  the 
hardware  and  the  software  are  going  to  come 
under    the    control    or    under    the    wing    of 

Government    Services.    This    will    eventually 
move  out  of  Treasury  and  Economics. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  mean  this  isn't  work 
done  for  your  department,  it  is  work  done 
for  everybody  else,  is  that  right? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Some  of  this  is  done 
for  Treasury  and  Economics.  We  will  always 

be  large  computer  users,  but  we  will  prob- 
ably be  purchasing  it  from  Government  Serv- 
ices in  the  future. 

The  reasons  for  the  increase  here  would 

be  the  combination  of  ourselves  as  a  large 
user  and  DMA  as  a  large  user,  coming 
together.  Cheques  and  payrolls,  most  of  this 

—and  I  don't  know  whether  it  has  been  trans- 
ferred by  Management  Board  order  now— 

probably  a  lot  of  it  is  out  and  now  under 
Government  Services.  They  are  now  doing 
the  cheque  writing  and  the  payroll  paying  in 
Government  Services  rather  than  in  Treasury. 

I  think  the  last  question  referred  to  the 

five-year  programming,  the  five-year  budget- 
ing, and  that  is  a  question  which  really 

should  be  asked  downstairs  of  Management 

Board.  They  are  responsible  for  the  prepara- 
tions of  the  five-year  forecast. 

We  make  a  policy  input  into  that,  I  sup- 
pose on  two  bases,  or  perhaps  three:  One, 

as  to  what  is  going  to  happen  in  the 
economy,  in  our  best  judgement;  secondly, 
what  kind  of  government  activity  is  needed 
or  not  needed  over  a  five-year  period;  and 
thirdly,  what  kind  of  a  tax  system  you  put 

with  that.  But  the  specifics  of  the  five-year 
budgeting,  whether  our  health  expenditures 
are  going  to  rise,  with  no  new  programmes, 
from  $2  billion  to  $2.5  billion  over  the  five 
years,  that  sort  of  projecting  is  done  by 
Management  Board,  and  if  it  is  not  done 
by  them  it  is  worked  out  with  them  by  the 
various  ministries  and  brought  together  by 
Management  Board.  That  really  should  be 
dealt  with  in  the  estimates  of  the  Chairman 

of  Management  Board  (Mr.  MacNaughton) 
which  are  presently  going  on  downstairs, 
and  if  my  friend  from  Ottawa  Centre  wants 

to  go  down  and  catch  that  show  I  wouldn't 
object.  No,  I  shouldn't  say  that.  I  really 

shouldn't. 
Mr.  Cassidy:  I  appreciate  the  suggestion, 

Mr.  Minister,  and  in  fact— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  He'd  be  glad  to  see 
you.  He  really  would. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
What  have  you  got  against  Chuck? 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  I  appreciate  the  implied  com- 

pliment that's  involved  there,  Mr.   Minister. 

Mr.  Stokes:  You  are  not  nearly  as  ob- 
noxious as  Charlie. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  What? 

Mr.  Stokes:  You  are  not  nearly  as  ob- 
noxious as  Charlie. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Sarnia):  That  is  de- 
batable. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  do  hate  to  answer  the  min- 

ister's kind  words  in  this  vein  but,  you  know, 
there  is  sort  of  a  Freudian  slip  involved  here, 
because  the  one  other  question  I  asked  in 
that  series  of  three  or  four  was  whether  the 
information  services  in  the  department  were 
designed  for  his  self-aggrandizement  or  for 
some  other  purposes.  By  some  curious  over- 

sight he  missed  the  question  and  forgot  to 
answer.  I  wonder  if  you  could  answer  that 
one,  Mr.  Minister,  as  well.  What  are  you 
doing  in  information? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  large  increases 
which  show  in  information  services  come 

about  from  the  combining  of  the  Department 
of  Municipal  Affairs  library  with  the  shared 
library  of  the  former  Department  of  Revenue 
and  the  former  Department  of  Treasury  which 
are  now  being  brought  together  in  one  place. 
Really,  that  whole  budget,  or  99  per  cent  of 

it,  would  be  better  labelled  "library  and  the 
economic  analysis  publications"  rather  than 
information,  in  terms  of  what  is  normally  con- 

sidered to  be  an  information  branch.  There 
is  none  of  it  here. 

Basically,  the  library  function— and  it's 
bloated  because  two  libraries  are  coming  to- 

gether, which  I  don't  think  will  get  that 
much  smaller,  but  they  will  be  brought  to- 

gether. They  are  two  very  fine  libraries,  I 
might  say. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Just  in  connection  with  that, 
when  I  had  the  responsibility  for  reviewing 
the  activities  of  the  old  Department  of  Tour- 

ism and  Information,  I  did  some  research  and 
found  out  that  the  Treasury  branch  was  sort 
of  the  head,  of  the  data  retrieval  centre  for 
the  entire  government.  I  understand  that  you 
do  have  a  data  bank  out  at  Cooksville.  Do 

you  still  have  that  within  your  jurisdiction? 

An  hon.  member:  In  Treasury. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  have  that 
covered  on  the  last  vote.  That  was  the  statis- 

tics centre,  but  what  is  at  Cooksville  is  the 

record    management    centre    which   is    really 
under  the  Management  Board. 

Mr.  Stokes:  It  used  to  be  under  Tourism 

and  Information  and  I  thought  that  you  were 

going  to  take  it  over. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  it  is  under 
Colleges  and  Universities.  That  is  very 
logical  because  records  management  ties  in 
completely  with  the  archives. 

Mr.  Shulman:   The  archives? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Sure.  The  decision  as 
to  what  records  are  destroyed  is  not  simply 
a  matter  of— I  know  a  little  bit  about  this 
having  sat  on  Management  Board  and  also, 
my  former  deputy  minister,  Mr.  Palmer,  was 
the  chairman  of  the  records  management 
advisory  board,  and  he  used  to  come  back 
with  the  most  wonderful  tales.  They  submit 

a  report  every  year  which  I'm  sure  Mr.  Mac- Naughton  would  be  delighted  to  give  you 
downstairs  in  his  estimates;  a  wonderful  re- 

port about  how  many  square  feet— and  it's 
fantastic  really— of  floor  space  are  being  re- 

trieved each  year,  and  how  many  filing 
cabinets  we  save  each  year.  The  records 

management  board— I  guess,  with  the  appro- 
bation of  Management  Board,  and  a  certain 

amount  of  encouragement  by  Management 
Board— forced  the  departments  to  get  some  of 
the  stuff  thrown  out,  initially  to  get  it  out 
of  very  expensive  space  here  and  out  to 
Cooksville  to  the  warehouses  out  there,  and 

we  can  get  stuff  back  from  Cooksville  now. 
The  community  planning  branch  file  goes  out 
there  after  it  is  two  or  three  years  old. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  It  could  still  be  current 
after  two  or  three  years. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  After  two  years?  We 
get  it  back.  We  get  daily  service.  If  we  can 
phone  in  in  the  morning— I  think  this  is 
correct— we  can  get  it  back  in  the  afternoon. 
It  is  very  good  service  and  the  space  out 
there  is  literally  $1  a  foot  versus  $7  a  square 
foot  here  in  downtown  Toronto.  It  is  quite 
a  story,  but  I  think  it  is  appropriate.  You 

could  argue  this  both  ways,  that  it's  in 
Colleges  and  Universities,  attached  to  the 
archives,  and  that  no  documents  are  being 
thrown  out  that  should  not  be  thrown  out. 

Mr.  Stokes:  In  the  policy,  planning  and 
analysis  did  you  not  have  anyone  performing 
that  function?  I  see  it  is  a  new  activity  and 
there  is  only  $80,000.  What  do  you  propose 
to  do  with  that  and  what  is  new  about  the 

programme? 
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Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  This  is  the  question 
I  just  answered,  when,  I  think,  the  member 
slipped  out  for  a  few  minutes.  His  colleague 
from  Ottawa  Centre  asked  this.  We  have 

shown  this  as  a  new  activity;  to  some  extent 
it  is.  It  is  the  PPBS  function  which  was 

largely  done  for  us  before.  Well,  perhaps  not 
done;  it  was  done  in  the  main  office  without 

being  under  a  separate  heading. 

Secondly,  it  is  the  locus  of  our  liaison 

which  is  just  emerging  with  the  policy  fields. 
We  try  to  have  a  continuing  liaison  with  each 
of  the  policy  field  secretariats  and  vice  versa. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  901  carried? 

The  member  for  High  Park. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  go  back  to  some  of  the  comments  the 
minister  made  earlier  about  going  to  Japan 

and  Germany  to  borrow  money.  I  don't  sup- 
pose I'm  going  to  show  much  effect  on  him, but  I  would  like  to  share  a  few  words  with 

him  on  the  policy  of  bond  issuing,  both  by 
Hydro  and  by  the  Ontario  government. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  think  the  Chairman  pre- 
viously said  that  this  particular  topic  would 

best  be  discussed  under  vote  904. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  why  were  we  discuss- 

ing it  under  901?  I'm  talking  about  general 
remarks.  What  I'm  referring  to  now  is  not 
the  specific  loan,  but  the  general  policy.  Am 
I  not  in  the  right  place? 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  904  is  the  finance 
programme. 

Mr.  Shulman:  All  right.  We'll  wait. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  vote  901  carried? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  There  are  two  or  three  ques- 
tions that  really  come  up  under  the  minister's 

responsibility  and  also  under  administration. 

The  first  is  that  I  read  with  interest,  and 
I  think  a  number  of  us  read  with  interest, 
a  speech  that  the  minister  had  to  give  to 
the  Purchasing  Management  Association  of 
Canada  down  in  Point  Edward  a  couple  of 
months  ago;  it  was  the  Sarnia  district  of  the 
Purchasing  Management  Association.  The 
minister  obviously  had  a  pretty  strong  de- 

sire to  speak  to  purchasing  agents  and 
dredged  around  the  province  until  he  found 

a  few  that  he  could  talk  to.   He  talked  at 

great  length  about— 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Are  there  overtones  of  in- 

sult in  that?  I  didn't  follow  that. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  I  am  just  suggesting 

that  he  obviously  felt  a  need  to  defend  him- 

self and  we  weren't  providing  him  a  forum; 
so  he  went  and  looked  for  one.  He  went 

down  to  Point  Edward  to  look  at  the  bridge 
and  to  talk  about  central  purchasing  control 
and  about  the  marvellous  way  in  which  the 
government  had  a  policy  of  bids  for  all  of 
its  items. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Where  was  that?  It  wasn't 
in  Point  Edward. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  I  would  just  like  to 
know  if  the  minister  still  sticks  by  this,  in 
view  of  all  of  the  things  that  have  come 
out  in  the  last  couple  of  months  since  this 

speech  was  given.  "It  is  our  general  policy," 
you  state,  "to  insist  on  competitive  bidding 
for  our  purchases  and  not  to  shop  or  nego- 

tiate, except  when  quick  supply  is  vital  or 

when  there  is  only  one  source  of  supply." 
We  have  found  a  lot  of  evidence  in  the 

last  few  weeks  that  this  general  policy  sim- 
ply has  not  been  followed  in  this  depart- 

ment over  the  last  couple  of  years.  I  would 
hope  to  hear  that,  in  fact,  the  minister  has 

taken  steps  to  ensure  that  it  is  being  fol- 
lowed now,  but  it  does  rather  concern  me 

that  he  felt  the  need  to  justify  himself  at 
this  time.  Would  he  comment? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  What  we  are  dis- 

cussing, of  course,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the  pol- 
icy of  the  government  as  expressed  in  the 

current  estimates,  and  the  whole  matter  of 

central  purchasing  is  a  matter  for  the  Man- 
agement Board  rather  than  for  a  particular 

ministry  of  the  government. 

I  would  only  say  that  the  ministry  pres- 
ently follows  the  guidelines  and  the  instruc- 
tions in  the  manual  of  good  administration 

which  is  promulgated  by  Treasury  Board 
from  time  to  time  for  Management  Board. 

The  deputy  thinks  probably  95  per  cent 
of  what  we  are  purchasing  presently  is  pur- 

chased through  Government  Services;  for  a 

variety  or  reasons  other  parts  of  it  aren't. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  in  that  case,  and  since 

the  minister's  salary  is  part  of  this  vote,  Mr. 
Chairman,  why  did  he  feel  the  need  to 

justify  himself  on  a  matter  such  as  purchas- 
ing, which,  as  he  states,  is  not  his  respon- 
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sibility — and  to  go  all  the  way  to  Point  Ed- 
ward to  do  it? 

Han.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  didn't.  I  went  for 
another  reason,  and  that  happened  to  turn 

up  in  the  paper  that  morning,  as  the  mem- 
ber well  knows. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  He  has  got  a  business 
down  there. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  vote  901  carried? 

Vote  901  agreed  to. 

On  vote  902: 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Chairman,  just  one 
brief  comment  in  this  vote.  I  note  that  the 

second,  third  and  fourth  items  seem  to  ap- 
proximately total  what  had  been  the  earlier 

amount  under  statistical  standards  and  classi- 

fication in  the  1971-1972  estimates.  In  fact, 
are  these  new  activities,  the  statistics  col- 

lection and  statistical  advisory  services,  or 
has  the  earlier  item  simply  been  broken 
down  into  new  categories? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Yes  which? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  it  has  been 
broken  down. 

Mr.   Chairman:    Is   vote    902   carried? 

Vote  902  agreed  to. 

On  vote  903: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  just 
like  the  minister  to  elaborate,  if  he  could, 
on  what  amounts  to  a  structure  of  economic 

planning  that  the  government  appears  to  be 
beginning  to  get  into  on  a  provincial  level 
through  the  series  of  committees  that  was 

announced  by  the  Premier  during  his  wind- 
up  of  the  Throne  Speech  debate  the  other 
day.  And  that  was  a  very  interesting  speech 

the  Premier  had  to  give,  of  course— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Chairman,  this 

is  a  large  vote  with  a  number  of  implica- 
tions, I  am  wondering  if  it  might  be  helpful 

if  you  called  this  item  by  item.  For  example, 

the  first  item— and  my  friend,  the  leader  of 
the  New  Democratic  Party,  is  here;  I  am 

delighted  to  have  him— 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  I  am 
trapped  in  a  time  problem.   Go  ahead. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Vote  903,  item  1, 
includes  the  North  Pickering  development, 

which  my  friend  tells  me  he  wanted  to  say 

something  about,  and  I  am  wondering  par- 

ticularly in  this  vote  if  it  wouldn't  be  a  good 
idea  to  call  the  matters  item  by  item.  I  am 

not  trying  to  interrupt,  but— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  wonder  if  we  could  ask 
whether  the  government  intends  to  try  to 
complete  these  estimates  tonight,  or  not? 
Frankly,  I  understand  it  might  be  possible  to 
discuss  the  airport;  something  not  really  a  fit 
subject  for  debate  late  at  night.  It  is  a  major 
issue  under  vote  905.  It  might  be  possible,  if 
we  were  agreed  that  we  get  to  that  point 
before  we  went  home  tonight,  for  everybody 
to  get  home  a  lot  earlier  and  a  lot  saner;  and 
if,  in  fact,  we  were  not  compelled  by  time 

to- 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
airport,  as  I  announced  at  the  beginning  of 
these  estimates,  if  my  friend  the  leader  of 
the  New  Democratic  Party  had  not  been 

here,  I  would  have  been— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —capable  of  switch-1 
ing  around;  but  the  fact  is  that  the  airport  is 

under  903-1. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  that  procedure  suitable? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Chairman— if  I  can  beg 

the  indulgence  of  the  Treasurer  for  a  mo- 
ment. I  have  to  be  away  approximately  from 

9:50  to  10:30,  and  I  would  like  to  be  in- 
volved in  the  discussion  on  the  airport. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  has  started. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  obviously  it  has  started, 

but  is  it  possible  to  hold  that  one  discussion- 
continue  on  to  the  estimates  and  hold  that 

one  discussion  until  10:30  p.m.?  I  promise 

the  Treasurer  I  will  be  back  and  I  won't  take 
him  through  the  night;  but  I  would  like  to 
have  an  opportunity  to  engage  in  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  am  quite  willing, 
Mr.  Chairman,  to  proceed  with  903,  items 

2,  3,  4,  etc.,  and  hopefully  proceed  to  904 
and  905;  and  by  the  time  the  leader  of  the 
New  Democratic  Party  gets  back  at  10:30 

p.m.,  we  will  have  disposed  of  the  other  four 
votes,  the  Provincial  Auditor,  and  will  be  all 
set  for  the  airport. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  I  appreciate  that  im- 
mensely—thank you. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  903,  item  2. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  comment 

that  I  was  making— I  had  assumed  that  we 
were  dealing  with  the  vote  as  a  whole  rather 

than  item-by-item— the  comments  that  I  was 
making  were  directed,  I  guess,  to  vote  903-2. 
Certainly  the  questions  of  the  joint  committee 
on  economic  policy  would  seem  to  come 
under  this  matter  of  economic  planning.  Of 
course,  we  were  interested  and  really  rather 
pleased,  I  think,  to  find  that  the  government 
finally  felt  a  need  to  recognize  the  failings  of 
the  Ontario  Economic  Council  and  to  shore 

up  the  work  that  it  had  not  been  doing  in  the 
past  by  setting  up  these  studies. 

It  wasn't  clear,  though,  from  the  Premier's 
statement  the  other  day  whether,  in  effect, 
this  is  another  COGP  and  whether  this  will 

result  in  a  writing  of  an  economic  plan  for 
the  various  sectors  that  are  to  be  studied  by 
the  economic  studies  steering  committee;  or 

whether  it  is  mere  window-dressing  designed 
to  give  the  pretence  or  the  fagade  of  eco- 

nomic planning.  What  are  the  government's 
intentions;  and  could  the  minister  elaborate 

a  bit  beyond  what  the  Premier  had  to  say  the 
other  day? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  don't  think  I  would 
want  to  elaborate  beyond  what  the  Premier 

said.  I  think  that  had  to  be  a  very  clear  state- 

ment of  the  government's  intention  to  study- 
by  involving  both  its  own  expertise  within 
government  and  with  a  reliance  and  consulta- 

tion and,  indeed,  with  some  studies  in  the 

private  sector— certain  key  areas:  manpower, 
technology,  capital  markets;  I  suggest  things 
of  great  interest,  really  to  this  country  and  to 
this  province,  but  particularly  to  the  country. 

Out  of  those  studies  recommendations  will 

undoubtedly  come  forward  to  government  as 
to  possible  action  by  this  province  in  the 

development  of  long-term  goals  and  objectives 
and  policies  to  achieve  those  goals  and  objec- 

tives and  programmes  for  that  land  of  achieve- 
ment. Secondly,  and  I  would  suggest— and  I 

am  guessing— perhaps  half  of  the  output  may 
involve  suggested  programmes  for  the  senior 
level  of  government,  for  the  government  of 
Canada. 

That  is  just  a  guess,  but  so  much  of  this 
does  involve  Canada  as  a  whole,  rather  than 
being  only  the  concern  of  one  of  the  regions. 

Basically  that  is  the  role  of  this  branch. 
And  it  should  be  noted  that  it  is  this  branch, 
under  the  direction  of  Mr.  Honey,  which  has 
brought  together  much  of  the  background 
and  much  of  the  input  and  much  of  the  work 

which  led  up  to  the  statement  by  the  Premier 

in  the  House  in  the  wind-up  of  the  Throne 
debate.  I  am  glad  to  be  able  to  put  that  on 
the  record.  In  that  particular  branch  there 
are  a  number  of  rather  bright  young  people 
who  I  find  cause  to  disagree  with  more  than 
often,  but  they  defend  themselves  rather  well. 
They  have  done  a  great  deal  of  work  in  this 
whole  area  of  developing  economic  goals,  and 
they  have  done  a  great  deal  of  work— I  think 
it  is  fair  to  say  the  major  share  of  the  work- 
in  terms  of  research  and  the  laying  out  of 

alternatives  in  terms  of  this  government's 
whole  concern  about  and  actions  on  foreign 
investment. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  listened 
with  interest  and  some  perplexity  to  the 
minister.  As  I  am  sure  he  is  aware,  as  a 
government  we  would  certainly  engage  in 
planning  in  this  province.  I  am  not  sure 
whether  that  is  his  intention  or  not,  and  I 

am  not  sure  whether  that  is  the  govern- 
ment's intention. 

The  Premier's  statement  was  unfor- 
tunately obscured  by  the  kind  of  hip  man- 
agement lingo  which  is  going  around  these 

days:  "The  joint  committee  would  be 
scheduled  to  suggest  priorities  and  objec- 

tives, specify  feasible  goals  and  objectives, 
and  indicate  economic  policy  priorities  for 

Ontario."  It  is  very  hard  to  know  exactly 
what  that  means.  It  is  almost  meaningless 
language,  because  it  can  simply  mean  a 
tremendously  vague  and  broad  statement  of 
guidelines  or  on  the  other  hand,  it  can 
mean  a  detailed  and  a  very  specific  set  of 

objectives  with  means  of  bringing  those  ob- 
jectives about,  or  moving  the  Ontario  econ- 

omy and  the  various  sectors  which  will  be 
studied  by  the  committee,  toward  those  ob- 

jectives. 

So,  do  you  want  to  plan  or  don't  you? 
Socialists  plan,  even  your  friends  in  busi- 

ness plan,  universities  plan.  Does  the  On- 
tario government  have  that  as  its  intention, 

or  is  it  simply  going  to  be  a  vague  fuzzy 
kind  of  statement  of  good  intentions? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  our  commit- 

ment to  long-range  planning  of  this  kind  is 
well  known  in  terms  of  the  economic  plan- 

ning being  carried  out,  beginning  with  the 

commitment  by  the  government  in  the  De- 
sign for  Development,  Phase  1,  statement, 

in  1966;  the  emerging  provincial  plans  in 
terms  of  land  use  for  the  whole  province; 
the  emerging  five  planning  regions  for  the 

province,    which    isn't    covered    under    this 
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vote,   it   is   covered  under   905;   but  I   think 
that  would  indicate  the  kind  of  commitment. 

Whether  the  member  would  agree  that  it 
is  fast  enough,  or  whether  I  would  agree 
that  it  is  fast  enough,  is  not  the  question 
which  has  been  asked.  The  question  which 
was  asked  is  whether  we  have  a  commit- 

ment to  that  kind  of  planning,  and  I  think 
that  in  the  statement  the  Premier  made  a 
week  ago  Friday  there  was  a  commitment, 
and  a  recommitment,  to  that  sort  of  land  use 
plan  in  the  province. 

I  would  only  say  that  I  think  in  terms  of 
economic  goals  the  Premier  articulated  what 

our  goals  and  objectives  were,  and  it  wasn't 
window-dressing.  I  think  the  energy  which 
he  has  committed  to  this  particular  task— 
and  he  has  enlisted  the  aid  of  certain  other 

people  in  this  particular  task— would  indi- 
cate to  me  that  as  a  government  we  are 

serious  about  getting  on  with  this  whole 
matter,  at  the  same  time  regretting  the  lack 
of  initiative  by  the  government  of  Canada, 
whose  job  we  properly  think  it  is. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  While  one  agrees  that  the 
government  of  Canada  should  be  engaged 
in  this  as  well,  even  in  the  absence  of  ac- 

tion on  their  part  it  is  certainly  possible  for 
the  Ontario  government  to  do  this  and  to 
do  it,  we  think,  more  effectively  than  now. 

Perhaps  I  can  be  a  bit  specific.  Six  years 
after  Design  for  Development,  Phase  1,  the 
government  now  states  that  it  is  going  to 
prepare  a  position  paper  and  status  report 
on  the  question  of  manpower  potential  and 
policy;  a  manpower  policy  for  Ontario.  Dur- 

ing that  period  of  time  we  have  seen,  in 

let's  say  the  field  of  teacher  training,  a  com- 
plete lack  of  policy,  which  led  to  people 

being  attracted  into  the  colleges,  the  teach- 

ers' colleges  being  used  as  a  dumping 
ground  for  people  who  couldn't  quite  get 
into  university,  and  now  substantial  unem- 

ployment among  teachers- 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Where  did  you  get  all 
that  stuff? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —who  find  that  not  only  is 
there  an  oversupply  but,  in  fact,  the  de- 

mand side  for  their  particular  calling  has 
been  sharply  reduced  because  of  govern- 

ment policy. 

That  kind  of  waste  of  resources  and  waste 

of  people's  time  and  waste  of  people's  lives 
could,  of  course,  have  been  largely  avoided 
with  adequate  manpower  planning  in  the 

field  of  education.  However,  it  hasn't  taken 
place. 

It  is  now  more  than  four  years  since  the 
federal  government  initiated  a  report  on  the 
structure  of  the  Canadian  economy  and  the 
question  of  foreign  ownership.  The  Watkins 
report  was  published,  I  believe,  in  1968,  but 
only  now  is  this  government  beginning  to 
engage  itself  in  the  questions  of  simply 
studying  whether  the  structure  of  Ontario 
industry  and  the  Ontario  economy  is  the 
best.  It  suggested  the  commitment  may  be 
there  but  it  is  a  subdued  kind  of  commit- 

ment and,  at  best,  we  used  to  like  to  see 
something  stronger  than  that. 

Could  the  minister  say,  without  my  going 
into  these  other  areas— could  the  minister  say 
what  is  the  timetable  for  this?  You  know, 
your  timetables  are  terribly  varied;  either  you 
go  at  a  very  slow  pace  or  you  go  at  a 
terribly  rapid  pace,  you  never  seem  to  hit  a 

happy  medium. 
When  is  it  expected  that  the  first  phase  of 

the  work  of  the  economic  study  steering  com- 
mittee will  be  completed— its  preparation  of 

position  papers  in  the  various  areas  which  are 
to  be  explored?  When  do  you  hope  to  have 
the  second  phase  completed  and  when  do 
you  hope  to  move  on  to  the  third? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  There  are  no  phases, 

so  therefore  I  can't  say  when  phase  one  ends 
and  phase  two  starts  or  phase  three  ends. 
This  will,  I  think,  be  an  ongoing  piece  of 

work  for  a  number  of  years.  I  can't  honestly tell  the  member  what  the  timetable  will  be. 
On  the  staff  side  the  work  will  be  done  by 
five  task  forces— working  groups— chaired  by 
a  number  of  people.  The  member  particu- 

larly talked  about  manpower  and  I  would  say 
that  that  work  is  perhaps,  of  the  five  areas,  as 
well   advanced  as  any  other. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  But  most  of  them  have  hardly 

started  so  that  doesn't  say  too  much  about  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Oh  no,  I  think  you 
could  say  a  start  had  been  made  in  a  variety 
of  ways  in  each  one  of  those  fields.  Thinking 

has  gone  on— it  hasn't  necessarily  been 
brought  together,  and  it  hasn't  been  brought together  under  the  broad  terms  of  developing 

an  Ontario  economic  policy— that's  really  the 
point.  We  have  been  involved  in  concerns 
about  manpower  for  five  or  10  years,  I  sup- 

pose —  involved  in  negotiating  manpower 
agreements  with  the  government  of  Canada, 
negotiating  working  in  an  area  where  we 
have  very  little  control— not  nearly  as  much 
control  as  we  would  like  or  think  we  should 
have  in  terms  of  immigration  policies,  in 
terms  of  regional  movements  of  people.  I  am 
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not  advocating  that  we  have  either  one  of 

those  things,  but  the  fact  that  there  are  such 
large  variables  in  a  manpower  policy  because 

we  don't  have  a  control  over  the  immigration 

tap,  or  otherwise,  or  that  we  don't  have  a control  over  the  internal  movement  of  the 

Canadian  people,  thank  God,  makes  it  very 
difficult  to  develop  a  manpower  policy.  But, 

certainly,  I  think  it's  fair  to  say  that  within 
Treasury,  within  Education,  within  Colleges 
and  Universities,  within  the  Department  of 

Labour,  there  has  been  ongoing  work  for  the 
last  four  or  five  years,  and  within  the  Social 
Development  field  particularly  with  input 
from  those  various  ministries,  that  work  is 

being  pulled  together  and  there  have  been 
some  preliminary  consultations  already  with 
the  government  of  Canada. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  speech  by 
the  Premier  stated  specifically  that  the  work 
of  the  joint  committee  will  be  scheduled  on 
three  main  phases.  The  first  would  be  the 
preparation  of  a  position  paper  and  status 
report  on  the  Ontario  economy;  second,  a 

statement  of  suggested  priorities;  and  third, 

a  report  on  recommendations  on  policy  de- 
sign and  integration.  These  were  the  phases 

to  which  I  referred  and  I  assume  that  they 

apply  to  the  various  sub-studies— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  that's  the  work 
of  the  whole  task  force.  That's  not  necessarily 
the  work  of  the  working  groups,  which  I  was 
talking  about,  as  opposed  to  the  work  of  the 
whole  task  force.  But  what  the  timetable  is 

on  that  I  can't  say;  I  simply  don't  know  at this  moment. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  What  public  involvement  do 
you  hope  to  have?  Is  it  intended  that  the 

studies  made  by  the  economic  study  steering 
committee  will  be  made  public  so  that  various 

interested  members  of  the  public  may  com- 
ment and  provide  input  for  those  steering 

committees,  and  also  for  the  representatives 

of  outside  interests  on  the  advisory  com- 
mittee? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  I  would  think 
that  some  of  the  studies,  some  of  the  papers, 
will  be  made  public  from  time  to  time; 

whether  they  all  will  be  or  not  I  don't  know. 
Some  of  the  questions  you  are  asking  should 
properly  have  been  asked  earlier  this  after- 

noon of  the  Premier.  This  is  an  advisory  com- 
mittee—the task  force  itself— the  joint  com- 

mittee itself  really  is  an  emanation  of  the 
Premier.  The  advisory  committee  report  to 
the  Premier,  the  Deputy  Treasurer,  who  is 

chairing  the  civil  service  side— but  it  is  com- 

posed of  a  number  of  ministries,  who  will  be 
reporting  through  me  to  policy  and  priorities, 
hence  to  the  full  cabinet.  But  I  think  some 

of  the  questions  in  terms  of  public  involve- 
ment would  have  been  better  put  to  the 

Premier.  I  think  he  hasn't  firmed  on  that  yet. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  perhaps  the 
minister  could  say,  what  does  this  do  to  the 

poor  old  Ontario  Economic  Council?  I've had  a  look  at  a  bit  of  their  work  and  I  think 

I  know  why  they  are  being  bypassed,  but 
is  it  correct  that  they  are  being  bypassed? 

Why  do  you  leave  them  over  in  Tourism  and 
Industry  rather  than  bring  them  in? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  difference  was 

well  covered  in  the  Premier's  statement. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  the  Premier  simply 

said,  "Yes,  they  are  being  bypassed,"  and 
left  it  at  that.  Why  don't  you  do  something about  them? 

"""Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  He  gave  very  suc- cinct reasons  and  said  that  their  work  would 

continue  to  be  broader.  I  could  put  it  an- 

other way.  In  my  view,  the  Ontario  Eco- 
nomic Council,  although  it  is  wide-ranging, 

should  not  of  its  own,  not  of  the  govern- 

ment's choosing,  become  involved  in  some- 
thing as  specific  as  this,  which  is  going  to 

consume  a  great  deal  of  the  resources  of 

the  economic  planning  branch  of  my  minis- 
try. A  number  of  other  ministries  are  going 

to  be  involved.  I  think  the  economic  council 

needs  to  preserve  a  certain  independence  of 
action  and  viewpoint,  and  would  be  wrong 

to  become  as  overall  involved  in  one  par- 
ticular economic  study  as  this  one  is.  The 

Premier  indicated  that  they  may  be  involved 
in  parts  of  it  if  they  wished  to  be,  but  I 
think  the  government  could  not,  nor,  in  my 
view,  should  it,  commit  as  much  of  the  re- 

sources of  the  economic  council  to  a  study 
such  as  this  because  they  would  not  have 

time  to  do  anything  else.  This  would,  there- 
fore, destroy  a  certain  amount  of  their  in- 

dependence of  action,  which  is  so  terribly 

important. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  it  is  really  hard  to  see. 
The  government  years  ago  set  up  the  Ontario 
Economic  Council.  One  of  its  jobs  would 
have  been  to  do  some  of  the  work  that 

is  being  done  now,  or  is  being  proposed  now, 
under  this  joint  committee,  in  effect  to  act 
as  a  counterpart  to  the  Economic  Council  of 

Canada— only  to  direct  its  concerns  to  the 
Ontario  economy— instead  of  which  it  is  being 
left  as  a  dilettante  kind  of  group.  Its  con- 

cerns are  broad  and  rather  shallow,  not  con- 



JUNE  26,  1972 
4263 

sistent,  not  coherent,  and  not  really  covering 
in  any  systematic  way  the  province  of  Ontario 
economy.  By  setting  up  this  joint  committee 
the  government  proposes  to  do  what  the 
Ontario  Economic  Council  failed  to  do.  We 

have  no  particular  objection  to  the  joint 
committee.  In  fact,  we  welcome  it  as  a 
sign  that  maybe  the  government  is  beginning 
to  approach  the  concerns  it  should  have  had 
several  years  ago.  But  the  Ontario  Economic 
Council— why  continue  with  it  even?  It  hardly 
seems  necessary  that  you  do  the  two,  and 
you  continue  to  tolerate  them  because  you 

haven't  got  the  gumption  to  say,  "Well  we 
made  a  mistake,  and  we'd  better  let  them 

go." Mr.  Chairman:  Item  2.  The  hon.  member 
for  Sarnia. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Mr.  Chairman,  last  Thurs- 
day night  the  Treasurer  attended  Cleary 

Auditorium— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  That  is  vote  905, 
Mr.  Chairman,  regional  development. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  905. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I'm  sorry,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  thought  the  address  was  to  the  St.  Clair 
regional   development   council? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  905. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  The  only  thing  I  can  say 
in  respect  to  that  is  I  am  prepared  to  wait 
until  905  if  that  is  the  wish  of  the  minister. 

I  would  suggest  of  the  15  pages  of  his 
phase  one  of  dialogue  for  development,  the 
majority  of  it  concerned  economic  develop- 

ment of  the  area;  that  is  what  I  thought  this— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  905  is  provincial 
municipal  development  and  services  pro- 
gramme. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  obviously  am  not  making 
myself  clear.  I  am  saying  that  the  majority 

of  the  minister's  speech  on  that  occasion 
dealt  with  economic  planning.  That  is  what 
I  thought  the  heading  of  this   vote  was. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  if  I  can  draw 
the  distinction  without  prolonging  this.  This 
particular  vote  deals  with  provincial  plan- 

ning, whereas  vote  905  would  deal  with,  not 
the  micro-aspects  of  local  planning  but  with 
what  we  would  now  call  the  five  planning 
regions— we  had  been  calling  them  the  10 
planning  regions  of  the  province— and  there 
is  a  distinction. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  am  quite  content  in  that 

respect,  as  long  as  one  recognizes  the  com- 
plete interrelation  of  municipal-provincial  de- 

velopment and  economic  planning. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  item  2  carried? 

Carried. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  3,  economic  analysis 
and  quantitative  research,  carried? 

Carried. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  4,  carried? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  no. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre  on  item  4. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  would  like  to  know  what 
the  government  has  in  mind  with  the  co- 

ordination of  international  activities.  Is  this 

the  Premier's  attempt  to  make  it  in  the 
diplomatic  circles  here  in  Toronto,  or  is  it 
something  more  serious  than  that?  Is  the 
government  planning  to  have  its  own  foreign 
policy  in  the  same  way  as  the  government  of 

Quebec? 
Could  the  minister  give  us  some  explana- 

tion of  this  and  why  it  appears  under  this 

vote,  and  whether  that  means  that  in  addi- 
tion to  all  his  other  functions  he  has  become 

the  foreign  minister  of  the  Ontario  govern- 
ment? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  Mr.  Chairman- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  know,  if  there  is  a  job 

going,  we  want  you  to  have  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  This  is  nothing  more 
nor  less  than  we  have  always  done  within 
Treasury  and  Economics.  But  in  terms  of 
the  great  wish  of  this  minister  for  complete 
disclosure  to  members  of  the  Legislature,  we 
have  shown  this  as  a  new  activity  when  in 
fact  it  is  simply  a  new  heading  on  an  old 

activity.  This  is  merely  mainly— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  do.  You  show  all,  Darcy. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —complete  dis- 
closure. Complete  disclosure.  Just  ask  me 

anything. 

This  is  a  co-ordinating  role  I  think,  more 
than  anything  else.  Some  of  these  things 
were  done  in  various  parts  of  the  depart- 

ment and  they  are  being  pulled  together 
here.  Some  of  the  things  that  I  might  com- 

ment briefly  on— the  request  by  the  federal 
government  for  provincial  opinion  and  view- 

point on  areas  of  provincial  jurisdiction— for 
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example,    such    things    as    the    Great    Lakes 
agreement. 

Mind  you,  99  per  cent  of  our  view  on  the 
Great  Lakes  agreement  would  be  handled 
now  by  the  Ministry  of  the  Environment. 

But  this  refers  to  a  co-ordinating  role- 
making  sure  that  if  we  put  our  name  on  one 
agreement  today  we  are  signing  it  the  same 

way  the  next  day  on  some  other  agreement— 
that  sort  of  thing.  This  co-ordinating  role 
relates  back  to  the  next  item  as  much  as 

anything.  That's  where  most  of  this  activity 
was  located  before— federal-provincial  affairs. 

Some  of  the  other  things,  the  convention 
of  the  International  Labour  Organization, 
Convention  100,  the  UN  human  rights 
covenants,  the  international  field  here  for 
the  Great  Lakes. 

We  get  a  steady  stream  of  visitors,  whom 
we  are  very  glad  to  have,  sent  here  by  the 

government  of  Canada.  We  try  and  co-op- 
erate and  show  them  what  they  would  like 

to  see,  and  try  and  make  those  arrangements. 

We  have  tremendous  involvement  as  a  prov- 
ince in  such  matters. 

There  is  a  complete  bewilderment,  I  think, 
on  the  parts  of  other  states  as  to  what  some- 

thing like  Canada  is  all  about.  I  am  referring 
to  such  things  as  UNESCO.  This  is  a  good 
example,  where  my  colleagues,  the  Minister 
of  Colleges  and  Universities  (Mr.  Kerr)  and 

the  Minister  of  Education  (Mr.  Wells)— I 
think  I  am  right  about  this— have  essentially 
been  representing  Canada,  as  opposed  to 
Ontario,  at  an  international  conference  on 
cultural  matters.  Because  within  our  con- 

stitution cultural  matters  and  education  gen- 
erally are  a  provincial  jurisdiction— and  we 

are  all  aware  of  this  in  terms  of  our  relation- 
ship with  some  of  the  emerging  nations  and 

French-speaking  nations— that  sort  of  role 
devolves  to  the  provinces  in  a  variety  of 
ways. 

What  this  small  branch  does  is  to  try  to 

co-ordinate  how  we  are  involved  in  things 
like  the  International  Labour  Organization, 

UNESCO,  WHO,  Canada-France  and  Can- 
ada-USSR agreements— all  the  things  that 

involve  provincial  interests. 
We  are  also  asked  from  time  to  time  for 

assistance  on  external  aid,  which  we  are 
glad  to  provide;  I  think  particularly  of  my 
friend  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food. 
Sometimes  those  requests  come  through 
from  Ottawa  to  us  and  back  to  Ottawa  and 

in  the  future  may  well  go  through  this  rather 
small  branch,  which  is  our  provincial  contact, 
if  I  can  put  it  that  way,  with  External  Affairs. 

I   don't  want  to   over-emphasize  this,  but 

much  of  what  they  do  obviously  is  of  service 
to  the  Premier  rather  than  just  serving  the 

Treasurer.  It  is  a  government-wide  service 
that  is  provided,  and  not  just  to  my  ministry; 
particularly  it  is  a  service  to  the  cabinet  and 
to  the  Premier. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  do  I  interpret  the  min- 
ister correctly  that  if  the  Minister  of  Colleges 

and  Universities  is  enunciating  cultural  policy 
for  the  government  of  Canada  at  a  UNESCO 
conference  in  Addis  Ababa,  in  fact  the  real 

power  behind  the  throne,  the  real  eminence 
grise  who  is  pulling  the  wires,  is  this  minister 
as  co-ordinator  for  them? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No?  Okay. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  4  carried?  Carried. 

On  item  5,  the  member  for  Waterloo  North. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  does  item  5, 

federal-provincial  affairs,  deal  with  tri-level 
talks,  tri-level  dialogues? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  I  think  so. 

Mr.  Good:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 

like  to  have  the  Treasurer  give  a  short  de- 
scription of  what  progress  is  being  made 

from  the  Victoria  conference  and  the  Winni- 
peg meetings.  I  think  Mr.  Andras,  Mr.  Bales, 

and  the  mayor  of  Hull  were  set  up  as  a  com- 
mittee to  organize  and  promote  a  tri-level 

conference. 

I  think  we  all  agree  that  in  the  matter  of 
problems  of  the  huge  cities,  such  as  Toronto, 
Montreal  and  Vancouver,  federal  government 
involvement  is  going  to  have  to  take  place  in 

the  solving  of  some  of  these— And,  of  course, 
because  of  our  jurisdictional  reserves  we 
have  the  problem  of  the  federal  government 
dealing  with  the  cities,  a  problem  that  is 
unique  to  a  federation  of  provinces  such 

as  we  have  in  Canada  and  one  which  doesn't 
exist  in  a  country  like  France  where  the 

national  government  doesn't  have  a  provin- 
cial government  to  go  through  and  can  deal 

directly   with  its   cities. 

Regarding  the  conference  being  held  this 
fall  in  Toronto,  perhaps  the  minister  could 
give  us  a  little  rundown  on  what  is  going 
to  happen  with  the  federal,  provincial  and 
municipal  leaders  being  engaged  in  what 
I  think  are  extremely  important  dialogues.  I 
think  there  is  no  way  the  provinces  can  act 
as  a  hindrance  to  federal  involvement  in  the 
cities. 

I  think  it  is  a  problem  that  perhaps  was 
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never  anticipated  in  our  constitution  when  it 
was  brought  forth  many  years  ago,  but  never- 

theless it  is  a  very  real  problem.  Perhaps 
many  of  us  feel  that  things  have  moved  very 
slowly  when  it  comes  to  tri-level  dialogue, 
but  I  think  that  whether  we  like  it  or  not 
there  is  going  to  have  to  be  more  of  it.  I 
think  we  are  going  to  have  to  get  right  down 
to  the  nitty-gritty  of  it  and  perhaps  forget 
some  of  our  jurisdictional  problems.  We  will 
have  to  get  right  down  to  solving  the  prob- 

lems of  the  city  with  better  communications 
between  the  federal  government,  the  provin- 

cial government  and  the  cities. 

One  other  point  that  the  minister  might 
comment  on  is  whether  he  thinks  a  policy 
relating  to  growth  within  Canada,  com- 

munications within  Canada,  centres  of  pop- 
ulation and  so  on  perhaps  can  be  resolved 

on  a  provincial  basis  that  could  be  adapted 
differently  within  the  provinces,  across  the 
country,  but  nevertheless  a  policy  worked 
out  as  a  result  of  dialogue  with  the  cities 
and  the  province  and  the  federal  government, 
so  that  we  can  maybe  look  at  the  ultimate 
growth  of  Canada;  what  we  want  in  Canada; 
how  we  want  to  protect  our  cities  from  some 
of  the  pitfalls  that  have  resulted  in  many  of 
the  large  American  cities  and  how  this  can 
best  be  accomplished. 

Frankly,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that  we've 
been  moving  at  a  relatively  snail's  pace  in 
this  very  important  tri-level  dialogue,  which 
must,  in  my  view,  of  necessity  be  speeded  up 
in  the  near  future. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  would  agree  with 
the  member.  I  don't  think  I  would  like  to 
add  at  this  point  very  much  more  than  what 
I  said  at  the  time  that  we  tabled  in  the 

House  the  agreement  reached  by  the  tri-level 
planning  committee,  a  month  or  so  ago, 

following  a  number  of  meetings,  and  I'll  oome 
back  to  that.  The  tri-level  planning  com- 

mittee has  not  met  since  that  time.  There 
will  be  a  meeting  of  officials,  I  think,  next 
month.  Mr.  Henry  Davis  has  been  appointed 

—I  don't  know  if  that  has  been  made  public— 
at  any  rate,  a  conference  co-ordinator  has 
been  appointed. 

Officials  from  the  Canadian  federation,  or 
from  the  joint  committee  really  from  my 
office,  acting  on  behalf  of  the  provinces  at 
this  moment,  and  from  the  Department  of 
Urban  Affairs  federally  have  been  meeting. 
They  will  be  reporting  to  us  at  a  meeting  of 
the  tri-level  planning  committee  which  I  ex- 

pect will  be  held  in  Toronto  on  July  20, 
prior    to    the    meeting    of    the    Ministers    of 

Municipal    Affairs    in    August,    among    other things. 

I  can  only  report  that  the  agreements 
which  were  reached  by  the  tri-level  planning 
committee  and  which  were  sorted  out,  I  think, 
by  the  respective  constituencies  of  the  three 
governments  involved,  have  been  found 

acceptable.  Now  that's  down  in  black  and 
white;  we've  had  no  deviations  or  no  violent 
complaints  from  any  of  the  provinces.  I  think 
the  municipalities  generally  are  happy  and, 
presumably,  the  government  of  Canada  is. 

I  would  agree  that  it's  been  slow.  I  pay  an 
enormous  amount  of  tribute  to  my  pre- 

decessor as  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs  for 
bringing  this  along.  I  think  it  would  be  fair 
to  say  that  the  previous  Minister  of  Municipal 

Affairs  to  him,  or  Mr.  Bales'  successor  as 
Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs,  might  have 
been  too  impatient  to  do  what  Mr.  Bales  did 
during  the  course  of  a  very  critical  year,  in 
helping  to  bring  together  the  three  levels  of 
government,  most  particularly— and  I  say  this 
very  frankly— the  provinces,  whose  opinions 
vary  widely. 

I've  said  I  agree  with  my  friend  from 
Waterloo  North,  and  I  do,  in  what  he  has 
had  to  say  tonight.  Those  views  are  not 

shared  by  all  the  provinces,  and  I'm  not  just 
referring  to  the  Province  of  Quebec.  If  pro- 

gress has  been  slow,  then  I  think  it's  fair  to say  also  that  it  has  been  deliberate.  I  do 

take  the  opportunity  of  saying  that  it's  been 
a  little  touch  and  go  by  my  observation  dur- 

ing the  course  of  the  last  couple  of  years.  I 
do  welcome  the  opportunity  to  say  to  my 
colleague,  the  Attorney  General,  how  much 
I  think  he  deserves  the  credit  for  keeping  it 
going  during  a  rather  difficult  year. 

What  the  results  will  be,  I  don't  know. 
I'm  hopeful.  I  think  it  will  be,  hopefully,  the 
first  of  many  conferences.  Certainly,  I  would 
agree  with  my  friend,  there  is  a  growing 
awareness  on  the  part  of  the  people  of 

Canada,  hopefully  reflected  in  their  govern- 

ments, at  all  three  levels,  that  we're  not  go- 
ing to  solve  the  problems  of  our  urban  muni- 

cipalities by  being  parochial  about  the  juris- 
diction of  the  respective  three  levels  of  gov- 

ernment. I  don't  want  to  get  back  into  903-1 
—perhaps  I  should  leave  that— but  hopefully 
the  North  Pickering  community,  perhaps  is 

an  example  of  the  kind  of  co-operation  that 
has  to  emerge.  It  has  to  emerge,  more  and 
more,  between  the  three  levels  of  government 
if  we  are  to  maintain  what  we  have  in  terms 

of  the  pleasantness  of  our  cities  in  which  to 
live   and   which,   undoubtedly,   are   going   to 



4266 ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 

grow.  Hopefully,  we  can  maintain  them  and 
enhance  them  in  the  years  ahead. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  is  there  any 
agenda  worked  out? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No  more  than  I 
tabled  that  day. 

Mr.  Good:  Nothing  more  than  that?  I  see. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  will  be  doing 
that  next  month. 

Mr.  Good:  Am  I  correct  in  assuming  that 
the  whole  discussion  will  be  more  on  policy 
than  on  programming?  Is  that  correct?  It  it 
just  a  basis  of  dialogue,  or  what? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  I  think  that  is 
fair  to  say.  There  is  a  variety  of  opinions. 
There  is  the  agenda  that  we  have  tabled.  I 
think  it  would  cover  anything  that  we  want 
to  talk  about.  At  the  next  meeting  we  will 
be  getting  much  more  specific  and  then  ask- 

ing for  background  papers  to  be  prepared  by 
the  three  levels  and  to  be  circulated  ahead 
of  time  so  that  there  is  a  basis  for  discussion. 

I  think  there  is  some  possibility  it  may  be- 
come more  specific;  depending,  for  example, 

on  what  happens  to  the  amendments  for  the 
National  Housing  Act.  If  they  are  put  through 
and  become  law  between  now  and  November, 

it  is  a  different  ball  game  than  if  they  are 
still  before  the  House  of  Commons.  That 

may  be  a  very  opportune  moment  to  have  a 
discussion  on  those  amendments. 

So  we  are  somewhat— well,  I  say  "we"— I, 
as  one  member  of  the  tri-level  planning  com- 

mittee am  trying  to  be  flexible  at  this 
moment,  because  I  think  we  want  to  devote 

some  of  our  time  to  the  broad  policy.  At  the 
same  time,  I  think  if  we  are  not  contemporary 
in  what  we  talk  about  at  that  meeting,  we 
are  not  going  to  get  very  much  attention. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Thunder  Bay. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Yes,  thank  you  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  am  going  to  be  very  brief,  but  I  am  won- 

dering if  the  minister  got  involved  at  all— in 
concert  with  the  other  provinces— in  regard 
to  the  offshore  mineral  rights  and  oil  and 
gas  rights. 

As  you  know,  there  is  a  controversy  going 
on  now  between  Quebec,  the  Maritimes  and 
the  federal  government  with  regard  to  who 
owns  the  offshore  rights  of  various  minerals. 
Of  course,  the  only  part  of  Ontario  that 
borders  on  the  oceans  is  that  part  exposed 
to  James  Bay  and  Hudson  Bay. 

I  think  it  was  Premier  Robarts,  a  couple 

of  years  ago,  who  said  that  it  was  still  un- 
der discussion.  I  am  wondering  if  you,  or 

anyone  in  your  department,  has  had  any 
discussions  with  the  federal  authorities  to 

determine  who,  in  fact,  does  own  these  off- 
shore rights? 

With  the  emphasis  being  placed  to  a 
much  greater  degree  on  exploration  in  the 

north— for  oil  and  gas  reserves  particularly— 
it  is  becoming  quite  a  significant  factor.  I 
am  wondering  if  you  have  had  any  dialogue 
with  people  federally  to  come  to  terms  with 
them  about  the  ownership  of  these  reserves, 
particularly  on  the  islands  in  James  Bay 
and  Hudson  Bay? 

There  is  one  other  thing  I  want  to  ask 
about.  I  wrote  a  letter  to  the  minister  about 

it  and  I  got  a  reply  from  him— for  which  I 
thank  him.  It  is  something  that  I  think  does 
worry  him  from  time  to  time;  and  that  is 
the  import  and  export  of  iron  ore. 

I  asked  him  for  his  opinion  on  a  specific 
instance  where  we  were  importing  iron  ores 
from  the  United  States  to  satisfy  the  needs 
of  a  primary  steel  producer  in  Sault  Ste. 
Marie.  Of  course,  I  got  basically  the  same 

answer  from  him  as  I  got  from  federal  cabi- 
net ministers.  But  I  am  wondering  what 

kind  of  a  dialogue  do  you  have  with  the 
federal  authorities  when  something  like  this 
comes  up?  Is  it  an  ongoing  dialogue,  or  do 
you  just  try  to  put  out  brush  fires  as  they 
come  along?  Do  you  have  a  regular  com- 

mittee that  discusses  these  things  on  an  in- 
terdepartmental basis  and  makes  regular 

submissions  to  the  federal  government  on 
these  things? 

I'm  wondering  if  you'd  care  to  comment 
on  those  two  aspects  of  federal-provincial 
relations. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Answering  the 

second  question  first:  No,  we  don't  have 
that  sort  of  a  regular  dialogue  with  the 

federal  government.  Perhaps  we  should.  It's 
a  good  point. 

This  is  the  sort  of  joint  economic  consul- 
tation really,  in  the  broad  sense  of  the  word, 

that  we've  been  talking  about  for  the  last 
couple  of  years;  which  the  Premier  particu- 

larly talked  about  at  the  November  meeting 
of  first  ministers  and  which  I  talked  about  at 

the  meetings  of  the  Ministers  of  Finance 
before  that,  which  to  date  seems  to  have 
fallen  on  deaf  ears.  But  hope  springs  eternal 
in  our  breasts  in  Ontario,  and  perhaps  some 
day  they  will  see  the  light. 

I   am   hopeful,    coming  back   to    the    first 
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item  here,  or  the  previous  vote  about  the 
advisory  committee  on  energy,  we  thought 
that  there  was  a  very  delightful  interest  on 
the  part  of  the  government  of  Canada  of 
sitting  down  together  and  looking  at  this 
problem;  recognizing  that  there  were  two 
different  points  of  view,  obviously,  serving 

two  different  masters,  but  trying  to  co- 
operate at  least  in  agreeing  on  the  data  and 

agreeing  on  the  needs,  if  not  necessarily 

agreeing  about  the  answers.  I  think  if  we're 
talking  about  iron  ore,  the  same  thing  can 

equally  be  true;  and  perhaps  it's  an  area 
that  we  should  be  taking  a  greater  look  at. 
But  on  a  regular  ongoing  basis,  no;  I  think 
the  answer  would  have  to  be  no. 

Now  how  much  relationship  there  is  be- 
tween our  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources  or 

the  old  Department  of  Mines,  and  the  De- 
partment of  Energy,  Mines  and  Resources 

in  Ottawa  I'm  not  sure  and  I  shouldn't  com- 
ment on  that.  I  think  there's  a  reasonable 

amount;  but  that's  perhaps  only  both  look- 
ing at  it  from  the  same  point  of  view,  get- 
ting it  out  of  the  ground  rather  than  where 

it's  going  to  go. 

Maybe  that's  something  I  shouldn't  get 
into,  but  both  of  us  have  to  look  at  it,  I 
think,  from  a  much  broader  viewpoint  than 
perhaps  we  have  in  the  past. 

And  the  hon.  member  would  agree  with 

that.  It's  not  just  a  question  of  getting  iron 
ore  out  of  the  ground.  That's  my  view  and 
I  think  the. view  of  my  friend  from  Thunder 

Bay;  that's  probably  a  small  part  of  the 
ball  game,  and  the  ball  game  is  much  big- 

ger than  that. 

Coming  to  the  matter  of  James  and  Hud- 
son Bays,  there  were  proposals  made  by 

the  government  of  Canada  which  takes  the 
view,  really,  that  constitutionally  this  is 
their  resource;  but  they  nevertheless  made 

an  offer.  There  were  discussions,  particu- 
larly between  Ontario,  Quebec  and  Mani- 
toba, as  to  James  and  Hudson  Bays.  There 

was  a  difference  of  opinion.  There  was  an 
agreement  reached,  I  think  between  two  of 
the  three  provinces;  and  one  province  then 
pulled  out  of  the  agreement. 

We  were  party  to  the  agreement,  which 
has  been  in  sort  of  a  limbo  for  the  last  year 

or  so.  I  think  it's  fair  to  say  that  we  have 
not  taken  any  initiatives.  We  have  discussed 
it  both  within  the  ministry  and  at  cabinet 
from  time  to  time.  But  on  the  basis  that  we 

had  10  provinces,  with  I  think  about  six 
different  points  of  view  and  a  federal  point 

of  view,  realistically  there  didn't  seem  much 

chance  of  reconciliation  of  those  views  im- 
mediately; perhaps  there  had  to  be  some 

testing  in  the  courts. 

From  our  point  of  view  there  wasn't  the 
urgency  which  there  was  to  certain  other 
provinces.  Our  share  of  the  bay,  no  matter 

how  you  draw  it  relatively,  and  we've  drawn 
some  beautiful  lines,  but  you  know,  it's smaller  than  that  of  the  other  two  provinces 

weVe  been  talking  about.  Perhaps  we  might 
have  been  more  involved  in  thinking  about 

it;  although  my  own  impression  is,  and  I've 
read  these  papers  for  three  or  four  years, 

that  we  are  all  so  far  apart  that  I  don't 
know  just  what  common  ground  should  be 
reached. 

Now  it's  come  to  a  head,  of  ̂ course,  be- 
cause of  Sable  Island;  and  it's  obviously 

terribly  important  to  Nova  Scotia.  We  weren't 
involved,  and  I  think  it's  fair  to  say  didn't even  know  the  discussions  were  going  on 
between  the  four  Maritime  provinces  and 

the  Province  of  Quebec  in  reaching  a  com- 
mon viewpoint. 

As  the  Premier  indicated  the  other  day, 

we're  studying  the  agreement  which  they 
have  reached.  I  think  nothing  would  please 
us  more  than  to  be  able  to  find  ourselves  in 

agreement  with  our  sister  provinces,  but  we 

haven't  come  to  any  conclusions  yet;  al- 
though the  matter  has  been  activated  be- 

cause of  the  activity  of  the  other  provinces 
the  other  day. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Windsor- 
Walkerville. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  ( Windsor- Walkerville ) : 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted  to  ask  the  minister 

if  under  federal-provincial  affairs  the  prob- 
lem of  DISC  and  its  relationship  to  the 

Province  of  Ontario  and  to  the  government 
of  Canada  is  under  serious  discussion,  and 

if  so  what  the  position  of  the  minister's  de- 
partment is  in  relation  to  the  discussions? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  relate  this  back 

to  item  2  but  I  am  happy  to  deal  with  it 
here. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  I  notice  it  is  under  fed- 
eral-provincial  affairs    solely,    Mr.    Minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  it  is  actually 

dealt  with  by  the  economic  planning  branch 

rather  than  the  federal-provincial  affairs  sec- 

retary. But  it  doesn't  matter— let's  deal  with 
it. 

We  are,  Lord  knows,  enormously  inter- 

ested in  this.  I  don't  say  this  boastfully,  but 



4268 ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 

I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  Ontario  was 
concerned  about  DISC  and  talking  about 
DISC  long  before  the  government  of  Canada 

knew  it  existed,  I  don't  say  that  in  any  sense 
of  trying  to  stir  things  up. 

As  a  matter  of  fact  I  told  my  friend  from 

Windsor- Walkerville  the  other  day,  and  his 
friends  from  Windsor— his  mayor  and  cer- 

tain representatives  from  the  UAW,  and 

there  were  other  mayors  there— that  when 
they  had  been  terribly  concerned  about  the 
auto  pact  we  were  giving  more  than  a  little 
attention  to  the  impact  of  DISC. 

I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  our  economists 
and  our  people  monitoring  those  kinds  of 

situations  early  last  fall— I'm  sorry,  I  haven't 
got  the  paper  here,  but  as  I  recall  it  was  well 

before  Christmas— presented  the  first  paper 
to  me  on  the  potential  impact  of  DISC— and 
I  transferred  it  to  my  colleagues.  We  had 
monitored  that  situation  on  through  it.  I 
think  there  are  two  papers  that  have  gone  to 

cabinet  on  this,  simply  as  a  matter  of  in- 

formation. We  haven't  reported  to  them  re- 
cently. 

We  are  concerned.  We  are  not  as  con- 
cerned in  the  short  run  as  some  com- 

mentators would  think  we  should  be.  We 

see  it,  as  do  a  number  of  other  observers, 

as  a  probable  violation  of  GATT— of  every- 
thing this  country  and  the  United  States 

really  have  been  trying  to  do  in  promoting 
world  trade.  We  are,  of  course,  in  close  con- 

sultation with  the  Ministry  of  Industry  and 
Tourism  about  this  whole  matter.  They,  in 
particular,  have  been  in  touch  with  Ottawa, 
and  we  are  part  of  the  ongoing  discussions 
with  Ottawa. 

It  was  analyzed  for  me,  and  let  me  just 
quote  a  little  bit  from  this  paper  that  came 

to  me  about  a  month-and-a-half  ago.  I  don't think  the  six  basic  concerns  which  we  have 

about  DISC  have  changed. 

First  of  all,  the  effectiveness  of  DISC  in 
giving  US  producers  a  price  advantage.  We 
estimate  at  this  time  that  that  is  small. 

Secondly,  a  large  part  of  that  advantage- 
all  of  it,  I  suppose,  and  then  some— has  been 

negated  by  Mr.  Turner's  budget.  The  sec- ond concern  would  be  the  effectiveness  of 

DISC  in  shifting  new  US  investment  away 
from  Canada  and  into  the  United  States.  I 

would  say  that  that  is  our  largest  single 
worry.  It  is  a  long  range  worry  rather  than 
a  short  range  worry.  There  is  no  substantial 
evidence  as  yet  that  we  have  seen  that  a 
American  company  is  not  putting  an  addition 
on    in    Chatham    and    is    putting    it    on    in 

Lansing.  We.  haven't  seen  any  indication  of 
that  yet,  and  when  we  do  I  don't  know  how 
we  can  prove  it.  But  that  would  be  of  real 

significance— I  think  our  largest  concern. 
Then  there  is  the  relevance  and  significance 

of  DISC  in  the  context  of  a  floating  exchange 
rate,  and  that  is  of  large  concern. 

DISC  and  Canadian  business  prosperity— 
perhaps  this  is  an  oversimplification,  but 
there  is  a  relationship  of  our  economy  to 
the  United  States  and  other  parts  of  the 
world.  DISC  is  just  one  item  of  an  improved 
business  tax  climate  in  the  United  States. 

There  is  an  investment  tax  credit  and  a  num- 
ber of  other  things. 

Again,  this  memo  was  written  before  Mr. 

Turner's  budget  of  May  8,  1972.  Those  kind 
of  concerns  are  changed  a  little  bit  since 

Mr.  Turner's  budget  which  went  a  long  way 
toward  making  our  industries— our  manu- 

facturing industries  particularly— very  com- 
petitive in  Canada  and  indeed  in  the  world. 

Finally,  there  is  our  concern  about  long 
term  strategic  planning  in  such  areas  as  the 
whole  industrial  strategy  or  economic  policy 
that  we  have  been  discussing  earlier.  What 
are  the  impacts  there? 
We  are  worried  and  have  been  worried 

about  DISC,  but  it  is  not  the  only  worry. 
We  put  DISC  in  the  same  package  as  the 
uncertainty  about  the  automotive  pact,  the 
value  of  the  Canadian  dollar  vis-a-vis  the 

American  dollar,  and  a  number  of  other  con- 
cerns. Certainly,  we  are  concerned,  and  have 

transmitted  our  concern  to  the  government 
of  Canada  and  will  continue  to  do  so.  We 

are  continuing  very  closely,  both  in  my  min- 
istry and  in  the  Ministry  of  Industry  and 

Tourism,  to  monitor  the  whole  situation. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Minister. 
I  wanted  to  ask  the  minister,  in  respect  to 
the  policy  recommendations  from  a  Mr. 

Cooper  back  on  March  27,  1972,  if  the  gov- 
ernment has  any  intentions  of  following 

through  with  some  of  the  recommendations 
in  relation  to  DISC;  that  is,  where  it  would 

actually  buy  out  some  of  the  American  cor- 
porations that  may  be  adversely  affecting 

Canadian  productivity  and  Canadian  in- 
dustry; and,  likewise,  if  the  government  had 

any  interest  in  taking  over  corporations  that 
may  be  useful  to  our  economy? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think— and  I  have 
forgotten  the  contents  of  that  particular 

memorandum— it  might  be  fair  to  say  that  it 
was  rather  a  quick  reply  under  pressure  and 
a  viewpoint  being  expressed.  Our  own  view 

is  that  we  don't  do  well  when  we  respond 
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overly  quickly  to  any  of  these  things.  We 
have  to  look  back  and  look  at  them  calmly. 

I  remember  very  well  the  great  concern 
which  was  felt  by  all  of  us  in  the  House 
about  the  10  per  cent  surcharge  which  was 

placed  on  in  Mr.  Nixon's  phase  1  proposals 
of  Aug.  15,  1971.  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say 
that  the  country  has  lived  through  that  and 
lived  through  it  rather  well.  I  seem  to  recall 
a  certain  gentleman  crying  doom  and  gloom 
about  the  effect  of  those  proposals.  By  and 
large,  it  is  fair  to  say  that  the  ill  effects 
did  not  materialize. 

It  is  crying  wolf  I  suppose.  Before  we 
speak  more  loudly  than  we  have  been  about 
this  and  before  we  would  seriously  suggest 
to  the  government  of  Canada  taking  some 
of  the  actions  which  have  been  suggested 
in  our  particular  memorandum,  I  would  want 
to  be  a  lot  surer  of  the  ground  on  which 
we  were  walking  than  we  are  yet. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Minister. 

Item  5,  carried? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  item  5,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  5,  yes.  The  member 
for  Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  want  to  ask  the  minister 
what  progress  has  Ontario  made  in  terms  of 

its  repeated  submissions  to  the  federal  gov- 
ernment— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  With  which  I  am 
sorry. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —for  greater  joint  economic 
policy-making?  I  know  you  meet  with  the 
federal  Minister  of  Finance  and  with  the 

other  provincial  Ministers  of  Finance  or 
Treasurers,  I  guess  once  or  twice  a  year 
now.  Beyond  that,  are  you  satisfied  that 

any  effective  co-ordination  has  been 
achieved  or  is  the  situation  as  unsatisfactory 
as  ever? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  To  answer  your 
whole  question,  it  would  be  very  little.  Am 
I  encouraged?  I  am  an  eternal  optimist  and 
someday  a  brighter  day  will  come.  No, 
there  is  nothing  positive  to  report.  In  a 
very  fine  paper  which  the  Premier  presented 
to  the  first  ministers  and,  if  I  may  say  so, 
a  rather  fine  paper  which  we  presented  at 

the  Ministers  of  Finance  meeting,  we  sug- 
gested the  need  for  some  joint  consultation 

and  joint  planning,  not  expecting  miracles 
overnight.  I  would  have  to  say  so  far  on 
the  part  of  the  government  of  Canada, 
there  has  been  a  nothing  response. 

Mr.    Chairman:    Item   5,    carried?    Carried. 

Item  6,   carried?  Carried. 

Are  we  prepared  to  go  ahead  with  item  1 
at  this  time  then?  Is  this  the  understanding? 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  wouldn't  mind. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  1.  I  believe  we  de- 
ferred to  the  member  for  Scarborough  West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  I  want  to  thank  the 
Treasurer  for  being  good  enough  to  allow 
that  interim. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  some  remarks  to 
make,  some  observations  to  make  about  the 
second  international  airport.  They  will,  I 
am  sure,  be  punctuated  by  opposition  on 
the  part  of  the  provincial  Treasurer  and 

that  will  relieve  me  from  a  too-lengthy  reci- 
tation of  some  of  the  things  that  I  want  to 

raise. 

In  general  terms,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
say  that  I  think  we  have  made  a  frightful 
mistake.  One  of  the  worst  economic  de- 

cisions that  this  government  has  ever  taken 
has  been  the  insistence  on  building  the 
second  international  airport.  I  cannot  help 
but  think  that  it  is  a  wholesale  capitulation 

to  the  fetish  of  growth  for  growth's  sake. 
It  is  this  absolute  worship  of  technology. 

I  don't  know  whether  it  has  something  to 
do  with  Ste.  Soholastique  and  the  period  of 

time  when  the  decision  to  have  the  Mont- 
real airport  built  was  made  and  the  sense 

of  grievance  that  so  many  federal  members 
of  Parliament  felt  about  the  need  for  a 

similar  airport  in  Toronto. 

I  remember  the  former  Liberal  federal 
member  for  York  West  indicating  publicly 
that  it  had  been  in  fact  a  straight  political 
decision.  Having  decided  to  go  ahead  in 
Montreal,  the  pressures  from  the  members 
of  Parliament  in  Toronto  built  to  a  cres- 

cendo and  the  same  decision  was  made  to 

move  on  the  Toronto  airport. 

Frankly,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  all  the  debate 
around  the  airport  of  the  last  number  of 

years— and  particularly  concentrated  since 
the  announcement,  if  memory  serves  me,  on 
March  2  last— there  has  never  been  a  single 
reliable  argument  adduced  to  legitimize  it. 

I  don't  intend  to  engage  with  the  Treas- 
urer tonight— others  may  wish  to  do  so- 

much  about  the  matter  of  site  selection; 

because  any  site  selection  is,  in  a  sense,  un- 
desirable in  certain  eoonomic  and  ecological 

areas.  But  in  terms  of  the  basic  legitimacy 
of  the  airport  itself,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  our 
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contention    that    the     argument    cannot    be 

supported. 

It  is  a  most  extraordinary  distortion  of 

social  priorities  to  channel  hundreds  of  mil- 
lions of  dollars— it  may  well  be  billions  of 

dollars— into  a  second  international  airport, 
when  such  money  could  be  used  for  the  in- 

vestment of  social  capital  in  other  areas. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  draw  certain 
points  to  your  attention,  sir,  and  to  that  of  the 
provincial  Treasurer,  and  if  he  would  like  to 
interrupt  me  on  the  points  that  I  make,  I 
invite  him  to  do  so.  I  am  going  to  make  nine 
or  10  separate  points;  all  of  which  seem  to  me 
to  destroy  the  basis  for  a  second  international 

airport.  And  the  first  is  to  draw  to  his  atten- 
tion what  he— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Chairman,  let 

me  just  make  it  very  clear  then— I  have  no 
objection  to  this  whatsoever— but  I  am  not 
going  to  debate  with  the  member  on  the 
need  for  a  second  international  airport. 

The  member  started  off  by  saying  there 
was  an  insistence  on  building  the  second 
airport,  and  from  there  we  have  gone  into 

the  growth  ethic  and  growth  for  growth's 
sake.  I  would  simply  say,  on  behalf  of  this 
government,  that  there  has  never  been  an 
insistence  in  any  way,  shape  or  form  on 
building  a  second  airport.  And  to  suggest, 
as  some  people  have  suggested,  that  we 
wanted  a  second  airport  because  Montreal 
had  two  airports,  is  to  my  way  of  thinking 
just  sheer  nonsense. 

When  you  are  talking  about  a  group  who 
I  regard  as  responsible  people,  my  colleagues 
in  this  government,  the  civil  servants  of  this 

province,  to  say  that  we  want  a  second  air- 
port as  some  sort  of  a  plaything  because 

Montreal  has  one,  to  my  way  of  thinking 

indicates  a  very  small  mind— and  I  am  not 
saying  this  about  the  leader  of  the  New 

Democratic  Party— but  a  very  small  mind 
on  the  part  of  the  person  saying  it.  People 
in  Ontario,  in  my  view,  do  not  think  that 
way. 

Montreal  can  have  10  airports.  In  my  view, 
we  want  an  airport,  or  airports,  which  are 
adequate  to  the  needs  of  the  people  of 
Ontario,  and  the  people  of  Toronto. 

Rut  I  would  simply  say  that  if  the  member 

wants  to  make  the  point  that  we  don't  need 
a  second  airport,  that  is  a  debate  which  I 
think  you  should  have  with  the  government  of 
Canada  and  which,  frankly,  I  am  not  com- 

petent to  debate  with  him.  Rut  as  always  I 
will  be  interested  in  listening  to  him. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  as  always,  we  will  ulti- 
mately end  up  debating  with  each  other, 

because  you  will  enter  in  your  irrepressible 
fashion.  I  am  not  competent  to  comment  on 
the  small  minds  or  large  minds  of  former 
federal  members  who  have  indicated  from 

time  to  time  that  it  was  a  competitive  in- 
stinct which  caused  the  airport  to  be  dis- 

cussed for  Toronto  after  the  Montreal  de- 

cision was  made.  I  would  much  prefer— I 
hope  the  minister  will  be  back— I  would 
much  prefer  to  base  the  argument  much  more 
on  the  fetish  of  growth,  because  I  really 

believe  that  that  is  what  everyone  has  suc- 
cumbed to,  including  all  the  technical  plan- 

ners and  all  the  economic  designers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  make  another 
argument,  which  I  am  sorry  to  make  while  the 
provincial  Treasurer  has  left,  but  perhaps  it 
can  be  conveyed  to  him  by  Mr.  Macdonald. 

I  believe  that  the  provincial  government  de- 
cision not  to  allow  the  modest  expansion  of 

Malton  in  the  revised  study  of  1970  was  the 
determining  factor  in  the  ultimate  decision 
to  build  a  second  international  airport.  The 
refusal  of  the  provincial  officials  to  go  ahead 
with  the  limited  expansion  of  Malton  under 
the  terms  involved  was  in  fact  the  crucial  de- 

cision, and  had  the  province  been  prepared 
to  accept  what  I  think  was  clear  then,  the 
clear  logic  of  what  was  being  suggested, 

rather  than  rejecting  it,  the  second  interna- 
tional airport  would  never  have  reached  this 

stage  and  in  fact  would  not  now  be  built. 

To  suggest  that  it  was  a  federal  decision 

is  a  piece  of  real  political— well,  it  is  not 

hypocrisy,  it  is  a  neat  political  diversion,  be- 
cause in  fact— it  is  not  even  chicanery,  much 

as  I  would  like  to  term  it  that— 

Mr.  Reid:  It  is  a  Machiavellian  scheme. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —it  is  a  very  neat  way  of  try- 
ing to  take  the  provincial  government  off  the 

hook  for  a  decision  that  they  in  fact  were 
instrumental    in    making. 

Mr.  Chairman,  because  this  is  a  matter 
of  such  enormous  importance  to  the  whole 
development  of  the  southern  part  of  the 
province  I  am  going  to  take  just  a  little  time 
to  put  some  of  the  matters  on  the  record, 
because  I  think  they  should  be  there.  I  think 
they  should  be  raised  in  this  House. 

First,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  draw 

your  attention  to  the  extraordinary  discrep- 
ancy in  the  passenger  figures  which  have 

been  released.  The  March  2  press  release 
in  which  the  provincial  Treasurer  participated, 
suggests  that  the  total  passenger  traffic  passing 
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through  Toronto  will  rise  from  six  million 
in  1971  to  23  million  in  1985  and  62  million 

in  the  year  2000. 

But  the  1971  Statistics  Canada  report 

which  was  produced  as  "Aviation  in  Can- 
ada," quoting  data  from  the  Ministry  of 

Transport,  air  transportation  statistics  fore- 
cast branch,  showing  expected  passenger 

movements  in  the  Toronto  air  hub— and  this, 
Mr.  Chairman,  includes  Guelph,  Hamilton, 

Waterloo  and  other  regional  airports— fore- 
casts 11.7  million  in  1980,  16.4  million  in 

1985,  and  21.6  million  in  1990.  If  you  extend 
that  projection  you  get  a  maximum  of  35  to 
45  million  in  the  year  2000,  depending  on 
the  assumptions  used.  That  is  a  difference 
between  the  two  estimates  of  35  per  cent  in 
1985  and  of  anywhere  from  45  to  75  per  cent 
in  the  year  2000. 

We  want  to  ask,  Mr.  Chairman,  why  it  is 

that  a  forecast  of  air  traffic,  made  after  a  de- 
cision to  build  the  new  airport  has  been 

taken,  should  so  far  exceed  the  forecasts 
made  prior  to  that  decision? 

What  I  am  suggesting,  Mr.  Chairman,  is 

that  the  forecasts  of  passenger  traffic  are  un- 
founded. They  are  contrived.  They  are  de- 
liberately exaggerated  in  order  to  try  to 

legitimize  a  second  international  airport. 

The  Statistics  Canada  figures,  which  were 
very  carefully  formulated  prior  to  the  an- 

nouncement and  for  every  reason  should 
stand  on  their  own  feet,  are  very,  very  much 
less  than  those  indicated  when  the  announce- 

ment on  March  2  was  made.  I  am  going  to 
beg  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  forgive  occasional 
incoherence  in  delivery  caused  by  internal 
political  problems,  and  the  late  time,  but  I  am 
going  to  continue  to  proceed. 

Now,  the  second  point  I  want  to  make, 
Mr.  Chairman,  is  about  the  extrapolation  of 
the  passenger  forecasts  and  how  they  were 
arrived  at. 

Let  us  assume,  Mr.  Chairman,  just  for 

a  moment— it  is  not  an  assumption  that  I 
will  continue  with— that  the  forecast  of  62 
million  passenger  movements  is  true.  In  that 
case,  by  the  year  2000  both  Malton  and 
North  Pickering  airports  will  be  operating 
near  capacity.  And  without  policies  to  divert 
traffic  to  other  transportation  modes,  air 
traffic  will  continue  to  grow. 

Even  if  we  assume  that  the  growth  is  at 
a  somewhat  slower  rate  than  the  averages 
of  10  per  cent  annually  to  1985,  and  I  guess 
about  7  per  cent  annually  to  the  year  2000, 
whi,ch  would  be  required  to  produce  62 
million   passengers    annually   by  the   end   of 

the  century;  we  will  require  future  air  facili- 
ties beyond  that  very  quickly.  In  fact,  even 

the  construction  of  an  air  facility  with  a 

capacity  of  North  Pickering  and  Malton  com- 
bined would  not  suffice  for  more  than  a  few 

years.  For  at  a  growth  rate  of  even  5  per 
cent  that  facility  would  itself  be  saturated 
within  15  years,  pefhaps  within  a  shorter 
period  of  time  if  the  expected  growth  in 
freight   continued. 

Therefore,  it  becomes  not  just  a  question 
of  adding  North  Pickering,  now.  Quantified 
air  traffic  projected  exponentially,  gets  out 

of  hand  very  quickly.  Unless  the  provincial 
Treasurer  alters  the  mix  of  transportation, 

we'll  be  faced  with  the  necessity  of  adding 
an  airport  with  the  combined  capacity  of 
Malton  and  North  Pickering  by  the  end  of 

the  century,  and  a  decade  or  so  later,  an- 
other facility  of  similar  capacity;  and  five 

or  six  years  after  that,  another  facility. 

What  I'm  saying  is  that  the  figures  are 
just  nuts.  What  they've  done  is  allow  for 
exponential  growth  in  passenger  use.  This, 

of  course,  is  absurd.  There  has  been  no  care- 
ful analysis  of  how  you  really  measure  pas- 

senger growth  over  the  next  number  of  years. 

If  one  continues  the  projections  Mr.  Jamie- 
son  gave  and  which  this  minister  participated 
in,  then  we  would  be  talking  about  three, 

four  or  five  airports  early  in  the  21st  cen- 
tury; and  that  is  not  conceivable,  as  the 

chairman  well  knows. 

I  am  therefore  calling  into  question  again 
the  whole  basis  on  which  the  calculations 

have  been  made.  The  projections  are  ludi- 
crous. They  are  impossible.  They  cannot  and 

will  not  come  about.  At  some  point,  the 
growth  in  air  traffic  will  come  to  an  end; 
either  because  the  Treasurer,  as  a  planner, 

has  consciously  intervened,  or  because  the 
whole  system  suffers  internal  collapse.  But 

you  can't  consider  your  growth  projection 
as  you  now  have  it. 

Clearly,  a  planned  reduction  in  the  rate 
of  growth  in  air  traffic  is  preferable;  and  we 
prefer  to  view  it  in  those  terms,  rather  than 
the  investment,  the  enormous  investment  in 
an  additional  facility  that  does  not  appear 

to  be  justified.  I  am  going  to  return  to  that 
point  later  on. 

The  third  point  I  want  to  make,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, is  that  the  passenger  load,  in  fact,  is 

a  fraudulent  basis  on  which  to  discuss  the 

need  for  a  new  airport.  I  think  it  is  now 

accepted  by  international  planners  that  the 
basis  on  which  need  is  measured  is  on  the 
basis    of    aircraft   movements,    not   passenger 
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use.  All  the  studies,  particularly  the  very 

famous  Kennedy  study,  demonstrate  that  air- 
craft movement  is  the  crucial  determinant. 

All  right.  Admittedly,  the  number  of  pas- 
sengers and  the  amount  of  freight  determine 

the  terminal  facilities  needed  —  I  am  quite 
prepared  to  concede  that— and  the  size  and 
number  of  access  routes;  that  is  obviously 
true. 

But  it  is  the  number  and  the  size  of  the 
aircraft  that  determine  the  aircraft  facilities 

required;  that  is,  the  length  and  strength  and 

number  of  runways,  guidance  systems,  main- 
tenance facilities,  and  so  on.  But  not  until 

three  months  after  the  airport  decision  was 

announced,  did  the  federal  government  re- 
lease  aircraft  movement  projections. 

Let  me  point  out,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  as 

aircraft  increase  in  size,  the  number  of  air- 
craft needed  to  transport  a  given  number  of 

passengers  obviously  decreases.  Already  the 

introduction  of  jumbo  jets  on  the  Toronto- 
Vancouver  run  has  reduced  the  number  of 

scheduled  flights  between  these  cities,  al- 
though the  number  of  passengers  has  not 

been  affected. 

Two  new  types  of  large  capacity  jets,  the 

DC-10  and  the  L-1011,  will  join  die  Boeing 

747's  in  regular  service  within  the  next  year 
or  two,  but  aircraft  development  will  not 
stop  at  that  point.  Stretched  versions  of  the 
jumbo  jets  will  appear  before  the  end  of 
this  decade;  still  larger  aircraft  are  already 
on  the  drawing  board.  Scientific  knowledge 
is  also  increasing  exponentially,  if  I  can 
abuse  that  term. 

In  the  past  three  decades  we  have  pro- 
gressed from  the  DC-3  to  the  jumbo  jet.  It 

is  not  at  all  unrealistic  to  assume,  as  federal 

planners  have,  that  600-passenger  aircraft 
will  be  operational  by  1980,  and  1,000- 
passenger  craft  by  the  end  of  the  century. 

I'm  mot  particularly  happy  about  the  end- 
less growth  in  the  size  of  the  planes  and  the 

implications  that  that  has  in  environmental 
terms.  But  it  is  itself  one  of  the  realities 

when  measuring  the  need  for  a  second  in- 
ternational airport. 

Therefore  the  aircraft  movement  figures 
are  most  interesting.  They  show  a  very  slow 
3.2  per  cent  annual  rate  of  growth  of  com- 

mercial air  traffic.  And  I  ask  the  Treasurer 

to  note  this,  Mr.  Chairman:  From  113,000 
in  1970,  to  157,000  in  1980,  to  293,000  by 
the  end  of  the  century.  The  figures  show  that 

the  freight  component,  in  spite  of  the  pub- 
licity to  the  contrary,  will  still  be  less  than 

seven  per  cent  of  operations  at  that  time. 

Let  me  point  out  to  the  Treasurer  that  if, 
in  fact,  these  projections  are  accurate,  and 
there  is  no  reason  in  the  world  to  think 

otherwise— they  are  Statistics  Canada  MOT 

projections  of  aircraft  movements^one  be- 
comes extremely  suspicious  about  why  this 

information  was  not  made  available  be- 
fore a  decision  to  build  the  second  interna- 

tional airport  was  taken.  In  fact,  the  air- 
craft movement  pattern  puts  the  lie  to  the 

decision.  There  is  nothing  within  the  capa- 
city, even  of  the  present  Malton  that  cannot 

handle   the   projected   aircraft   movements. 

I  have  been  talking  so  far  of  regularly 
scheduled  aircraft  movements.  These  com- 

prised in  1971,  I  think,  only  55  or  56  per 
cent  of  total  flight  movements.  The  rest 
were  small  craft  and  some  non-scheduled 
commercial  flights,  private  and  government 
aircraft  and  training  flights.  If  they  oould 
be  diverted,  as  apparently  is  the  case,  to 
airports  like  Buttonville  or  the  Toronto 
island  airport  as  it  is  now  used,  or  even 
other  adjacent  airports,  then  Malton  has 

the  capacity  to  handle  all  the  aircraft  move- 
ments that  can  be  projected  to  the  end  of 

this  century. 

The  experience  of  O'Hare;  the  experience 
of  Kennedy;  the  experience  of  the  Dulles 
airport;  the  experience  of  Winnipeg,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  demonstrate  that  when  the 
auxiliary  airport  systems  are  provided  for 
the  use  of  private  and  government  planes, 

training  and  non-scheduled  flights  the 
scheduled  commercial  flights  can  be  ac- 

commodated quite  comfortably  at  the  inter- 
national airports  involved.  This  sort  of  es- 

sential information  has  not  yet,  in  fact,  been 
made  public. 

The  fourth  point  I  want  to  make,  Mr. 

Chairman— Oh,  before  I  do  that  I  want  to 

call  the  Treasurer's  attention,  he  will  recall 
it  himself,  to  the  excellent  articles  which 
Thomas  Coleman  wrote  for  the  Globe  and 

Mail  in  the  early  part  of  June,  in  which  he 
pointed  out  that  the  capacity  of  the  Toronto 

Airport  to  handle  all  these  aircraft  move- 
ments was  very  clear: 

Gordon  MacDowall,  general  manager 

of  the  Toronto  airport  planning  commit- 
tee, a  branch  of  the  Ministry  of  Transport 

set  up  to  study  Toronto  air  planning,  told 
a  Toronto  luncheon  audience  recently 

that  today's  121,000  scheduled  and  char- 
ter aircraft  movements  to  the  city  would 

increase  to  312,000  by  1995  and  that 

Malton  now,  without  any  additional  run- 
ways at  all,  can  handle  335,000  flights  a 

year. 
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So  that  even  by  the  year  2000  we  would 
still  be  within  the  parameters  of  what 
Malton  can  handle,  and  it  would  be  our 
contention,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  aircraft 
movements  in  fact  are  the  crucial  deter- 
minant. 

I  want  to  go  further;  I  want  to  raise  the 
fourth  point.  I  want  to  come  to  the  capa- 

cities of  similar  airports.  It  isn't  something  a 
layman  can  discuss  easily;  I  respect  that 
fact,  but  I  want  to  put  some  facts  on  the 
record  which  opponents  of  the  international 
airport  have  taken  the  trouble  to  ferret  out. 

Toronto  International  Airport,  with  its 
parallel  runways  plus  a  single  crosswind 
strip,  handled  214,000  itinerant  movements 
in  1971;  that  is,  commercial  and  non-com- 

mercial flights.  Captain  Desmarais,  in  the 
article  in  Canadian  Aviation  magazine  of 
June  1972,  with  which  the  minister  may  be 
familiar,  has  tried  to  compare  that  with 
other  American  airports. 

He  points  out  that  Malton  was  on  a  par 
with  Newark,  N.J.,  which  has  only  a  pair  of 
single  medium-length  runways;  that  it  com- 

pares favourably  with  Philadelphia,  which 
has  many  more  traffic  movements  and  which 
has  one  long  runway  and  two  medium  cross- 
wind  runways,  and  even  with  La  Guardia, 
which  has  two  single  medium-length  run- 

ways and  which  had  well  over  100,000  more 
aircraft  movements  in  1971. 

All  three  of  these  fields  then,  with  runway 
capacities  smaller  than  that  of  Malton, 
handle  more  aircraft  movements;  La  Guar- 

dia handles  58  per  cent  more  movements. 

The  original  expansion  proposal  would 
have  involved  the  construction  of  an  addi- 

tional runway,  making  Malton  a  dual  parallel 
field  and,  if  we  compare  dual  parallel  fields 
in  other  jurisdictions— Kennedy  and  Los 
Angeles,  for  example— we  find  that  Kennedy 
was  able  to  handle  389,000  flight  movements 
and  Los  Angeles  516,000  flight  movements. 
Again,  the  capacity  of  Malton  is  reaffirmed. 

If  one  goes  further  and  compares  it  with— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  One  just  doesn't 
ignore  the  people  on  the  ground. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Pardon? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  One  just  doesn't 
ignore  the  people  on  the  ground. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  do  you  mean?  The  ques- 
tion is,  is  the  government  prepared  to  build 

some  additional  terminal  facilities  and  some 

rapid  transit  facilities— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  And  ignore  the 
people  who  live  in  the  flight  paths! 

Mr.  Lewis:  —which  will  cost  about— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  And  ignore  the 
people  who  live  in  the  flight  paths! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Not  at  all— I  don't  know  how 
much  less— several  hundred  million  dollars 
less  than  the  government  will  be  spending 
when  it  creates  an  entirely  new  airport  at 
Pickering,  with  all  of  the  additional  terminal 
facilities  and  all  of  the  additional  major 
transportation  facilities. 

And  let  it  be  pointed  out  that  much  of  this 
may  turn  out  to  be  built  in  downtown  To- 

ronto. Nobody  has  yet  said  where  the  ter- 
minals will  be;  nobody  has  yet  said  where 

the  traffic  will  originate.  None  of  that,  as  yet, 
is  public  information.  All  we  have  is  that 
very  scanty  and  highly  superficial  document 

that  has  been  produced,  which  doesn't  give us  any  of  the  details  at  all  about  the  actual 
Pickering  site;  it  suggests  a  very  superficial 
view  of  what  is  doubtless  going  to  happen. 

Now  if  one  compares  Malton  with  O'Hare, 
then  obviously  the  argument  is  then  made 
conclusively,  particularly  when  viewing  the 
extraordinary  phenomenon  of  having  built 
O'Hare  in  order  to  supplement  Midway  in 
exactly  the  same  way  this  government  wants 
to  build  Pickering  in  order  to  supplement 
Malton. 

One  hopes  the  fate  of  Malton  will  not  be 
the  fate  of  Midway,  which  is  a  catastrophic 
economic  disaster.  As  one  knows,  Midway  is 
now  running  something  like  73  flights  a  day, 
and  all  the  efforts  of  the  mayor,  the  council 
and  the  city  planners  have  not  been  able  to 
maintain  Midway  as  a  viable  international 
airport  for  a  number  of  reasons  which  I  will 
shortly  discuss. 

Let  me  point  out  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman, 

that  O'Hare  now  handles  30  million  pas- 
sengers a  year,  and  it  is  obvious  that  in  the 

next  few  years  O'Hare  by  itself  will  be 
handling  the  traffic  that  the  hon.  Mr.  Jamie- 
son  predicts  will  flow  through  Toronto  in 
the  year  2000— again  questioning  profoundly 
the  decision  to  build  the  airport. 

Now,  I  could  produce  even  further  figures. 
I  am  going  to  put  a  particular  comparison 
on  the  record. 

An  even  more  significant  lesson  can  be 
learned  by  comparing  Malton  to  US  airports, 
this  time  using  the  passenger  statistics  con- 

tained in  one  of  the  documents  released  by 
the  federal  government  on  April  21.  These 
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figures  show  that  the  New  York  air  hub 
processed  more  than  35  million  passengers 
in  1970  and  this  figure  will  rise  to  almost  90 
million  by  1980.  Similarly,  the  Chicago  air 
hub  will  rise  from  just  under  30  million  to 
almost  70  million.  Malton,  meanwhile,  will 
rise  from  about  six  to  15  million. 

Put  differently  for  comparative  purposes, 
this  says  that  passenger  traffic  at  New  York 
will  increase  by  5.24  million  annually  during 
this  decade  and  at  Chicago  by  four  million 
annually,  while  at  Malton  the  increase  will 
be  less  than  one  million  annually. 

Yet  neither  American  city  is  planning  to 
add  a  major  airport  during  this  decade,  much 
less  several  airports,  as  the  figures  might 
suggest,  given  the  conclusions  reached  by 
federal  and  provincial  planners  after  consider- 

ing the  growth  in  Malton  passenger  traffic. 

And  it  is  most  extraordinary  that  at  pre- 
cisely the  point  in  time  that  the  provincial 

and  federal  governments  have  decided  to 
build  a  second  international  airport,  all  the 
major  international  jurisdictions,  whether  it  be 
Chicago,  New  York,  London  or  Tokyo,  are 
having  very  severe  second  thoughts  about 
the  appropriateness  of  an  additional  interna- 

tional airport. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  That  is  just  not 
correct. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  it  most  certainly  is  cor- 
rect; and  I  will  quote  from  the  Kennedy 

study  shortly.  Even  the  second  airport  at 
Tokyo  was  in  serious  difficulty  for  a  whole 

complex  of  reasons  involving  whether  air- 
lines will  use  it  and  whether  an  appropriate 

mix  of  flights  can  ever  be  guaranteed  for  two 
airports  serving  one  major  population  hub, 
consistent  with  increased  use. 

Let  me  go  on  to  point  five,  Mr.  Chairman, 

albeit  it's  late;  but  I  want  to  do  it  because 
the  airport  still  strikes  me  as  the  greatest 
economic  mistake  that  the  government  has 
made  in  the  last  number  of  years.  So  I  shall 

pursue  it  and  not  feel  as  self-conscious  about 
it  as  I  do. 

The  fifth  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the  mat- 
ter of  noise,  on  which  much  of  the  govern- 

ment argument  has  rested.  One  of  the  prin- 
cipal reasons  for  constructing  a  new  airport, 

rather  than  expanding  Malton,  appears  to  be 

the  noise  problems  resulting  from  such  ex- 
pansion; that  it  is  better  to  disturb  the  2,500 

residents  of  North  Pickering  rather  than  the 

35,000,  or  70,000,  or  94,000-the  figure  grows 
every   time   you   hear   a   new  report— of   the 

residents  supposedly  under  the  Malton  flight 

paths. What  people  who  quote  these  figures  fail 
to  realize,  however,  is  that  this  would  only 

happen  if  existing  communities  were  permit- 
ted to  expand  as  presently  planned;  if  the 

new  runway  were  constructed  two  miles  to 

the  west  of  the  existing  32-14  runway;  and 
if  there  is  no  further  improvement  in  aircraft 
noise  abatement  technology.  All  of  those 

hypotheses  have  to  be  introduced  in  order 
to  justify  the  argument  based  on  noise. 

Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  point  out  to 

you,  as  you  know,  that  decisions  regarding 

the  growth  of  existing  communities  are  poli- 
tical decisions;  they  are  not  decisions  made 

by  airlines.  The  decision  to  restrict  growth 
under  present  and  proposed  Malton  flight 
paths  should  be  no  more  difficult  to  make 
than  the  decision  to  obliterate  the  northern 

part  of  Pickering  township.  You  could  have 

made  either  decision;  you  decided  to  obliter- 
ate North  Pickering. 

That  is  a  political  decision  in  which  this 

government  participated  as  surely  as  the  fed- 
eral government  participated.  As  a  matter  of 

fact,  the  federal  government  was  in  its  own 
way  rather  more  honourable  in  its  dealings 
around  the  airport.  After  all  the  sites  were 

turned  down,  particularly  the  four  major 
sites  in  1970,  or  appeared  to  have  serious 
liabilities,  the  federal  government  agreed  to 

take  another  look  at  Malton.  It  was  the  deci- 
sion of  the  provincial  planners  not  to  allow 

the  expansion  of  Malton.  You  admit  this 

yourself  in  Document  7,  issued  by  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario,  from  which  I  will  quote.  It 

was  that  decision— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  I  think  we 
should  be  very  clear  about  this.  The  paper 

I  presented— I  hesitate  to  interrupt,  but  per- 

haps— Mr.  Lewis:   No,  go  ahead! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  it  was  never 

off  the  provincial  option  list— and  the  mem- 
ber has  seen  the  one  study  that  was  done  on 

the  expansion  of  Malton.  I  think  it  is  com- 
pletely fair  to  say  that  the  expansion  of 

Malton  was  never  off  our  list  of  options. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  if  I  may  point  out  to 

you— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Why  would  we  have 
commissioned  that  study,  and  asked  for  the 

particular  report  the  member  has? 
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Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  your  "Document  7;  To- 
ronto Airport  Location;  proposed  Malton 

Expansion,"  which  you  referred  to  in  your 
"bridge"  document,  when  you  summarized 
the  entire  case,  says  categorically  that  the 

present  facility  could  be  expanded  to  ac- 
commodate all  air  traffic  expected  to  the 

year  2,000,  but  also  points  out  that  the  pro- 

vincial government  rejected  the  report's  pro- 
posals. As  a  matter  of  fact  it  says:  "Ontario 

government  leaders  rejected  the  report's 

proposals." 
Your  rejection  of  the  1970  report,  which 

would  have  provided  the  expansion  at  Mal- 
ton and  was  clearly  acceptable  to  the  federal 

government,  was  what  led  directly  to  their 

forced  necessity  to  build  the  Pickering  air- 
port, in  which  you  participated.  And  you 

have  been  operating  under  a  disguise  these 

many  months  suggesting  that  it  is  Ottawa's fault.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  it  was 
an  Ontario  decision. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  don't  want  to 
argue  this  point,  but  that  report  was  not 
accepted  by  Ottawa,  if  you  want  to  put  it 
right  on  the  line.  They  did  not  agree  with 
the  conclusions  of  that  report. 

I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  they  having 

not  agreed  with  the  conclusions  of  that  re- 
port, we  took  an  even  closer  look  at  that 

report.  Some  of  us  here— it  doesn't  matter 
who— had  not  necessarily  agreed  with  that 
particular  report,  but  Ottawa— on  the  basis, 
I  think,  of  probably  more  studies  than  we 
had  done,  and  in  their  opinion  in  a  technical 

area— disagreed  with  it  completely. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  would  like  to  see  the  docu- 

mentation for  that,  because  the  only  docu- 
mentation the  provincial  Treasurer  saw  fit 

to  introduce  was  the  document  which  indi- 
cated that  the  Ontario  government  leaders 

had  vetoed  the  proposition,  and  remember 

what  I  am  talking  about— I  am  going  to  dis- 
cuss it  further  in  a  moment,  Mr.  Chairman— 

I  am  talking  about  a  proposition  quite  dif- 
ferent from  the  original  1968  analysis,  which 

suggested  building  a  runway  some  two  miles 
away.  This  was  a  1970  proposition  which 
suggested  an  additional  runway  within  a 
half  a  mile  from  the  existing  runway,  which 
would  not  have  increased  the  noise  area, 
which  would  not  have  affected  additional 

numbers  of  people,  and  it  was  this  sugges- 
tion which,  for  reasons  that  I  find  suspect, 

the  Ontario  government  turned  down. 

But  let  me   continue   to   deal   with   noise 

for  a  moment;  now  that  the  provincial 
Treasurer  is  marginally  engaged  perhaps  he 
will  continue  to  participate  as  I  quote  more 
extensively  from  that  document. 

For  whatever  reason,  the  provincial  gov- 
ernment decided  they  would  not  restrict 

growth  patterns  around  Malton,  tihey  pre- 
ferred to  move  in  on  North  Pickering.  Now, 

of  course,  the  question  is  redundant.  The 
original  Malton  expansion  proposal,  the  key 
to  which  was  the  construction  of  a  major 
new  runway  west  of  Etobicoke  Creek,  has 

not  been  seriously  reconsidered  since  its  re- 
jection in  1968. 

The  1970  reconsideration  of  Malton  ex- 
pansion, which  is  referred  to  in  several  of 

the  documents  the  Treasurer  released  on 

June  6,  concerns  the  construction  of  a  new 

close-in  runway,  perhaps  no  more  than  half 
a  mile  from  the  existing  runway  32-14.  In 
fact,  Document  7,  Sept.  15,  1970,  states  as 
follows,  under  land  acquisition: 

The  current  plans  call  for  no  increase 

in  the  actual  land  conserved  for  the  air- 

port site  itself.  This  is  due  to  the  place- 
ment of  an  additional  runway  close  in  to 

the  existing  32R-14L  runway.  This  run- 
way configuration,  plus  an  extension  to 

runway  05L-32R,  will  be  possible  with 

existing  airport  land." 
[Then,  under  airport  noise  lands,  it  says:] 

The  airport  noise  lands  will  not  be  ex- 
panded. [And  later:]  No  additions  to  the 

present  noise  lands  are  expected  if  the  ex- 

pansion of  the  present  facility  is  under- 
taken, thus  there  will  be  no  additional 

infringement  on  the  environmental  quality 
of  the  area. 

It  is  most  extraordinary,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 

the  provincial  government  leaders  should 
have  chosen  to  turn  down  a  proposal  which 
would  not  have  required  additional  land, 
and  would  not  have  expanded  the  noise 

area,  and  could  have  handled  all  the  traffic 
movements,  and  would  have  solved  the 
problem  at  something  like  a  saving  of  at 
least  $400  million.  All  of  that  was  turned 

down  by  the  government  of  Ontario,  liter- 
ally forcing  the  hand  of  the  federal  govern- 

ment, in  conjunction  with  those  erstwhile 
provincial  planners  who  are  infatuated  by 
growth,  into  the  building  of  the  Pickering 

international  airport.  I  really  think  the  On- 
tario government  has  a  lot  to  answer  for. 

It  is  one  thing  if  you  come  to  the  federal 

government    and    say,    "We    think    Malton 
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should  go  ahead  because  it  makes  sense," 
but  when  you  veto  the  Malton  proposal  ob- 

viously it  makes  it  a  great  deal  easier  for 
the  federal  government  to  veto  the  Malton 
proposal  as  well. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Let  the  record  show 
again  that  we  did  not,  Mr.  Chairman,  veto 
the  Malton  proposal  in  1968  or  in   1970. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Chairman,  then  I  would 
like  the  minister  to  tell  me  what  is  meant 

in  his  "bridge"  document— well  I  had  better 
find  it,  because  it  is  too  important,  since  he 
has  now  called  one  of  the  basic  arguments 
into  question.  After  reviewing  various 

things,  you  say  on  page  12:  "Ontario  gov- 
ernment leaders  read  this  report  and  de- 

cided that  its  proposition  was  based  on  too 

many  risky  assumptions."  A  perfectly  legiti- 
mate conclusion  to  come  to,  of  course, 

based  on  your  analysis.  Page  13:  "Ontario 
government  leaders  looked  hard  at  those 

assumptions  and  rejected  the  report's  pro- 

posals." 
Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Exactly!  The  report 

had  never  been  accepted,  nor  would  it  have 

been  accepted  by  the  government  of  Can- 
ada, whose  decision  it  would— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  with  the  greatest  of  re- 
spect, it  was  the  government  of  Canada  that 

asked  for  reconsideration  of  Malton. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  With  the  greatest  of 
respect,  that  is  wrong. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  am  sorry,  but  it  is  clear  from 

your— 
Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Completely  wrong. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —own  material  that  the  gov- 
ernment of  Canada  was  prepared  to  look  at 

the  reconsideration  of  Malton  in  1970  after 

the  various  sites  had  been  analysed  by  both 
of  you  and  had  proved  to  be  inadequate. 

So  they  discussed  the  re-examination  of 
Malton.  They  set  the  process  under  way 
and,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  document  bears 

much  federal  material.  I'm  going  to  come  to 
that  in  a  moment,  because  I  really  think 
this  is  where  the  whole  case  breaks  down 

for  the  government. 

You  had  an  opportunity  to  provide  the 
expansion  that  would  have  solved  the  entire 
problem,  and  this  government  vetoed  it; 

vetoed  it  in  its  own  words.  And  it's  not 
sufficient  to  say  that  the  federal  government 

wouldn't  have  accepted  it.  You  never  gave 
them  an  opportunity  to  accept  it.  You  simply 

said  "no."  And  that  is  a  most  peculiar  way 

of  going  about— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  That  is  incorrect, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well-% 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I'm  sorry,  I'm  not 
going  to  argue  this  point  anyway,  but  I  can- 

not sit  here  and  hear  that  we  vetoed  the 

expansion  of  Malton;  because  we  did  not, 
and  that  is  simply  incorrect. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  precisely  what  the 
report  says. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well  I  don't  know  how  else 
you  read  the  English  language,  but  when  I 
read  in  a  document  the  Treasurer  tabled  on 

June  6,  1972:  "Ontario  government  leaders 
looked  hard  at  those  assumptions  and  re- 

jected the  report's  proposal";  that  seems  to 

me  to  mean  that  you  rejected  the  report's 
proposal.  I  don't  know  how  you  use  verbs. 
But  the  verb  "reject"  means  to  turn  down. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  I  think  the 

point  is  that  the  Ontario  government  could 

have  accepted  the  report's  proposal,  which, 
in  our  wisdom,  we  did  not— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  -but  the  report's 
proposals  were  unacceptable  to  the  govern- 

ment of  Canada. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  would  like  to  see  the  ma- 
terial that  gives  evidence  to  that.  Because 

all  you  have  chosen  to  table— and  it's  a  most 

peculiar  omission  from  the  document  you've 
tabled— all  you've  chosen  to  table  is  a  docu- 

ment that  clearly  shows  that  the  province 

said  "no."  And  the  province  said  "no,"  not 
simply  to  a  report  that  it  itself  handled;  it 
said  "no"  to  a  report  that  it  engaged  in,  in 
conjunction  with  the  federal  government. 

Let  me  go  on.  Having  pointed  out  that  the 
noise  area  would  not  expand;  that  you  could 

have  done  it  within  existing  lands— it  was 
really  quite  a  persuasive  report  in  many 
ways.  Let  me  also  point  out  that  in  the 
same  way  aircraft  technology  will  advance 
in  the  next  few  years;  and  so  will  noise 
abatement  technology. 

There  is  a  1971  report  by  the  environ- 
mental studies  board,  which  is  a  joint  board 

of  the  US  Academy  of  Sciences  and  the  Na- 
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tional  Academy  of  Engineering.  This  is  the 

very  famous  Jamaica  Bay  and  Kennedy  Air- 
port study— a  multidisciplinary,  environ- 

mental study,  to  which  all  airport  planning, 
internationally,  now  pays  homage.  It  pointed 
out  that  the  high  bypass  turbofans,  such  as 
are  presently  being  installed  in  the  Boeing 

747,  DC-10  and  L-1011,  will  yield  a  net 
noise  reduction  in  local  communities. 

I  might  add  that  this  was  a  multidis- 
ciplinary study,  Mr.  Chairman,  involving  25 

people  from  the  physical  and  biological 

sciences,  engineering,  the  social  and  be- 

havioural sciences  and  the  law.  It's  a  com- 
prehensive and  objective  study  and  is  of 

great  importance  to  airport  planners  all  over 
the  world,  although  federal  and  provincial 
planners  do  not  appear  to  have  taken  its 
findings  into  account. 

The  report  goes  on  and  I  quote: 

Current  engine  technology  could  yield  a 
further  reduction  in  noise  level,  with  some 

penalty  on  direct  operating  cost.  It  ap- 
pears that  the  added  cost  would  not  exceed 

10  per  cent  on  the  ticket  price  and  would 

probably  be  much  less.  Such  quiet  en- 

gines [and  they're  talking  about  a  10 
EPN  db  reduction  in  noise]  could  be 
ready  for  installation  on  new  aircraft  by 

1975,  provided  a  firm  decision  for  im- 
plementation is  made  soon. 

In  the  interim  a  substantial  reduction  in 

noise  from  the  present  aircraft  fleet  can 
be  had  at  minor  cost  by  means  of  a  nacelle 
retrofit  programme.  This  programme  could 

be  completed  by  1975.  When  existing  air- 
craft are  modified  and  when  1970  tech- 

nology aircraft  like  the  Boeing  747,  DC-10 
and  L-1011  are  made  quieter— 

the  Kennedy  Airport  report  points  out,  the 
number  of  people  around  Kennedy  Airport 
exposed  to  excessive  noise  could  be  reduced 
by  a  factor  of  10  from  about  500,000  to 
45,000.  Obviously  a  similar  benefit  is  avail- 

able to  residents  around  Malton. 

Now,  is  it  illegitimate  to  assume,  as  I 
assume,  and  as  the  study  from  which  I  have 
just  quoted  suggests,  that  the  next  few  years 
will  see  some  substantial  advancements  in 

noise  abatement  technology?  I  suggest  not; 
and  I  suggest  that  is  one  of  the  other  dimen- 

sions the  provincial  planners  did  not  take 
into  account. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  brings  me  to  point  six, 

which  is  the  problem  of  two-airport  cities. 

I'm  not  going  to  quote  in  length,  in  fact  I 
don't  even  think  I  need  quote  much  at  all 
from    Thomas    Coleman's    Globe    and    Mail 

article,  except  to  indicate  that  the  two-airport 
cities  to  which  he  makes  reference  are  all 

in  a  very  serious  situation. 

In  the  one  case  of  Chicago,  which  he 
spends  some  time  on,  the  collapse  of  the 
Midway  Airport  with  the  construction  of 

O'Hare  is  made  clear.  In  the  other,  he  points 
out  that  the  Dulles  International  Airport  has 
suffered  serious  economic  recession,  despite 
the  fact  that  it  was  built  as  a  technological 

model  to  take  the  strain  off— I'm  trying  to 
remember  what  the  airports  were;  it  would 

have  been  Baltimore,  I  suppose,  and  an  air- 

port nearby.  I'll  see  if  I  can  find  it— yes,  the 
Baltimore  Friendship  and  the  Washington 
National.  I  can  remember  flying  into  the 
Dulles  Airport  not  so  many  years  ago,  Mr. 

Chairman,  and  thinking  what  an  extra- 
ordinary airport  it  was.  You  were  met  on 

the  tarmac  three  or  four  miles  from  the 

terminal  by  an  enclosed  bus  and  driven  in 

at  high  speed  to  the  terminal  building.  It 
seemed  a  very  unusual  and  an  almost  sur- 

realistic form  of  travel. 

I  was  struck  at  the  time  by  the  fact  that 
this  grandiose  terminal  was  being  used  by 
very  few  people.  In  fact,  the  airport  seemed 
largely  deserted,  although  it  was  the  most 
modern  ever  constructed  in  the  United 

States.  That  may  well  be  the  kind  of  fate  in 
store  for  the  Pickering  international  airport 
unless  we  have  further  planning.  But  the 
point  that  I  think  should  be  made  at  this 

stage  about  the  problem  of  two-airport  cities 
is  to  ask  where  have  the  airlines  been  on 

this  whole  discussion  of  a  second  interna- 
tional airport. 

Why  is  it  that  Air  Canada  and  Canadian 
Pacific  have  been  largely  silent  in  this  very 

major  discussion?  Air  Canada  is  a  publicly- 
owned  airline  with  67  per  cent  of  the  volume 
of  traffic  at  Malton.  It  can  clearly  be  directed, 

I  suppose,  by  the  transportation  authority  to 

use  North  Pickering;  but  it's  not  so  easy  to 
direct  other  airlines  to  use  North  Pickering. 

It's  not  so  easy  to  persuade  airlines  to  dupli- cate their  facilities. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  if  I  am  right,  the 
second  terminal  now  being  built  at  Malton 
to  be  completed  within  the  next  month  or  so, 

and  its  two  prime  tenants— Air  Canada  and 
BOAC  if  memory  serves  me— are  still  resist- 

ing a  move  into  the  second  terminal.  They 
would  prefer  to  use  terminal  1  because  of  the 
duplication  of  facilities;  the  cost  in  labour 
terms.  The  tremendous  costs  that  are  ab- 

sorbed by  the  airlines,  generally,  is  some- 
thing to  which  airlines  do  not  willingly 

accede. 
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Their  silence  on  this  question  is  con- 
spicuous. I  am  inclined  to  think  that  because 

the  airlines  are  in  the  hands  of  the  federal 

government  over  the  granting  of  preferred 
routes  and  the  granting  of  special  terminal 
privileges,  they  have  been  effectively  quieted 

lest  they  lose  those  routes  and  those  privi- 
leges. Otherwise  Air  Canada  would  be 

screaming,  and  so  would  CP  Air,  at  the 

proposition  that  the  second  international  air- 
port was   required. 

And  that  brings  me  to  the  seventh  point, 
Mr.  Chairman.  What  do  the  pilots  think? 
The  pilots,  let  it  be  pointed  out,  have  been 
rather  more  vocal  than  the  airlines.  Capt. 

John  Gallagher  of  Air  Canada,  the  man  re- 
sponsible for  the  creation  of  the  Canadian 

Airline  Pilots  Association  safety  and  acci- 
dent investigation  division,  and  the  chairman 

of  the  pilot  evaluation  committee  for  the 
Lockheed  L-1011  told  a  Central  Ontario 
Regional  Council  conference  on  June  10, 

1972,  that  there  is  no  need  for  the  con- 
struction of  a   second   international   airport. 

Captain  J.  R.  Desmarais,  Air  Canada,  writ- 
ing in  the  June  1972,  issue  of  Canadian 

Aviation,    said: 

At  the  risk  of  sounding  presumptuous 
I  feel  that  I  belong  to  the  group  best 
qualified  to  judge  if  a  new  airport  is 
needed.  For  who  knows  better  whether  an 

airport  is  adequate  than  the  professional 
pilots  who  fly  into  it  and  others  daily, 
and  can  compare  them?  I  questioned 
numerous  pilots.  Not  one  felt  that  a  new 
airport  was   needed. 

We  are  not  aware  in  this  caucus  of  any 
public  statements  by  pilots  who  endorse  the 
construction  of  a  new  Toronto  airport. 
Should  we  not  consider  carefully  the  opinions 
of  the  pilots  and  the  advice  of  the  airlines 
before  we  commit  ourselves  irrevocably  to 
this  course  of  action?  But  we  have  not 
heard  the  advice  of  the  airlines. 

Any  advice  we  have  from  pilots  suggests 
the  airport  is  not  needed,  and  the  reason 
for  their  position  is  because  they  know  that 
the  legitimacy  of  an  airport  is  based  on 
flight  movements,  not  passenger  movements, 
and  that  Malton  is  entirely  adequate  to 
handle  all  flight  movements  given  the  most 
extravagant  projection  until  the  end  of  this 
century. 

More  and  more,  as  one  analyses  all  the 
ingredients  of  the  case,  it  becomes  clear  that 

the  provincial  government's  decision  is  un- 
tenable, and  in  economic  terms  the  govern- 

ment is  acting  in  a  fashion  so  irresponsible 

it's  breathtaking.  I  can't  imagine  the  social 
priorities  that  will  be  lost  or  under-served 
because  of  this  kind  of  investment  of  funds. 

Let  me  turn,  then,  to  the  key  document 
in  the  case,  about  which  not  much  has  yet 

been  said— not  nearly  sufficient:  "Document 
7;  Toronto  Airport  Location;  Proposed  Mal- 

ton Expansion." Mr.  Chairman,  in  mid- 1970,  after  the 
problems  associated  with  the  development  of 

a  major  airport  in  the  Toronto  region  be- 
came apparent  to  federal  and  provincial 

planners,  the  Malton  expansion  was  re- 
examined. The  provincial  Treasurer,  in  the 

bridge  document  of  June  6,  claims  that,  "An internal  review  was  taken  by  the  Ontario 

government  of  the  feasibility  of  having  Mal- 

ton handle  all  traffic  until  the  year  2000." 
A  confidential  memo  by  M.  G.  Stamm, 

special  assistant  to  the  director  of  the  re- 
gional development  branch— of  which  we 

have  a  copy— says  that,  "The  federal  gov- 
ernment decided  to  re-examine  Malton 

expanion  again."  The  federal  government 
decided  to  examine  Malton  expansion  again 

—from  your  special  assistant  to  the  director 
of  the  regional  development  branch.  The 
federal  government;  not  just  the  provincial 

government. 

It  appears  that  a  joint  federal-provincial 
committee  restudied  Malton  and  the  outcome 

was  Document  7  which,  although  a  pro- 
vincial document,  contains  maps  and  charts 

bearing  the  names  of  the  federal  govern- 
ment planning  team  and  federal  government 

consultants.  The  report  is  reviewed  briefly 

on  pages  10  to  13  of  the  bridge  document. 

In  spite  of  many  benefits  Malton  expan- 
sion would  bring,  vis-a-vis  construction  of 

a  new  airport,  this  opinion  was  rejected  by 
the  provincial  government.  It  is  at  this  point 

that  the  minister's  contention  that  the  federal 
government  alone  determined  the  need  for 
a  new  airport,  breaks  down  and  breaks 

down  totally.  There  would  be  no  new  air- 
port considered  if  the  provincial  government 

hadn't  agreed  to  it.  In  fact,  the  provincial 
government  put  the  imprimatur  on  the  new 
airport  in  Pickering  by  rejecting  the  1970 
proposal  of  which  Mr.  Stamm  says,  in  his 
memo,  the  federal  government  decided  to 
re-examine   the   Malton   expansion   again. 

When  the  federal  government  seriously 

reconsidered  Malton,  and  I  think  the  inclu- 
sion of  federal  charts  and  data  and  the 

evidence  from  your  own  planners  is  sufficient 
evidence  of  that,  the  decision  to  reject 

Document  7  was  provincial  alone.  The  bridge 
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document  says,  as  I  quoted,  "Ontario  gov- 
ernment leaders  rejected  the  report's  pro- 

posals." The  main  conclusion— I  want  to  emphasize 
it  again— is  crystal  clear.  The  present  facility 
could  be  expanded  to  accommodate  all  air 
traffic  expected  to  the  year  2000.  Bear  in 
mind  that  the  expansion  referred  to  is  not 
the  original  expansion  envisioned  in  the 
Parkin  report  and  rejected  in  1968;  it  is  the 

revised  close-in  runway  expansion  involving 

"no  additions  to  the  present  noise  lands."  If 
challenged  on  that  point  one  need  only 
direct  attention  to  the  first  page  of  Part  II, 

"Malton  Expansion  Cost  Profile."  Now  the 
other  Document  7  conclusions,  in  brief,  are: 
The  transportation  access  problem  can  be 
overcome  with  the  construction  of  new  rapid 

transit  facilities  and  mini-terminals  away 
from  the  airfield.  The  major  parts  of  the 
transportation  system  would  be  necessary  in 
any  case. 

So  when  the  Treasurer  throws  across  to 

me  questions  about  infrastructure  and  ground 

facilities,  let  it  be  pointed  out  that  the  docu- 
ment in  which  his  government  participated 

demonstrated  that  such  ground  facilities  and 
transportation   access   routes   were   available. 

The  document  goes  on  to  point  out  that 
the  Malton  expansion  would  cost  from  35 
to  65  per  cent  less  than  the  four  original 
sites  proposed.  Pickering  has  yet  to  be  costed. 

We  don't  really  have  that  in  any  definitive 
way.  Clearly  it  will  be  extravagantly  greater 
a  cost  than  that  which  the  Malton  expansion 
would  have  involved. 

The  document  goes  on  to  say  that,  given 

sufficient  public  control,  the  Malton  expan- 
sion need  not  have  distorted  unduly  the 

Toronto-centred  region  plan— need  not  have 
distorted  unduly  the  Toronto-centred  region 

plan.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  must  say  I  don't 
think  it  would  be  any  greater  a  distortion 
in  its  way  than  the  distortion  of  the  TCR 
concept  which  will  result  from  the  building 
of  the  Pickering  airport  and  the  locking  in 
of  the  community  of  North  Pickering  and 

the  airport  with  the  eastern  fringes  of  Metro- 
politan Toronto,  rather  than  the  development 

in  economic  terms  of  the  eastern  part  of  the 

province,  as  the  Toronto-centred  region  plan 
implied. 

The  sorts  of  controls  necessary  are  out- 

lined in  Document  7;  for  example:  "A  con- 
certed effort  to  direct  other  stimulus  to 

develop  the  eastern  corridor."  This  could  be 
done  by  utilizing  the  funds  that  would 
otherwise  have  gone  to  the   construction  of 

Pickering.  We  cannot  know  the  precise  sav- 
ings until  all  cost  figures  for  Pickering  are 

made  known.  But  it  is  almost  certain  that 

the  savings  in  primary  capital  costs  alone 

from  a  Malton  expansion  vis-a-vis  Pickering, 
would  be  several  hundred  million  dollars. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  simply  want  to  make  the 

categorical  assertion  that  the  provincial  Treas- 

urer is  throwing  away,  consciously  and  irres- 
ponsibly, several  hundred  million  dollars.  The 

solution  could  have  been  done  by  another 
route.  The  Malton  expansion,  remember, 
means  one  runway,  plus  terminal  expansion, 
plus  extra  access.  The  Pickering  means  four 
runways,  plus  all  new  terminals,  plus  all  new 
access  routes.  The  comparison  in  costs  is 
clear.  I  want  to  remind  the  Treasurer  what  a 

saving,  let  us  say,  of  $250  million  or  $300 

million  might  have  meant  in  capital  invest- 
ment for  the  eastern  corridor;  in  infrastruc- 
ture, in  new  industry,  in  social  capital 

generally.  Development  would  be  much  more 
orderly  and  controlled  than  that  proceeding 
from  an  airport,  and  it  could  all  be  done 
without  the  environmental  degradation  which 
accompanies  airports. 

This  document  is,  in  a  very  real  sense 

then,  crucial  to  the  case,  and  I  will  summar- 
ize the  case  when  I  pull  it  all  together. 

I  want  to  make  point  nine,  Mr.  Chairman, 

in  this  recitation,  and  that  is  about  the  rela- 
tionship between  the  airport  and  the  Toronto- 

centred  region.  The  August,  1971,  status 

report  on  the  Toronto-centred  region  contains 

the  following  statement:  "The  public  response 
for  our  development  objectives  for  zone  2  was 
the  most  favourable  of  all  the  proposals  that 

we  put  forward  in  the  May,  1970,  report." 
Yet  the  airport  is  now  being  placed  in  zone 

2,  the  zone  of  "low  intensity  development." 

What  you've  done  to  your  Toronto-centred 
region  plan  is  really  quite  indescribable.  I 

don't  know  how  the  mutilation  could  be  more 
complete.  Once  more  the  boundaries  of  the 
various  zones  will  have  to  be  readjusted,  and 

again  one  wonders  of  what  use  is  a  planning— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  That  is  incorrect. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  incorrect,  is  it?  All  right. 

One  wonders  of  what  use  is  a  planning  con- 
cept which  is  altered  whenever  it  gets  in  the 

way  of  the  particular  wishes.  What's  next, one  is  inclined  to  ask.  Are  you  going  to  build 
a  steel  plant  in  Wasaga  Beach,  or  something 
equally  consistent  with  putting  an  airport  in 
zone  2?  You  may  not  have  to  revise  your 

boundaries,  you  may  just  lose  the  particular 

land  area,   the  one  of  low-intensity  growth, 
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but  it  certainly  violates  the  Toronto-centred 
region  report.  Furthermore,  Mr.  Chairman,  we 

in  this  caucas  doubt  that  the  present  loca- 
tion will  stimulate  growth  in  the  eastern 

corridor  to  the  extent  the  Treasurer  expects. 

Document  10,  page  3,  suggests  that  the 
industrial  impact  of  the  site  will  fall  on  east 
Metro,  accelerating  growth  in  Toronto  rather 
than  dispersing  it  to  the  east.  The  part  of  the 
airport  creating  the  most  number  of  jobs 
directly  will  be  the  terminal,  but  it  has  not 
yet  been  decided  to  what  extent  the  terminal 
facilities  will  be  located  on  or  off-site.  To 

the  extent  that  they  are  off-site— that  is,  in 
Toronto— so  will  jobs  and  residences  be  locat- 

ed in  Toronto. 

The  province  is  basing  its  case  for  the  air- 
port on  its  regional  development  effects,  yet 

the  only  development  assessement  we  have 

of  the  Pickering  site  is  the  skimpy  eight-page 
Document  10,  which  is  equally  ludicrous  and 
clear  evidence  of  hasty  and  careless  planning. 

You  can't  have  an  eight-page  document 
indicating  the  impact  on  regional  develop- 

ment of  the  Toronto  International  Airport 
and  expect  us  to  take  it  seriously.  If  you 
were  serious  about  it  and  had  thought  about 

it  well,  we  would  have  a  much  more  substan- 
tive case  than  that. 

You  have  managed  as  well  to  distort  your 

Toronto-centred  region  plan.  I  really  think 

that's  evident.  The  Toronto-centred  region 
plan  has  some  most  peculiar  effects  in  this 

province.  My  colleagues  from  northern  On- 
tario, especially  my  colleague  from  Thunder 

Bay,  have  pointed  out  what  the  commitment 
to  refine  and  process  ores  in  southern  Ontario 
will  do  to  the  primary  economy  of  the  north 

and  to  the  desperate  efforts  to  develop  secon- 
dary manufacturing  industry. 

And  now  that  isn't  enough.  You  are  not 
only  distorting  the  north's  economy  in  the 
Toronto-centred  region  plan;  now  you  have 

decided  to  distort  the  very  raison  d'etre  of 
that  plan,  by  allowing  for  an  expansion  in 
east  Metro  rather  than  Oshawa,  Port  Hope, 
Bowmanville  and  Cobourg.  Again,  I  say,  your 
own  document,  Document  10,  suggests  that 
pretty  clearly. 

I  concede,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  an  overall 

conclusion,  that  it's  difficult  for  a  layman  to 
assess  the  various  pieces  of  technical  data 
which  relate  to  the  airport  development.  We 

don't  have  the  banks  of  experts  to  advise  us 
on  the  various  aspects  of  the  problem,  but 
perhaps  that  is  just  as  well.  Perhaps  from  a 

detached  position,  we  can  see  the  implica- 
tions of  the  decision  more  clearly  than  can 

the    Treasurer    and    his    colleagues,    trapped 
deep  within  the  forest  of  experts. 

We  think  that  the  government  has  made 
a  profound  error.  The  evidence  available 
raises  the  most  serious  doubts  in  our  minds 

about  the  necessity  for  a  new  airport  location 
now  or  at  any  time  in  the  foreseeable  future. 
It  may  never  be  necessary. 

We  think  the  government  has  panicked. 

We  think  the  government  has,  without  ade- 
quate consideration,  seen  the  airport  as  a 

panacea  for  the  very  real  economic  problems 

of  the  eastern  region  of  its  Toronto-centred 
region  plan  and  we  think  the  consequences 
may  be  disastrous  in  economic  terms. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  review:  The  popula- 
tion figures  as  projected  are  clearly  either 

false  or  untenable;  in  any  event,  they  are 
totally  in  conflict. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  What  forecasts  do 

they  disagree  with? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  they  disagree  with  the 
forecasts  of  Statistics  Canada,  taken  straight 

from  the  federal  government's  figures. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  they  don't.  The 
forecasts  have  all  been  in  the  range  of  50 

million,  60  million  and  70  million.  They  don't 
disagree.  The  member  has  said  that  before. 

Sure,  there's  a  difference  between  50  mil- 
lion and  60  million;  our  forecast  is  55  million. 

But  they  don't  disagree. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  there  is  to  me  a  profound 
disagreement  between  62  million  passengers 
on  one  hand,  and  35  to  45  million  on  the 

other.  I'll  tell  you  what  that  disagreement 
means;  that  disagreement  means  whether  or 
not  we  need  a  new  airport. 

Hon.    Mr.    McKeough:    They    particularly 

disagree,  of  course,  if  you  want  to  do  this 

point  by  point- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Sure! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  They  particularly 
disagree  where  the  member  insists  on  leaving 
out  the  charter  traffic,  which  is  done  con- sistently. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  I  have  not  left  out  the— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  you  have! 

Mr.  Lewis:  No!  I  have  not  left  out  the 

charter  traffic— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  you  have. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  The  charter  traffic  has  to  do 

primarily  with  traffic  movements,  not  with 
passenger  use. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Pardon?  Say  that 
again. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  charter  movement— I'm 
sorry,  I'm  talking  about  the  freight  charter— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  am  talking  about 
charters. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  the  charter  traffic  in  my 
figures  is  what  raises  the  upper  limit  to  the 
45  million,  which  I  was  talking  about. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Seven  million  off  the 
52  million  we  use. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  used  52  million? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  just  said  55. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Fifty-two  or  55— 
which  was  it?  All  right,  10  million. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  What's  a  million,  eh? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  do  you  throw  it  around— 

because  it's  the  difference  between  needing 
a  new  airport  or  not  needing  a  new  airport? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  I  don't  think it  is  at  all. 

Mr.  Lewis:  If  you  take  the  MOT  projec- 
tion to  1990,  which  is  21.6  million,  and  you 

include  the  charter  traffic  at  its  upper  limit 
for  the  year  2000,  you  get  45  million  pas- 
sengers. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Just  let  me  ask  this 
question:  Does  the  member  concede  at  some 
point  or  another,  that  regardless  of  which 
figures  you  use,  that  there  is  probably  the 
need  for  a  second  airport? 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  I  do  not. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  You  don't  concede that? 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  I  don't. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Then  we  are  miles 
apart. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  we  are!  We  are  apart  the 
number  of  miles  between  Pickering  and  Mal- 
ton,  to  be  fairly  precise.  I  am  not  yet  deter- 

mined to  concede  the  need  for  a  new  airport. 
If  I  concede  the  need  for  a  new  airport  now, 
it  means  that  I  also  concede  that  transporta- 

tion modes  will  not  change  between  1972 

and  2000;  and  that's  preposterous.  And— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It's  to  expressways. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —if  this  government  were  pre- 
pared to  give  some  thought  to  the  change  in 

road  and  rail  transportation— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  What  does  the  mem- 
ber have  in  mind?  Just  what  does  the  mem- 
ber have  in  mind? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  I  am  going  to  put  some 

of  that- 
Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Are  we  all  going  to 

wear  water  wings? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  come  on;  there  are  all 

kinds  of  rapid  transportation— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Sure! 

Mr.  Lewis:  —alternatives,  which  are  avail- 
able. As  a  matter  of  fact,  they  were  dealt 

with  in  the  estimates  of  the  Ministry  of 
Transportation  and  Communications  at  some 
length;  at  some  considerable  length. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  They  have  been 
dealt  with  on  the  Montreal  to  Toronto  run 

for  the  last  four  years,  and  so  far  they  haven't produced  anything. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  take  your  exponential  rate 

of  growth;  your  curve  that  never  stops— 
really  the  most  infantile  method  of  project- 

ing population  air  traffic  growth.  Surely  the 
minister  realizes  what  it  means?  If  we  are 
62  million  by  2000,  God  knows  what  we 
are  at  2005  and  2010,  as  it  increases  regu- 

larly at  seven  per  cent  and  five  per  cent  per 
annum.  Are  you  going  to  have  10  inter- 

national airports  by  the  year  2050?  You  can't base  the  need  for  an  airport  on  that  kind 
of  extrapolation. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  but  I  cannot 
ignore,  as  the  member  does,  that  at  some 
point  you  are  probably  going  to  need  a 

second  one.  In  my  view,  and  I've  said  this 
from  the  beginning,  whether  it  is  needed 

in  1980,  1990  or  the  year  2000,  it's  a 
pretty  good  time  to  be  buying  it  right  now. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  I  am  going  to  make  a 

suggestion  about  that.  I  want  to  make  a  sug- 

gestion about  that  very  particularly.  I'm  not yet  ready  to  concede  the  need  for  a  new 
airport.  I  am  ready  to  concede  that  if  the 
government  is  committed  to  the  prospect, 
the  purchase  of  land  now  makes  sense;  yes, 
of  course.  Would  that  that  had  been  true, 

say  on  the  Niagara  Escarpment  for  recre- 
ational purposes. 
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Rather  than  see  you  make  the  decision  in 
the  1980s  when  you  reassess  and  decide 
you  need  an  airport  in  the  1990s,  I  quite 
agree  the  land  should  be  purchased  now, 

but  I  just  want  to  say  that  there  is  a  dis- 
crepancy of  at  least  17  million  passengers 

between  the  figures  projected  by  the  minister 

federally  and  the  figures  provided  in  Sta- 
tistics Canada;  and  that  seems  to  me  to 

call  into  question  the  need  for  the  airport. 

Now,  the  second  point  to  review,  Mr. 

Chairman,  was  the  business  of  aircraft  move- 
ments and  the  fact  that  the  figures  emerged 

after  the  announcement.  These  things  never 

come  before  the  event.  However,  that  Mal- 
ton can  accommodate  all  flight  movements 

seems   to   me   to   be   fairly  tough   evidence. 

The  third  point  was  the  capacities  of 
similar  airports.  It  now  is  demonstrable  that 
similar  airports  can  handle  enormous  air 
traffic  movements  akin  to  that  of  Malton 

without  the  building  of  additional  interna- 
tional airports.  And  that  is  yet  a  further 

argument  in  contravention  of  the  government 
decision.  Then  we  go  on  to  the  question 
of  noise  and  the  clear  evidence  of  Document 

7  that  within  the  present  noise  area,  and 
with  proper  land  use  controls  and  planning, 

it  would  be  possible  to  allow  for  the  expan- 
sion without  serious  environmental  damage; 

in  fact,  perhaps  accelerating  decrease— that 
is  an  awkward  way  of  putting  it— a  con- 

tinuing decrease  in  noise  pollution  by  virtue 
of  the  noise  abatement  technology. 

Then,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  go  on  to  the 
problems  of  multiple  airport  ̂ cities,  which  are 

acute.  The  airlines  ultimately  will  not  dupli- 
cate their  facilities.  The  passengers  are  un- 

willing to  use  airports  that  do  not  have  a 

total  mix  of  flights— international,  national, 
and  local.  And  the  various  terminal  and 

transportation  access  routes  are  difficult  to 
build  appropriately. 

We  have  the  further  evidence  of  the  pilots, 

which  makes  it  clear  that  they  don't  think 
the  airport  is  required.  We  have  the  abso- 

lutely conclusive  evidence  of  Document  7 
which  shows  that  the  provincial  government 

participated— 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —I  can  understand  that  it  un- 
settled you  that  the  provincial  government 

anticipated. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:   Participated! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  both  anticipated  and  par- 
ticipated. 

You  say  the  federal  government  would  have 

turned  it  down  anyway.  Perhaps  you  antici- 
pated that  turndown  and  decided  to  facilitate 

it.  But  certainly  you  participated  in  the  deci- 
sion to  say  no  to  the  marginal  expansion  of 

Malton,  which  would  have  done  the  job.  And 
all  in  all  it  is  impossible  it  seems  to  us  for 
the  Treasurer  to  extricate  himself  from  the 

proposition  that  the  provincial  government 
was  responsible. 

I  think  it  was  responsible.  I  think  in  every 
sense  it  participated  in  the  decision  to  have  a 

second  international  airport.  I  think  it  deter- 
mined that  decision  in  1970  by  its  conclusive 

thumbs-down  on  the  alternative  expansion  of 
Malton. 

I  believe,  as  everyone  must,  that  if  the 
provincial  government  had  said  a  later  no  to 
the  federal  government  there  would  not  have 
been  a  second  international  airport. 

It  seems  to  me  that  in  terms  of  the  things 

at  stake  in  economic  planning,  in  the  per- 
version of  social  priorities,  in  the  channelling 

of  so  much  capital,  in  the  capitulation  to  this 

constant  worship  of  technology— in  all  those 
terms  you  should  now  have  said  no.  You 

should  have  said,  "No,  we  will  not  go  ahead 
with  the  second  international  airport,  that 
there  are  more  important  things  in  this  world 

than  additional  airports."  There  is  no  justifi- 
cation sufficient  to  allow  you  to  jump  head- 

long into  the  decision. 

But  even  if  you  had  decided  that  some  day 
in  the  future  it  might  be  legitimized,  I  want 
to  suggest  to  the  Treasurer  a  proposal  that  I 

hope  he  doesn't  treat  with  customary  disdain. 
It  is  quite  apparent  that  Malton,  with  very 
minor  terminal  changes,  can  handle  traffic 

well  into  the  1980s,  so  why  are  we  so  head- 
long into  the  proposition  of  the  new  airport? 

Even  if  one  accepts  the  most  frightening 
claims  of  the  airport  enthusiasts,  we  have  still 

at  least  10  years'  time  before  a  second  airport 
needs  to  open.  That  gives  us  plenty  of  time 
to  (consider  carefully  and  rationally,  in  public, 
the  Toronto  airport  needs. 

I  want  to  suggest  a  commission  of  inquiry 
—a  full-dress  commission  of  inquiry.  Not  one 

of  your  little  task  forces,  or  your  little  com- 
mittees. We  have  the  time;  Malton  can  handle 

it  for  the  next  10  years.  I  want  a  full-dress 
commission  of  inquiry  into  the  need  for 
further  aviation  facilities  in  the  Toronto  area 

which  will  look  at  alternative  transportation 
modes,  which  will  look  at  STOL  aircraft, 
which  will  make  the  international  comparisons 
which  are  clearly  required;  a  commission  with 
adequate  research  staff;  with  the  power  to 
subpoena  witnesses  and  documents,  and  which 
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will  receive  submissions  from  interested  citi- 
zens, and  hold  its  meetings  in  public  rather 

than  traduce  the  citizens  of  the  province  into 
the  humiliating  experience  of  having  to  appear 
at  some  public  hearing  after  their  land  has 
been  expropriated  by  the  government. 

In  the  meantime,  if  you  want  to,  let  the 
government  continue  to  pursue  its  present 
course  of  land  purchase  in  North  Pickering 
on  the  same  terms  as  at  present,  and  if  it 
should  be  determined  that  the  land  is  not 
needed,  homeowners  could  repurchase  at  the 
sale  price. 

I  am  confident,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  such 
an  impartial  assessment  would  lead  to  a 
recommendation  that  the  Pickering  alterna- 

tive and  all  other  site  alternatives  be  re- 
jected. We  are  confident  that  on  the  basis 

of  the  evidence  available  and  with  future 
expansion  of  terminal  facilities  at  Malton, 
on  and  off  site,  along  with  greatly  expanded 
rapid  transit  access,  and  maybe  even  the 
limited  runway  expansion  at  some  time  in 
the  future,  all  of  that  will  be  quite  adequate 

to  meet  Toronto's  air  traffic  needs  regardless of  the  planning  horizon  need. 

I  suggest  to  you  that  the  inquiry  should 
begin  now,  and  the  public  hearings  now, 
before  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  are 
committed  and  turned  down  the  drain. 

Time  is  still  a  crucial  factor.  I  don't  par- 
ticularly want  to  have  an  aviation  version  of 

the  Spadina  Expressway  on  our  hands,  and 
that  is  what  we  are  headed  for.  The  Picker- 

ing international  airport  in  aviation  terms 
will  become  the  Spadina  of  expressway 
terms. 

It  surely  is  not  too  late  to  turn  it  back. 
The  Province  of  Ontario  has  all  the  political 
muscle  required  to  turn  down  the  airport 
proposal.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  might  be 
sufficiently  salutary  to  allow  the  federal 
Liberals  to  look  again  at  their  public  credi- 

bility  and  what  they  want  to  do. 

I  appreciate,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Treasurer 
permitting  me  the  time  to  go  on  at  this 
length  despite  his  initial  intervention  that  he 

doesn't  want  to  get  into  a  discussion  of  the 
legitimacy  of  a  second  international  airport. 
I  wanted  to  put  some  of  the  material  on 
record,  Mr.  Chairman,  however  inchoate  it 
may  appear,  because  I  really  think  that  these 
points  have  to  be  made  in  this  way;  that 
there  has  to  be  somewhere  in  the  Legisla- 

ture that  we  all  turn  to,  to  point  out  to 
the  government  that  the  questions  that  were 
asked  by  members— all  members  of  the  Op- 

position—were valid,  I  am  sorry  the  member 

for  York  Centre  (Mr.  Deacon)  isn't  heTe  to- 

night; he  has  felt  deeply  about  the  airport 
and  has  made  some  very  important  argu- 

ments about  it  and  is  obviously  willing  to 
fight  a  good  fight,  as  it  were;  and  I  am  sorry 
that  other  members  are  not  available  to  be 
here,  because  the  opposition  has  clearly 
raised  a  number  of  useful  questions  about 
the  airport.  And  all  the  work  that  has 
been  done  by  the  People  or  Planes  Com- 

mittee, all  of  the  citizens'  work,  all  of  the 
research  and  evidence  that  has  been  accumu- 

lated, should  have  had  some  impact  on  the 
provincial  government. 

That  is  why,  although  I  intrude  on  the 

Legislature's  time,  I  am  putting  some  of  it 
on  the  record  tonight.  I  cannot  see  anywhere 
the  justification  for  the  second  international 
airport. 

I  simply  have  not  been  able  to  find  in  any 
of  the  material  that  kind  of  justification,  and 

it  is  really  a  very  great  pity  that  the  Treas- 
urer and  his  colleagues  in  the  year  1970 

turned  down  the  one  alternative  which  would 
have  made  Pickering  irrelevant,  and  in  the 

process  committed  this  government  irresist- 
ibly to  a  piece  of  economic  expansion  which 

is  one  of  the  most  destructive  pieces  of  eco- 
nomic planning,  one  of  the  greatest  errors  in 

judgement,  which  this  government  has  entered 
into— I  may  add,  in  a  rather  uncharacteristic 
fashion,  because  I  for  one  have  a  great  deal 
of  respect  for  the  people  who  guide  this 

minister's  ministry.  For  a  Tory  government, 
he  has  an  unusual  number  of  economic  plan- 

ners whose  views  are  clearly  auspicious,  and 
I  just  do  not  understand  why  in  this  field  he 
has  succumbed  to  the  blandishments  of  the 

federal  government  and  the  heroism  of  build- 
ing a  new  airport  simply  for  the  sake  of 

having  another  airport.  He  will  be  sorry  for 
it,  for  a  great  many  years  to  come. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  1  carried?  This  carries 
vote  903. 

Vote  903  agreed  to. 

On  vote  904: 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  really  rather  disappoint- 
ed with  the  Treasurer.  He  chose  to  sit  back 

rather  than  answer  the  arguments.  But  as 
my  leader  says,  at  least  the  matters  are  on 
the  record,  and  that  is  something.  I  believe 
we  are  on  vote  904,  item  1;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Chairman:  There  are  several  well- 
defined  items  there.  Is  it  the  wish  that  we 
discuss  it  item  by  item  or  as  a  whole? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  willing  to  let  them  be 
discussed  as  a  whole,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have 
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a  number  of  other  things  to  say  about  them, 

but- 

Mr.  Chairman:  If  that  is  agreeable,  we  will 
proceed  on  that  basis. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  agreeable.  All  right. 
There  are  three  or  four  things  I  want  to  say 
here. 

The  first  one  obviously  is  the  sham  of  the 

Treasurer's  budget  that  is  revealed  in  t  this particular  estimate,  which  shows  that  despite 

the  government's  words  about  assisting  muni- 
cipal governments,  in  fact  the  assistance  to 

municipal  governments  will  drop  by  half  in 
the  current  fiscal  year  as  a  result  of  the  phas- 

ing out  of  the  municipal  tax  assistance  pro- 
gramme and  the  property  tax  credit  pro- 
gramme. We  have  already  talked  about  that; 

I  might  have  a  few  comments  on  it,  but  not 
too  many. 

The  minister  gave  us  one  or  two  emenda- 
tions here,  including  the  fact  that  the  govern- 
ment once  again  has  lined  up  with  its  friends, 

the  landlords,  in  order  to  make  sure  that  they 
will  get  compensated  in  1972,  although  it  is 
doing  nothing  for  the  people  who  have  to 
pay,  the  tenants  and  the  homeowners.  There 
is  nothing  for  them,  but  there  is  $300,000 

for  the  landlords,  who  weren't  warned  of  the 
programme  until  February. 

The  second  point  I  want  to  raise  on  that 

particular  item  is  this:  We've  talked— the 
minister  has  talked  in  very  vague  terms; 

we've  ,talked  in  more  specific  terms— about 
the  need,  for  a  new  kind  of  grants  pro- 

gramme. Something  like  20  per  cent  or  21 
per  cent  .of  municipal  budgets  is  met  through 
grants  of  one  sort  and  another,  but  the  bulk 
of  that  is  met  through  conditional  grants 
rather  than  the  unconditional  variety. 

The  minister's  recent  moves  have  increased 
by  approximately  $18  million  or  $19  million 
the  grants  available  through  the  Municipal 
Unconditional  Grants  Act  and  the  Regional 
Municipal  Grants  Act.  However,  these  still 
form  a  very  small  proportion  of  local  bud- 

gets. 
As  the  minister  himself  admits  in  one  of 

the  speeches  I  have  in  front  of  me— I  believe 
it  is  the  minister;  I  may  in  fact  have  been 
misquoting  him;  I  think  it  was  probably  one 

of  his  advisers— there  is  a  need  to  get  away 
from  this  distortion  of  local  priorities  that 
is  created  by  always  tying  the  funds  we  give 
to  them.  They  get  tied  with  funds  for  trans- 

portation. They  get  tied  with  funds  for  other 
programmes. 

The   municipalities    in   fact    have    not    got 

the  scope  to  make  their  own  decisions  on 
priorities,  and  yet  everything  the  minister 
has  been  saying  these  last  few  months  is 
that  they  ought  to  make  their  own  priority 
decisions. 

We  would  suggest,  and  we  feel  pretty 

strongly,  that  if  we  begin  with  the  assump- 

tion that  you  don't  take  $150  million  away 
from  ratepayers  and  tenants  this  year,  within 
the  present  programme  it  is  quite  possible 

to  come  up  with  a  major  increase  in  uncon- 
ditional grants  by  taking  the  $150  million 

to  start  out  with  and  then,  in  addition,  by 
taking  the  conditional  grant  money  and 
translating  it  into  an  unconditional  grant 
form. 

We  would  suggest,  as  well,  that  the  gov- 
ernment ought  to  have  seriously  considered 

transferring  moneys  that  are  now  paid  into 
a  regressive  form  of  property  tax  into  a  more 

progressive  form  of  the  income  tax.  I  won't 
go  on;  it  is  rather  late  on  that  particular 
point.  The  Treasurer  might  wish  to  respond. 

I  am  concerned,  though,  within  this  par- 
ticular programme  and  in  the  light  of  the 

statement  that  the  Treasurer  made  the  other 

day,  that  the  government  is  now  not  going 
to  proceed  through  the  creation  of  regional 
governments  accross  the  province  but  will 

proceed  through  a  variety  of  techniques- 
amalgamations  and  expansions  of  munici- 

palities; one-tier,  two-tier;  you  name  it,  and 
the  Treasurer  undoubtedly  will  create  it. 

I  am  sorry  that  he  didn't  respond  to  my 
remarks  about  that  originally.  However,  there 

is  a  particular  problem  which  is  raised  by 

the  inequity  that  will  exist  increasingly  be- 
tween the  Regional  Municipal  Grants  Act 

and  the  Municipal  Unconditional  Grants  Act 
because,  as  the  Treasurer  is  well  aware,  the 
grants  to  regional  municipalities  are  much 
more  generous  than  the  grants  under  the 
Municipal  Unconditional  Grants  Act.  This 
will  become  a  problem  immediately  with  the 

creation  of  a  new  and  larger  one-tier  munic- 
ipality in  the  Timmins-Porcupine  area. 

Is  it  correct  that  they  will  get  the  five 
bucks,  or  whatever  it  is  per  capita,  granted 
to  a  municipality? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No?  Okay.  I  think  we  need 
some  explanation  about  that.  I  think  the 
people  in  the  area  would  like  to  have  the 
explanation,  because  were  they  to  go  into  a 
regional  level  they  would,  in  fact,  probably 
be  entitled  to  virtually  the  maximum  of  the 

density    grant   to   a   total   of   around   $15   or 
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$16  per  capita.  I  would  suggest  to  the 
Treasurer  that  if,  in  fact,  he  is  keeping  the 

present  system  as  an  incentive  to  the  munici- 
palities to  do  something,  he  explain  to  them 

now  what  it  is  he  wants  them  to  do,  since 

he  told  them— all  2,000  representatives  of  the 
municipalities— last  Monday  that  he  is  not 
waiting  for  local  initiatives,  he  is  not  putting 
out  carrots  any  more,  he  is  simply  going  to 
move  and  he  is  going  to  move  pretty  fast. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Chairman,  with 

respect,  that's  what  I  said  a  week  ago  today. 
I  said  that  we  would  be  developing  a  map 
which  we  hoped  would  be  of  assistance  to 
the  municipalities  as  well  as  us,  on  which  the 

municipalities  could  make  their  moves.  There 
is  no  question  that  the  regional  grants  are 
larger  than  the  unconditional  grants,  because 

the  regional  governments  generally  are  pro- 
viding more  services,  in  terms  of  a  regional 

police  force  for  example,  in  terms  of  ulti- 
mately providing  regional  water  and  sewer 

services,  regional  planning,  etc.  There  are 
anomalies  in  both  Thunder  Bay,  for  example, 

and  in  the  new  city  of  Timmins-Porcupine, 
which  I  think  we  can  correct  in  the  short 

run  by  other  methods  until  such  time  as  we 
have  developed  an  adequate  needs  resources 
grant,  which  I  think  is  three  or  four  years 
away.  There  are  a  number  of  other  anomalies 
in  the  system  at  the  present  time.  So  we  have 
developed  that  kind  of  needs  resources  grant 
on  a  basis  of  what  the  needs  are— which  can 

be  measured  in  a  number  of  different  ways— 
and  what  the  resources  are,  and  the  main  re- 

source will  be  the  local  assessment  base. 

That's  the  best  way  of  measuring  what  the resources  are.  There  will  continue  to  be  the 
kind  of  anomalies  which  the  member  has 

pointed  out— perhaps  overly  dramatized— but 

which  don't,  of  course,  satisfy  us.  On  the  other 
hand,  we  don't  think  the  world  should  stand 
still  until  that  perfect  system  is  devised. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  minister 

is  pretty  sanguine  about  this.  He  says,  "Well 

maybe  in  three  or  four  years'  time  we  might 
begin  to  develop  a  needs  resources  grant." 
He  gives  no  further  explanation  of  it,  al- 

though he  has  spoken  of  it  in  terribly  general 
and  glowing  terms  a  couple  of  times  in  his 
speeches. 

Could  he  possibly  be  more  specific?  And 
could  he  also  explain  why  it  is  that  the 
municipalities  that  are  now  short  on  tax  base, 
and  therefore  short  of  resources,  even  to  enter 

into  matching  programmes  in  which  dollars 
are  available,  if  they  can  find  the  dollars, 

why  the  moves  cannot  be  taken  now  in  order 

to  ensure  that  people  across  the  province  for 

an  equal  amount— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  As  a  matter  of  fact, 

they  have  in  a  number  of  areas.  Road  grants 
and  conservation  authority  grants  are  related 
to  the  local  assessment  base. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  okay.  Why  can't  you 
go  further?  Why  can't  you  do  it  right  across 
the  piece?  Do  you  believe  that,  in  fact,  for 
the  same  mill  rate  per  $1,000  people  in  the 
municipalities  in  all  parts  of  the  province  are 
entitled  to  the  same  basic  level  of  services? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  what  I  am  say- 
ing is  the  method  of  estimating  is  not  there. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  sorry,  the  answer  is  no? 

You  don't  believe  that  somebody  who  pays 
the  same  mill  rate  on  the  basis  of  an  equal- 

ized assessment  should  get  the  same  services 
for  what  he  pays?  Is  that  right? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  I  didn't  say  that 
at  all.  I  said- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  was  the  minister's  an- swer very  clearly.  You  said  no. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  did  not  say  that. 
I  said  that  the  method  of  estimating  the  same 
mill  rate  is  not  nearly  accurate  enough  to 
answer  that  question  one  way  or  another. 

Of  course,  what  the  member  assumes  is— 
which  is  the  socialist  paradise  that  he  lives 
in— that  the  services  are  going  to  be  equal 

everywhere.  He  completely  forgets  that  in 

the  kind  of  society  in  which  we  live— which 
is  not  that  socialist  yet,  thank  heavens- 
there  will  be  different  demands  for  different 
kinds  of  services.  What  the  member  does  not 

get  through  his  head  is  that  there  are  parts 
of  this  province  where  they  are  quite  happy 
to  spend  a  much  lesser  rate  on  a  certain 
service  than  they  do  in  another  part  of  the 

province.  Whereas  you  would  like  to  equal- 
ize the  expenses  across  the  province,  there 

are  many  parts  of  the  province  where  they 
are  quite  happy  to  be  spending  a  lesser 
amount  than  you  may  be  spending  in  the 
city  of  Ottawa,  and  I  am  not  sure  that  that 
is  necessarily  wrong. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  the 

minister  seems  to  suggest  that  the  munici- 
pality is  sort  of  free  to  pinch  pennies  and 

pinch  dollars  to  the  point  that  the  services 
are  minimal.  Now,  in  fact,  the  programmes 

which  the  various  departments  of  govern- 
ment have  been  introducing  have  had  the 

effect  of  requiring— or  else,  if  not  requiring, 

putting  out  very  strong  carrots  to  municipali- 
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ties— in  fact,  to  provide  a  certain  basic  level 
of  services. 

I  am  quite  in  agreement  with  the  minister 
that  we  would  not  wish  to  insist  to  a  munici- 

pality that  its  services  in  every  field,  for 
example,  come  up  to  the  services  that  are 

available,  let's  say,  in  Oakville,  since  the 
minister  used  that  example  before.  At  the 
same  time,  it  pains  us  to  find  that  a  munici- 

pality like  Oakville  can  easily  achieve  almost 
anything  that  it  wishes  with  a  relatively  easy 
and  affordable  kind  of  tax  rate  for  its  resi- 

dents, whereas  people  in  other  parts  of  the 
province ,  have  great  difficulty  in  achieving 
a  much  more  basic  level  of  services.  If  they 
forgo  it,  they  forgo  it  because  of  need,  be- 

cause they  simply  cannot  bear  the  kind  of 
tax  rate  that  would  be  necessary  to  get  those 
services. 

Let  me  rephrase  the  question:  Does  the 
minister  not  feel  that  for  the  same  mill  rate 

on  an  equalized  assessment— the  minister's 
arguments  about  the  equalized  assessment 
system  not  being  perfect  are  simply  not  ade- 

quate in  this  particular  case,  because  he 
knows  very  well  that  while  the  equalized 
assessments  available  now,  prior  to  complete 
provincial  reassessment,  while  those  are  not 
perfect,  they  are  still  within  10  per  cent  or 
20  per  cent;  they  are  good  enough  to  judge 
by  in  terms  of  the  question  I  am  posing  to 

him:  Shouldn't  people  be  able  to  get  basic 
standards  of  service  at  a  relatively  good 
level  in  all  parts  of  the  province  for  the  same 
mill  rate? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  don't  think,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  have  anything  to  add  to  what 
I  have  said. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  I  am  sorry  the  minister 

hasn't  got  anything  to  add  to  that,  because 
I  really  think  that  he  should  have. 

Another  part  of  this  programme  is  the 
question  of  audit  standards,  and  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  minister  on  this  particular  thing 
what  intention  he  has  of  restoring,  I  believe 
it  is  the  comptroller  of  accounting  within  his 

department— a  function  which  used  to  exist, 
which  I  understand  was  phased  out  or  went 
into  desuetude  several  years  ago. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Pardon?  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  This  question  of  audit  stan- 
dards: What  intention  have  you  about  re- 
storing the  functions  of  the  controller  of 

accounting? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  None,  as  I  reported 
to  the  public  accounts  committee.   I  would 

be  interested  to  see  what  the  public  accounts 
committee  thinks  about  that,  hut  none. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  see.  Well,  are  you  pre- 
pared to  take  some  advice  from  the  public 

accounts  committee  when  it  comes  then? 

Your  feeling,  then,  remains  that  this  should 
be  set  by  the  Provincial  Auditor,  is  that 
correct? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  standards? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  no.  But  what  has 

been  suggested  is  in  terms  of  restoring  control 

to  the  comptroller  of  accounts— which  title 

does  not  even  exist  any  more.  No,  I  don't 
want  that  kind  of  rigidity  built  into  the 

system. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  see.  Okay.  The  third  point 
I  would  like  to  ask  about  is:  Under  the 

various  retirement  funds  here,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  the  funds  that  are  put  in  relate  to 

interest  payments,  but  I  would  appreciate 
some  clarification  as  I  am  not  exactly  sure 
how  those  work.  I  wonder  if  the  minister 
could  explain.  I  am  referring  to  page  93. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Page  93? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  and  there's  really  a 
bigger  part  on  interest  on  securities  issued. 
What  is  the  rate  of  interest— I  was  looking  at 
the  wrong  item— on  the  public  service  super- 

annuation fund,  on  the  teachers'  superannua- 
tion fund,  and  on  the  OMERS  retirement 

fund,  which  is  paid  by  the  government? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  the  teachers' 
superannuation  rates  have  varied  a  bit  within 
the  last  year.  The  current  rate  is  8.57  per 

cent.  On  OMERS,  the  rate  has  been^the  de- 
benture issued  at  the  end  of  last  year,  for  the 

whole  year— die  rate  was  7.85.  The  rate  we 
are  paying  for  Canada  Pension  Plan  money 
has  varied  between  6.75  and  7.54  per  cent. 

Specifically,  the  debentures  we  issued  quar- 
terly, I  guess  it  is,  roughly  from  May  of 

1971  to  March  of  1972,  in  varying  amounts 

to  the  teachers'  superannuation  fund,  were 
in  the  amount  of  8.57  per  cent-OMERS  7.85, 
it  covered  a  different  period. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Now,  I  am  on  somewhat 
tricky  ground  here,  Mr.  Minister,  but  on  the 

teachers'  superannuation  fund— as  I  under- 
stand it  there  was  a  rollover  due  of  very 

substantial  sums  in  that  fund.  It's  a  rollover 
of  contributions,  which  have  been  in  the 

fund  for  15  to  20  years.  I'd  appreciate  some 
clarification  on  that.  I'd  like  to  know  what 
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interest  rates  are  proposed  to  be  paid  when 
those  expiring  debentures  are  rolled  over. 
They  are  now  at  a  subnormal  interest  rate. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  debentures  that 
are  coming  due  were  at  five  per  cent,  and 
presumably  they  would  go  out  at  the  new 
current  rate;  whatever  that  may  be— the  long- 
term  provincial    rate. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  can  you  explain  the 
long-term  provincial  rate— how  is  that  calcu- 

lated and  what  exactly  will  that  be? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It's  the  annual  aver- 
age rate  for  the  previous  year  rounded  oft 

at  the  highest  point. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  In  other  words,  the  entire 
amount  there  in  the  fund  will  be— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  the  amount  that 
is  due  at  this  particular  point  in  time;  and 

I  don't  know  how  much  is  due  in  this  year- 
how  much  needs  to  be  refunded  in  this  year. 
But  whatever  comes  due  this  year,  would  be 

reissued  at  today's  rate  of  interest. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  What  proposals  does  the  gov- 
ernment have  to  make  compensation  for  the 

fact  that  the  interest  rate  on  this  fund  was, 
as  I  understand  it,  a  statutory  rate  for  a 
number  of  years?  It  was  not  related  to  what 
the  province  was  paying  on  the  market,  and 
therefore  was  effectively  at  subnormal  rates. 
Therefore,  it  effectively  reduced  the  value  of 
pensions  that  could  ultimately  be  paid  to 
teachers. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  because  the 
pension  was  guaranteed  at  a  certain  amount, 
regardless.  The  rate  of  interest  actually,  to 
some  extent,  is  completely  academic.  We  are 
obligated,  as  we  are  in  the  public  service 
fund— *as  opposed  to  OMERS— we  are  obli- 

gated to  pay  pensions  at  a  certain  rate, 

based  on  the  amount  of  the  person's  con- 
tribution. In  theory,  there  oould  be  no  money 

in  the  fund;  but  the  legislation  this  Legisla- 
ture has  passed  obligates  us  to  pay  the 

pension  to  the  retiree,  whether  the  money  is 
in  the  fund  or  not  to  pay  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  take 
that  point;  and  I  will  probably  come  back 
to  it  next  year.  I  would  like  to  ask  about 
OMIC,  which  makes  loans  to  municipalities 
which  are  floating  debentures— municipalities 
with  populations  under  20,000. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  it  is  25,000 
isn't   it? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Twenty  thousand  is  what  the 
1971    report    says. 

Hon.   Mr.    McKeough:    Twenty   thousand? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  and  the  point  doesn't much  matter;  these  are  smaller  municipalities. 
The  minister  shook  his  head  when  I  said 

during  my  opening  remarks  that  smaller 
municipalities  were,  in  fact,  getting  a  bad 
deal  in  the  market  because  they  had  to  go 
out  and  float  debentures  on  their  own,  rather 
than  getting  some  form  of  consolidation;  and 
we  suggested  a  municipal  development  bank. 

Now,  I  admit  when  I  mentioned  that  I  hadn't 
thought  of  OMIC;  but  the  report  from  the 
department  now  indicates  that  no  more  than 
about  50  or  60  debentures  were  issued  by 

OMIC  in  1971  and  one  assumes  that  it's 
roughly  the  same  as  coming  here,  given  the 
fact  that  only  $10  million  was  allocated  for 
that.  Here  we  have  61  debentures  in  1971 

with  a  value  of  $7  million.  There  are  approxi- 
mately 800  municipalities  in  the  province— 

825  municipalities— with  populations  of  less 
than  20,000.  Does  this  mean  that  these  other 

municipalities,  in  fact,  are  simply  being  de- 
nied any  access  to  the  capital  market? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  When  it  was  set  up, 
we  made  it  very  clear.  Mind  you,  there  are 
not  that  many  municipalities  between  20,000 
and  those  municipalities  which  are  in  a 
region,  or  those  which  enjoy  a  very  fine  rate 
of  credit— not  as  good  as  the  provincial  rate, 
obviously.  But  the  money  which  has  been 
allocated  was— $10  million  is  it  this  year? 
$8.5  million,  and  I  think  it  was  $10  mil- 

lion last  year,  and  it  wasn't  used  and  that's 
probably  why  it  is  down  to  $8.5  million. 

I  think  we  have  made  it  clear  on  a  num- 
ber of  occasions  that  if  a  municipality  over 

20,000  wanted  to  come  to  OMIC  we  would 
certainly  take  a  very  good  look  at  it.  When 
we  did  that,  I  remember  the  discussions  with 
my  colleague,  the  then  provincial  Treasurer. 
We  did  that  with  some  trepidation,  because 
we  thought  there  might  be  a  big  run  on  the 
bank,  which  has  never  developed. 

Of  course,  the  other  point  that  should  be 
remembered  is  that  the  borrowings  of  the 
municipalities,  by  the  municipalities,  are  also 
coming  from  a  host  of  other  places  as 

well.  It's  a  very  confusing  situation,  but  they 
are  coming  from  the  old  OWRC,  now  the 
Environment;  from  the  Educational  Capital 

Aid  Corp.;  from  Central  Mortgage  and  Hous- 
ing; from  federal-provincial  loans  pro- 

grammes, I  suppose,  or  so  called  winter  works 
programmes;    and    from   a   great   variety    of 
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places,  so  that  the  demand  on  the  market  by 
the  municipalities,  aside  from  those  things,  is 
not  nearly  as  great  as  it  was  once. 

I  come  to  a  little  bit  of  a  conclusion  that 

there  is  almost  a  bit  of  a  bit  of  a  myth 

about  municipalities  not  being  able  to  bor- 
row money  at  reasonable  rates.  I  can  show 

you  some  examples  where  the  municipalities 
are  in  trouble,  or  I  am  told  are  in  trouble 

and  would  have  difficulty  borrowing,  but 
there  are  very  few  of  them. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  What  are  the  rates  of  interest 
charged  by  OMIC?  This  may  help  in  the 
discussion. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  current  rate  is 
8.70;  this  has  fluctuated  somewhat.  We  try 

to  keep  it  about  half  a  point  above  the  pro- 
vincial rate. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  see.  It  is  a  bit  hard  to  be 

critical  of  that.  In  other  words,  they  are 
drawing  within  10  or  15  basis  points  of 
Metro  Toronto  and  other  regional  municipali- 

ties, is  that  correct? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  see.  Okay. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask  the 

minister  whether  he  can  give  us  any  guide- 
lines as  to  how  the  discretionary  features  of 

the  Regional  Municipal  Grants  Act  will  be 
used  in  future.  Are  there  any  particular 
guidelines  there  or  will  it  simply  continue  to 
be  used  as  a  slush  fund? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  mainly  for 
sparsity-which  is  laid  out  in  the  Act— and 
mainly  for  those  where  they  are  used  as  in 
Niagara,  for  example,  for  the  police  communi- 

cation system.  I  think  that  was  a  good 
startup  cost,  if  I  can  put  it  that  way.  There 
is  no  question  if  we  are  talking  about  Sud- 

bury. If  we  are  talking  about  a  municipality 
with  enormous  problems  and  particularly  in 
the  area  of  hired  services. 

If  we  are  talking  about  Waterloo,  we  are 
talking  about  a  municipality  —  particularly 
since  the  members  have  all  gone  home;  even 

the  Speaker  isn't  here— which  does  not  have 
the  kind  of  very  serious  problems  that  Sud- 

bury has  and  an  assessment  of  what  is  needed 

has  not  yet  been  made.  In  the  case  of  Ottawa, 
to  get  on  with  a  particular  job,  the  slush 
fund,  as  the  member  has  called  it,  was  rolled 
in  to  assist  in  a  sewage  treatment  programme, 
unique  to  the  province. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  would  like  to  ask  a  ques- 
tion, and  I  would  be  quite  happy  to  yield  to 

the    Liberals   if   you   want   to   ask  this,   but 
maybe    I   will    ask  it   for   you   and   you   can 

follow    up.    Under    the    winter    works    pro- 

gramme- Mr.  Reid:  Thank  you.  We  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  okay.  I  will  start  off, 
just  to  show  we  were  thinking  of  it  too.  Could 

the  Treasurer  say  what  happened  in  South- 
ampton and  why  he  got  the  story  all  screwed 

up? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  I  hardly  think 

it  appropriate  at  this  hour  and  I  will  be  say- 
ing something  tomorrow. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  it  is  appropriate  to  say 
nothing  about  the  airport,  but  inappropriate 
to  say  something  about  Southampton. 

Mr.  Havrot:  Do  you  want  a  bedtime  story? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  said  I  thought  I 
would  be  saying  something  tomorrow. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Tomorrow,  before  the  orders 
of  the  day. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Thunder Bay. 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  want  to  be  as  brief  as  pos- 
sible, Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  something  must 

be  said  about  the  preparation  of  the  budget 
as  it  affects  people  in  northern  Ontario. 

There  was  a  piece  of  legislation  I  brought 
up  having  to  do  with  your  colleague,  the 

Minister  of  Revenue.  He  said,  "I  just  collect 
the  money.  If  you  want  any  explanation  of 
that,  speak  to  my  colleague  the  provincial 

Treasurer."  I  am  talking  about  the  Logging 
Tax  Act,  the  gasoline  and  fuel  oil  tax,  about 
the  increase  in  licensing  of  automobiles  and 
the  increase  in  park  fees  and  all  of  the 
various  increases  that  are  attributed  to  you. 
I  am  talking  about  the  inability  to  pay  of 
people  living  in  the  north,  where  the  cost  of 
living  is  so  much  higher.  Yet  you  have 

treated  us  in  the  same  way.  The  level  of  taxa- 
tion is  the  same  in  northern  Ontario  without  a 

lot  of  the  benefits. 

I  think  your  colleague,  the  Minister  of  Com- 
munity and  Social  Services  (Mr.  Brunelle), 

sitting  right  behind  you,  will  agree  with  me 
that  while  we  are  responsible  for  producing 
a  lot  of  the  new  wealth  in  the  Province  of 

Ontario,  many  of  the  municipalities  that  act 
as  dormitory  communities  for  people  who 
work  in  the  industries  that  are  responsible 
for  creating  this  new  wealth  lack  the  ability 
to  provide  what  people  down  here  consider 
to  be  basic  and  essential  services. 
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I  think  the  minister  is  well  aware  of  our 

position  with  regard  to  the  municipal  founda- 
tion plan.  It  seems  to  me  that  communities 

such  as  Geraldton,  lack  the  facility  to  tax 
industries  in  the  area,  which  are  to  a  large 
extent  related  to  the  forest  products  industry. 
There  is  also  the  inability  of  many  mining 
communities  to  extract  a  fair  amount  of 

dollars  from  that  industry  to  provide  basic 
services.  I  believe  I  have  heard  through  the 

grapevine  that  the  government  was  consider- 
ing a  resource  tax,  as  opposed  to  mining 

revenue  payments,  and  conditional  and  un- 
conditional grants  paid  on  a  per  capita  basis, 

rather  than  on  the  basis  of  cost.  Has  there 

been  any  discussion  about  a  resource  tax? 

I  am  not  necessarily  talking  about  a  new 
tax.  I  am  talking  about  the  amount  of  dollars 
that  are  collected  by  this  government  as  a 
result  of  the  activities  in  the  forest  products 

industry  and  the  activities  in  the  mining  in- 
dustry. I  am  suggesting  you  syphon  off  from 

the  existing  tax  a  certain  percentage  which 
would  be  called  a  resource  tax,  and  direct 
that  back  to  the  communities  where  the 

people  live  who  are  responsible  for  creating 

this  new  wealth  and  responsible  for  provid- 
ing this  extra  tax  revenue  for  the  provincial 

Treasury.  It  seems  to  me  that  if  you  are  going 

to  assist  northern  communities  in  a  meaning- 
ful way,  the  only  way  you  are  going  to  do  it 

is  by  the  implementation  of  either  a  municipal 
foundation  plan  or  a  resource  tax  where  you 
will  syphon  off  a  certain  percentage  of  the 
tax  collected  from  those  industries  and  direct 

it  right  back  on  a  per  capita  basis  and  on  a 
basis  of  need. 

It  seems  ironical  that  we  have  communities, 

such  as  Beardmore,  that  owed  its  existence 

initially  to  the  gold  mining  industry  and  now 
relies  almost  wholly  and  solely  on  what  is 
going  on  in  the  forest  products  industry.  The 
people  there  have  to  go  2%  miles  down  the 

road  to  get  some  drinking  water.  They  don't 
have  an  adequate  water  system.  They  get 

their  water  from  wells.  They  don't  have  a 
sewage  system.  There  are  many,  many  com- 

munities in  the  north  that  find  themselves  in 

the  same  predicament. 

I  am  wondering  if  the  minister,  instead  of 
just  imposing  a  levy  right  across  the  board  for 
everybody  in  the  province,  regardless  of 
where  they  live,  if  he  is  going  to  tiy  to 
compensate  for  this  by  providing  either  a 
municipal  foundation  plan  for  northern  On- 

tario or  a  special  resource  tax.  I  don't  want 
to  pursue  it  unduly,  but  I  would  like  some 
comment  from  the  minister  on  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Chairman,  I 

think  perhaps  I  have  covered  this,  but  cer- 
tainly all  the  member  is  saying  is  that  there 

are  communities  in  the  province,  be  they  in 

northern  or  southern  Ontario,  that  need  cer- 
tain kinds  of  assistance.  And  that  is  precisely 

the  sort  of  needs  resources  assistance  we 

hope  to  be  able  to  develop  over  a  period  of 
time,  based  on  assessment  and  a  number  of 
other  factors. 

Where  the  money  comes  from,  perhaps,  is 

secondary.  I  don't  think  we  will  necessarily 
get  into  earmarking  money  from  the  logging 

industry,  for  example,  for  a  certain  kind  of 
resource  community.  Where  the  money  comes 
from  out  of  the  various  tax  sources  is  not 

the  sort  of  earmarking  that  we  do. 

Yes,  I  think  my  answer  to  the  member  is 
that  in  terms  of  a  foundation  plan  or  a  needs 
resources  grant,  whatever  you  want  to  call 
it,  those  are  exactly  the  sort  of  things  that 
are  under  study  and  under  consideration. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  904  carried? 

Vote  904  agreed  to. 

On  vote  905: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Sarnia. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman- 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Mr.  Chairman- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  By  all  means,  go  ahead.  We 
were    waiting    for    some    contributions    from 

your  side. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  want  to  relate,  if  I  might, 
to  the  address  given  by  the  Treasurer  last 
Thursday  night  at  Cleary  Auditorium,  when 
he  spoke  to  some  900  interested  citizens, 
elected  and  administrative  officials  of  the 

various  municipalities  in  both  his  area  and 

mine,  in  a  speech  that  was  entitled,  "Dia- 
logue for  Development:  A  presentation  by 

the  Hon.  W.  Darcy  McKeough,  Treasurer 

of  Ontario,  to  the  St.  Clair  Regional  Devel- 

opment Council." In  the  Design  for  Development  issue, 

"Prospects  for  the  St.  Clair  Region,"  the 
minister  acknowledges  this  study  could  never 

have  been  produced  without  the  co-opera- 
tion and  assistance  of  a  great  many  organ- 

izations and  individuals. 

The  regional  development  branch  is  par- 
ticularly grateful  to  the  people  of  the 

region,  including  the  St.  Clair  Regional 
Development  Council  (whose  five-year  pro- 

gramme was  especially  useful),  the  St. 
Clair   Regional   Advisory   Board,   municipal 
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councils  and  staffs,  members  of  the  busi- 
ness community,  industrial  commissioners, 

members  of  the  academic  community  and 
various  government  departments. 

The  first  comment  I  want  to  make  in  con- 
nection with  those  acknowledgements  will 

relate  to  what  I  regard  as  the  substance  of 
this  particular  epistle  to  the  people  in  the 

area,  and  that  is  the  five-year  programme, 

"especially  useful"  to  the  department,  as 
developed  by  the  St.  Clair  Regional  Devel- 

opment Council. 

I  want  to  record,  as  one  member  from  the 

area,  if  that's  all  the  St.  Clair  Regional  De- 
velopment Council  has  given  to  the  ministry 

in  its  five-year  programme,  it  is  bereft  of 
any  initiative.  It  is  fooling  the  public  and 
it  is  a  waste  of  public  funds. 

The  minister  began,  that  day,  by  saying: 

At  the  risk  of  being  accused  of  over- 
dramatization,  this  occasion  I  would  like 

to  declare  as  Day  1  of  a  long-running 
dialogue  for  development.  For,  with  my 
presentation  to  you  here  of  a  report  called 

"Prospects  for  the  St.  Clair  Region,"  the 
government  of  Ontario  is  hopefully  initiat- 

ing a  process  of  citizen  participation  in  the 
shaping  of  this  region  for  generations  to 
come. 

After  those  acknowledgements  to  everybody, 
except  the  New  Democratic  Party  that  lives 
in  our  region,  one  wonders  what  citizen  par- 

ticipation remains  to  be  available  to  the 
minister. 

The  minister  goes  on  for  the  next  seven 
pages  and  he  advises  us  that  the  St.  Clair 

region  has  'basically  three  assets  available 
to  them.  The  first  one  is  manufacturing.  He 
elaborates  that  there  are  two  basic  indus- 

tries; one  is  the  auto  industry  and  the  other 
is   the   petrochemical  industry. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Oppo- 
sition):  He  must  be  clairvoyant. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  He  then  goes  on  to  speak 
about  agriculture;  he  advises  that  the  area 

is  extremely  well  endowed  by  the  deity  in 
connection  with  agriculture. 

He  then  talks  about  the  third  asset,  namely 
tourism  and  recreational  facilities.  Approxi- 

mately seven  pages  are  spent  in  that  connec- 
tion. He  then  says  something  with  which  I 

agree. 

I  want  to  say  in  connection  with  the  evalu- 
ation, that  the  three  basic  assets  that  the 

area  has— being  those  two  manufacturing  in- 
dustries,     agriculture,      and      tourism      and 

recreation— surely  didn't  require  the  great 
participation  by  the  St.  Clair  Regional  De- 

velopment Council,  the  other  municipal 
councils,  the  industry,  and  everyone  else 
who  participated  in  connection  with  the 

development  of  this  exercise.  Surely  the  min- 
ister who  lives  in  the  region  knows  that 

these  are  the  assets  available  and  he  knows 
what  other  strictures  are  also  impinging  upon 
our   development. 

In  essence,  Mr.  Chairman,  nothing  new  has 
been  said  in  connection  with  this  Day  1 
statement.  He  says  on  page  seven  that  he 
advises  the  areas  to  discontinue  strip  de- 

velopment. The  basic  problem  that  you  have 
there  is  that  strip  development  is  a  fait 
accompli  as  far  as  the  river  and  lakefront 
in  the  area  is  concerned. 

Strip  development  as  far  as  highway  strip 
development  is  concerned  has  always  been 

in  the  minister's  purview.  Even  when  he  sat 
in  the  portfolio  of  Municipal  Affairs,  his 
community  planning  branch  always  had  the 
power  to  endorse  or  not  endorse  the  sever- 

ance of  land. 

This  isn't  something  that  you  throw  over 
to  the  municipalities  and  suggest  to  them 

that  they  shouldn't  carry  on  in  this  fashion. 
In  point  of  fact,  you  sequestered  to  yourself 
back  in  1968,  the  right,  as  the  minister 
himself,  to  overrule  any  approvals  made  by 
local  councils  or  their  planning  boards  in 
connection   with   this    type    of   development. 

Then,  after  discussing  this,  he  goes  on  to 
say  on  page  11  that: 

I  have  not  come  here  to  tell  you  what 

those  goals  should  be,  nor  is  the  govern- 
ment of  Ontario  inclined  to  impose  any 

onerous  limitations  or  restraints.  [He  says 
that:]  Without  imposing  any  dictates,  we 
do,  however,  offer  suggestions  about  basic 
goals  you  might  wish  to  adopt.  The  goals 
we  suggest  specifically  for  the  St.  Clair 
region  involve  such  basic  aims  as  avoiding 

any  further  urban  sprawl;  [That's  the  first 
thing]  maintaining  and  promoting  your 
agriculture  and  recreational  industries; 
preserving  the  quality  of  the  environment, 

and  producing  a  plan  with  enough  flexi- 
bility to  meet  future  changes  in  tech- 

nology and  national  and  continental  eco- 
nomic policies. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is,  when  you  talk 
about  avoiding  any  further  urban  sprawl, 
as  I  said  previously,  the  minister  and  his 
department  have  had  ample  power  in  the 
past  through  the  Planning  Act  to  control  any 
further  urban  sprawl.  When  he  talks  about 
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the  concentration  of  development  and  the 
concentration  of  population  growth  in  three 
areas,  what  does  he  intend  to  do  about 

them?  There  are  no  specifics  in  this  in  con- 
nection with   control   of  that   urban  sprawl. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  suggestions  given 
to  the  people  who  were  there  that  evening 

about  maintaining  and  promoting  their  agri- 
culture and  recreational  industries.  In  point 

of  fact,  there  is  nothing  but  more  platitudes 
than  Polonius  gave  to  Laertes.  The  fact  of 
the  matter  is  that  I  am  given  to  understand 
that  a  great  many  of  the  people  who  were 
at  the  meeting,  left  during  the  course  of  the 

minister's  remarks,  because  he  has  given  no direction. 

I  want  to  say  to  the  minister,  through  you, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  city  of  Sarnia  and 
the  Samia  area  have  sought,  for  at  least 

eight  years  that  I  know  of,  for  some  direc- 
tion in  connection  with  the  problems  that 

they  have.  I  joined  with  the  mayor  and  mem- 
bers of  council  in  1968  in  meeting  with  the 

minister.  At  that  time  we  acquiesced  to  a 
great  extent  in  his  attitude  that  there  were 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  in  our  area, 
an  undue  number  of  municipalities.  He  says 

that  again.  I,  for  one,  on  this  side  of  the 
House,   agree   with   that. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Com- 
sumer  and  Commercial  Relations):  If  the  hon. 
member  would  be  inclined  to  agree,  I  think 
we  would  move  that  the  committee  rise  and 

report  at  this  hour.  He  could  conclude  his 
remarks  on  the  next  occasion.  However,  if 
he  wishes  to  conclude  we  could  allow  him 
to  conclude. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  No,  I'd  be  another  15 
minutes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  the  com- 
mittee of  supply  rise  and  report  progress  and 

ask  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 

of  supply  begs  to  report  it  has  come  to 
certain  resolutions  and  asks  for  leave  to  sit 

again. 
Report  agreed  to. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 

and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr.  Speaker,  be- 
fore I  move  the  adjournment  of  the  House, 

I  would  like  to  say  we  will  deal  with  the 
legislative   matters   tomorrow   as   announced. 

If  the  members  on  the  other  side  would 

care  to  mark  down  these  items,  we  will  begin 
this  way  and  I  would  say,  too,  that  we  would 
be  ready  for  anything  on  the  order  paper 
after  this  order  is  followed. 

As  they  are  today:  Nos.  14,  5,  12,  13,  15, 

16,  19,  22,  20,  21;  and  then,  as  I  say,  any- 
thing that  follows  thereafter,  as  time  permits. 

And  I  think  we  would  be  prepared  to  return 
to  legislative  matters  on  Wednesday,  and/or 
the  balance  of  the  estimates  standing  in  the 
name  of  the  Treasurer  (Mr.  McKeough). 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  12:33  o'clock,  p.m. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 

The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 
Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Our  guests  today  in  the  east 
gallery  are  students  from  Milverton  Public 
School,  Milverton;  and  in  the  west  gallery 
students  from  Tecumseh  Public  School,  Bur- 
lington. 

Statements  by  the  ministry. 

ST.  MARYS  CONSTABLES  DISMISSAL 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Solicitor  General):  Mr. 
Speaker,  during  the  course  of  my  estimates  I 
promised  to  review  once  again  the  dismissal 
of  Cpl.  Smyth  from  the  St.  Marys  Police 
Force,  and  in  particular  review  statements 
by  Const.  Bartalacci  relating  to  this  case.  I 
have  had  two  members  of  the  staff  of  the 
Ontario  Police  Commission  obtain  a  state- 

ment from  Const.  Bartalacci  and  from  the 
St.  Marys  Chief  of  Police  Edward  Matheson. 

Const.  Bartalacci's  statement  is  to  the  effect 
that  Cpl.  Smyth  was  at  Bass  Lake. 

In  view  of  this  no  further  action  on  the 

part  of  the  Solicitor  General  is  appropriate. 
I  am  sending  across  to  the  hon.  member  for 
High  Park  (Mr.  Shulman)  a  copy  of  these  two 
statements  so  that  he  may  satisfy  himself  in 
this  matter. 

WORKS  PROGRAMME  IN 
SOUTHAMPTON 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer  and 
Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  read  in  the  instant  Hansard 
that  on  Friday  last  the  hon.  member  for 
Grey-Bruce  (Mr.  Sargent)  was  of  the  opinion 
that  I  had  misled  the  House  in  answers  to 

certain  questions  which  I  gave  pertaining  to 
a  certain  matter  last  Wednesday  and  Thurs- 

day. I  have  now  had  the  opportunity,  Mr. 
Speaker,  of  reviewing  the  two  Hansards  of 
Wednesday  and  Thursday,  and  a  member  of 
my  staff  has  compiled  the  sequence  of  events, 
which  document  I  have  studied  and  which 
I  would  now  table. 

Certainly  on  June  21,  1972,  and  June  22, 
1972,  the  Wednesday  and  Thursday,  I  indi- 

Tuesday,  June  27,  1972 

cated  to  the  House  that  my  staff  had  been 

"directly  in  touch  with  Southampton."  This 
was  an  error  on  my  part.  A  phone  call  was 
not  made  by  my  staff  to  our  knowledge. 
Rather  a  letter  had  gone  out,  which  letter  is 
included  with  the  material  tabled.  There  is 

no  question  in  my  mind  that  other  than  in 
that  error  I  did  not  mislead  the  House,  and 
certainly  did  not  do  so  intentionally  in  any 
case. 

It  is  true,  I  find  in  reviewing  the  sequence 
of  events  after  the  events  of  last  Thursday 
afternoon,  I  met  the  press  in  the  lobby  and 

in  ignorance  I  gave  them  some  wrong  infor- 
mation arising  out  of  a  briefing  which  I  had 

had,  an  all  too  brief  briefing. 

I  would  just  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 
whole  question  becomes  more  and  more  con- 

fusing. We  are  talking  about  not  two  pro- 
grammes but  actually  three  programmes  in 

the  province— I  might  digress  to  say  how 
much  simpler  it  would  be  if  there  were  one 

programme,  but  perhaps  I  hadn't  better  say that. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): This  is  hardly  the  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  would  simply  say 

that- Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Those  crow  feathers  are 

sticking  right  out  of  the  minister's  mouth. 
Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  would  simply  say, 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  it  has  been  a  confusing 
situation  and,  in  my  answers  to  the  press  in 

the  lobby  last  Thursday  after  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Grey-Bruce  had  been  named,  I  am 

frank  to  admit  that  I,  through  a  lack  of 
briefing,  added  to  that  confusion. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  a  point  of  privilege.  The  minister  is  again 
clouding  the  issue. 

The  fact  remains  that  he  did  not  know 

there  were  two  programmes;  he  said  in  the 
House  there  was  only  one  programme.  The 
fact  is  they  had  the  money.  They  have  spent 
the  money;  they  have  cashed  the  cheque. 

My  point  of  privilege,  Mr.  Minister— I  am 
sorry  about  that  pained  look  on  your  face, 
but  what  recourse  does  a  member  have— 
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Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please!  Is  the  hon. 
member  speaking  to  the  Speaker  or  the  minis- 
ter? 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  am  trying  to  get  through  to 
the  minister  if  you  will  let  me. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Well  the  hon.  member  does 
not  at  this  time  have  a  point  of  privilege;  he 
has  not  stated  it  as  yet. 

Mr.  Sargent:  My  point  of  privilege  is— 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  report  has  been  tabled. 
I  would  suggest  the  hon.  member  should  read 
the  report.  No  point  of  privilege  has  arisen 
at  this  moment. 

Mr.  Sargent:  May  I  ask  the  minister  a 
question,  Mr.  Speaker? 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  During  ques- 
tion period! 

Mr.  Speaker:  During  the  oral  question 
period. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Thank  you. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
wonder  if  in  privilege  I  may  ask  permission 
of  the  House  to  call  for  reports  so  that  the 
chairman  of  the  resources  development  com- 

mittee may,  for  the  sake  of  communication, 

present  his  report  on  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Board? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Would  we  have  consent  of 
the  House  to  present  reports  at  this  moment 
rather  than  wait  for  the  regular  order  for 
presentation  of  reports? 

Mr.  Shulman:  No. 

Mr.  Speaker:  We  do  not  have  that  permis- 
sion. 

EGG  QUOTA 
ALLOCATION  COMMISSION 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 

announce  today  the  appointment  of  an  Egg 
Quota  Allocation  Commission  which  will  have 

the  responsibility  for  developing  Ontario's 
egg  quota  policy  and  making  the  initial 
allocation  of  quotas  to  producers. 

In  his  egg  industry  inquiry  report  Judge 
James  Ross  recommended  that  egg  quotas  be 
allocated  by  an  independent  agency,  and  this 

is  the  intent  of  today's  announcement. 
This  commission  is  already  operative  and 

is   working  closely   with   the   Ontario    Farm 

Products  Marketing  Board  and  with  Topecon, 
the  firm  of  agricultural  economics  consultants 
engaged  to  do  the  necessary  research  and 
development  work. 

The  Egg  Quota  Allocation  Commission  con- 
sists of  three  men,  each  having  lengthy  expe- 

rience in  the  poultry  industry  and  each 
respected  by  poultrymen.  The  chairman  of 

the  commission  is  Mr.  E.  R.  "Ted"  Hoover  of 
Burlington;  the  vice-chairman  is  Mr.  James 
Pilkington  of  Mount  Brydges;  and  the  third 
member  is  Mr.  B.  R.  May  of  RR5,  Belleville 
in  Hastings  county. 

COPPER  SMELTER  STUDY 

Hon.  L.  Bernier  (Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources): Mr.  Speaker,  hon.  members  will 

recall  that  about  six  months  ago  I  announced 
the  appointment  of  a  committee  to  investigate 
the  feasibility  of  establishing  a  copper 
smelter-refinery  complex  in  northern  Ontario 
to  handle  the  output  of  Ontario  mines. 

Jan  H.  Reimers  and  Associates  Ltd.  of 

Oakville,  one  of  this  country's  outstanding 
metallurgical  engineering  firms,  was  retained 
to  carry  out  the  investigation. 

Mr.  Reimers  has  now  presented  me  with  a 
very  comprehensive  report  on  his  findings. 
The  general  tenor  of  the  report,  which  he 
prepared  after  exhaustive  studies  of  the 
availability  of  and  grade  of  ore,  construction 
and  operating  costs  and  all  other  factors,  is 
that  the  construction  of  a  facility  such  as  was 
proposed  would  not  be  a  viable  operation  at 
this  time. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  That's what  the  minister  told  him  to  say. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Reimers  said  in 

effect  that  presently  available  Canadian  facil- 
ities would  be  capable  of  meeting  all  smelter 

requirements  for  the  foreseeable  future. 
In  his  study.  Mr.  Reimers  also  reviewed  the 

situation  with  Great  Lakes  Nickel  in  the 

Thunder  Bay  area,  where  very  large  but  com- 
paratively low-grade  nickel-copper  deposits 

exist.  Because  of  the  peculiarities  of  the  ore, 
it  would  appear  that  special  handling  facilities 
might  be  necessary.  Mr.  Reimers  was  hopeful 
that  federal  government  assistance  in  getting 
mine  and  smelting  operations  under  way 
might  be  obtained  under  the  aid  to  designated 
areas  programme. 

Only  a  very  limited  printing  of  the  report 
is  available  as  yet,  although  more  will  be 
obtained  if  required.  I  would  suggest  that 
any   hon.   member  who   is   interested   might 
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refer  to  the  copy  that  is  now  in  the  legislative 
library.  We  have  asked  Mr.  Reimers  to  make 
further  studies  into  the  feasibility  of  establish- 

ing a  zinc-lead  smelter  refining  complex  in 
Ontario  in  the  view  of  the  recent  increased 
demand  for  zinc  metal. 

NORTHWESTERN  ONTARIO 
COMMERCIAL  FISHERY 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
further  statement. 

I  would  like  to  advise  the  members  of  the 

House  that  the  report  of  the  advisory  com- 
mittee on  the  northwestern  Ontario  com- 
mercial fishery,  appointed  on  Feb.  24  of  this 

year,  has  been  received.  As  you  will  recall, 
Mr.  Speaker,  this  advisory  committee  was 
established  following  receipt  of  a  report  from 
Dr.  Albert  Wren  on  Dec.  30  last,  copies  of 
which  were  distributed  to  all  commercial 
fishermen  affected  by  the  operations  of  the 
Freshwater  Fish  Marketing  Corp. 

The  advisory  committee  was  instructed  to 
discuss  all  aspects  of  the  Wren  report  and 
to  hold  a  vote  among  all  licensed  commer- 

cial fishermen  in  northwestern  Ontario  on 
the  question  of  remaining  part  of  or  leaving 
the  Freshwater  Fish  Marketing  Corp. 

The  committee,  under  the  chairmanship  of 
Mr.  E.  L.  Carter  of  Kenora,  held  meetings 
in  Sioux  Lookout,  MacDiarmid,  Thunder  Bay, 
Kenora  and  Rainy  River.  Ballots  were  sent 
out  on  May  23  to  all  commercial  fishermen, 
including  Indian  bands  operating  under  band 
fishing  licences.  Results  of  balloting  were 
available  to  the  committee  on  June  16. 

I  have  sent  a  copy  of  the  report  to  the 
Hon.  Jack  Davis,  Minister  of  the  Environ- 

ment of  the  government  of  Canada,  under 
whose  jurisdiction  the  corporation  acts.  The 
results  of  the  balloting  and  the  recommenda- 

tions of  the  committee  are  now  under  study 
by  the  officials  of  my  department  and  par- 

ticular reference  is  being  made  to  the  results 
of  balloting  by  the  various  Indian  bands. 
When  this  study  has  been  completed,  I  will 
make  a  further  announcement  on  this  matter, 
hopefully  within  a  month. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions. 

HYDRO  LABOUR  DISPUTE 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  the  Environment,  can  he 
make  a  definitive  statement  as  to  what  risks, 
if  any,   are   involved  by  the  actions  of  the 

CUPE  local  in  affecting  the  operation  of  the 
Pickering  atomic  power  plant  with  a  rotating 
strike? 

Hon.  J.  A.  C.  Ayld  (Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment): Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  asked  for 

definitive  information  from  Hydro  on  this 
question.  I  read  about  this  in  the  paper 
myself  a  few  minutes  ago. 

I  gather  that  it  is  more  a  question,  from 
what  I  read  in  the  press,  of  possible  damage 
to  equipment.  In  the  nuclear  plants,  the 
question  of  continuing  maintenance  is  per- 

haps more  important  than  it  is  in  other 
thermal  and  hydro-electric  plants,  but  as  I 
say  this  is  simply  speculation  on  my  part. 
I  hope  to  have  further  information  from 
Hydro,  and  as  soon  as  I  have  I  will  give  it 
to  the  House. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  While 
the  minister  is  getting  information,  will  he 
inquire  as  to  why  the  commission  was  led 
at  one  stage  to  lock  out  some  of  the  workers 
at  the  Pickering  plant  when  it  became 
apparent  that  some  of  the  employees  would 
not  be  appearing  for  work  on  their  regular 
shift;  and  if  in  fact  the  government  is  pre- 

pared to  support  the  commission,  if  it  re- 
quests an  injunction  from  the  courts  in  this 

matter? 

Because  if  Ontario  Hydro's  feelings  about 
this  can  be  supported,  it  is  a  matter  that 
surely  the  government  must  concern  itself 
with. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  en- 
deavour to  get  that  information. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  I  have  a  sup- 
plementary question,  Mr.  Speaker.  Is  the 

minister  aware  of  the  statement  of  the  De- 
partment of  Transport  regarding  the  Picker- 

ing Hydro  plant,  in  which  it  stated  that  it 
was  built  so  substantially  as  to  withstand 
an  earthquake;  that  an  air  crash  in  the  area 

wouldn't  affect  it  at  all;  and  there  would 
be  no  possibility  of  leakage  of  any  kind  of 
nuclear  power?  How  does  he  then  rationalize 
that  against  this  ridiculous  statement  that 
the  strike  is  creating  a  hazard? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  haven't seen  whatever  statement  was  issued  by  Hydro 
on  which  the  news  reports  may  be  based. 

I  don't  think  it  was  the  federal  Department 
of  Transport.  I  think  it  was  the  Atomic 
Energy  Control  Board  which  spoke  about 
the  safety  of  the  plant  as  far  as  radiation 
emissions  and  explosions  or  damage  are 
concerned.     My    comment    a    few    moments 
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ago  had  to  do  with  the  mechanics  of  the 
operation,  not  the  hazards  but  the  possible 
tremendous  cost  because  of  lack  of  adequate 
maintenance. 

Mr.  Deans:  Supplementary  question:  That 
has  nothing  to  do  with  the  reason  given  by 
the  Hydro  for  their  supposed  request  for  an 
injunction  against  the  workers.  They  are 
asking  for  the  injunction  because  they  say- 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  Deans:  —it  could  create  a  hazard  to 
the  people  of  the  area. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Question! 

Mr.  J.  M.  Turner  (Peterborough):  Make  a 
speech! 

Mr.    Speaker:    The    hon.    Leader    of    the 
Opposition. 

PUBLIC  TRANSPORTATION 
EXPERIMENTS 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No  answer? 

Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Premier: 
Is  the  40-mile-per-hour  elevated  transporta- 

tion system  around  the  perimeter  of  Exhibi- 
tion Park,  for  which  permission  to  install 

has  been  requested  of  the  CNE  board,  is 
this  the  sum  total  of  the  experimental  pro- 

cedures that  the  Premier  announced  would 
be  utilized  by  the  province  to  look  into  all 
aspects  of  public  transportation? 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  Mr.  Speaker, 
as  I  recall,  the  statement  made  some  months 
ago  with  respect  to  experiments  referred  spe- 

cifically to  the  CNE  and  the  experimenta- 
tion with  that  particular  mode  of  transporta- 
tion and  of  course  this  is  that  part  of  it. 

The  Ministry  of  Transportation  and  Com- 
munications is  carrying  on  further  studies 

and  assessment  and  I  anticipate  the  minister 
may  have  more  observations  to  make  on  this 
some  time  within  the  next  three  or  four 
weeks;  but  this  is  the  experiment  that  was 
referred  to,  I  believe  last  September  and 
again  in  the  weeks  thereafter. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementaries:  In  view 
of  the  fact  that  the  representative  of  the 
department  described  the  programme  as  use- 

ful but  non-essential,  does  the  Premier  be- 
lieve that  it  is  going  to  fulfil  the  far-reach- 

ing predictions  he  made  as  far  as  experi- 
mentation is  concerned;  and  secondly,  while 

he  answered  this  in  part  previously,  has  he 

completely  abandoned  the  programme  to 
have  an  experimental  means  of  high  speed 
public  transportation  linking  the  CNE  and 
Ontario  Place  with  the  downtown  part  of  the city? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  under- 
stand that  the  officials  in  the  department 

were  concerned  about  linking  it  to  down- 
town Toronto.  Whether  that  would  serve 

any  useful  purpose  until  they  determined 
that  the  mode  itself  was  effective;  and  whe- 

ther it  would  ultimately  be  connected  to 
downtown  Toronto,  of  course,  is  something 

I  can't  say.  For  experimental  purposes  the 
concept  within  the  CNE  is  sufficient. 

I  don't  recall  the  exact  wording  of  the 
statement  with  respect  to  experimentation 

and  I  don't  know  that  there  was  any  use  of 
phrases  such  as  "far-reaching."  I  think  it 
was  fairly  specific  about  the  programme  at 
the  CNE  and  this,  of  course,  is  a  result  of 
that. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  a  supplementary, 
is  it  a  monorail  that  we  are  talking  about? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 

say  it  is  not  a  monorail.  I  can't  really  de- scribe it  accurately  in  technical  terms  to  the 

member  for  Downsview,  but  I  don't  think 
one  could  compare  it  to  the  monorail.  It's  a 
different  mode  of— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Sounded  better  when 
you  described  it  last  fall. 

Mr.  Singer:  Like  Buckminster  Fuller,  yes! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  It  sounds  like  it  is,  but 
I  would  not  refer  to  it  as  a  monorail. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  further  supple- 
mentary, is  the  construction  work  and  the 

supplying  of  the  structures  and  the  vehicles 
being  done  by  contract  with  an  existing 
firm;  and  if  so  who  has  got  the  contract? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Min- 
ister of  Transportation  and  Communications 

is  here.  I  am  not  sure  that  any  contract  has 

been  awarded.  I'm  sure  the  minister  would 
be  able  to  comment  on  some  of  the  tech- 

nical aspects  of  it,  if  the  member  for  Downs- 
view  would  like  to  ask  him  at  the  appro- 

priate time  this  afternoon.  I  would  only 
assume  that  it  will  be  done  by  some  form 
of  contract,  the  particulars  of  which  I  am 

not  familiar  with,  because  I  don't  think— 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  Preferably 
a  Conservative  company. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —any  such  contract  exists 
as  yet;  but  the  minister  may  have  more  up- 
to-date  information. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  might 
put  a  question  to  the  Minister  of  Transpor- 

tation and  Communications,  since  he  now 
has  received  this  additional  responsibility 
from  the  leader  of  the  government,  perhaps 
he  can  tell  us  what  contractual  arrange- 

ments have  been  entered  into  to  build  this 

novel  form  of  transportation  around  the  CNE, 

who  has  the  contract,  and  what  is  the  esti- 
mated cost? 

Hon.  G.  R.  Carton  (Minister  of  Transpor- 
tation and  Communications):  Mr.  Speaker, 

this  matter  has  been  gone  into  in  the  Legis- 
lature. Within  the  past  week  or  two  I  have 

had  several  questions  and  the  answer  is  still 
the  same.  The  systems  are  being  evaluated 
and  this  will  be  done  by  Aug.  1. 

To  be  specific  on  your  question,  no  con- 
tracts have  been  let  because  the  system  has 

not  been  chosen.  Obviously  we  wanted  to 
get  the  approval  of  the  board  of  directors 

of  the  CNE  for  the  location  of  this  experi- 
mentation before  we  entered  into  the  con- 

tract. That  was  the  purpose  of  the  meeting 
with  the  group  last  night. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  As  a  supplementary,  can 
the  minister  tell  us  when  the  system  is  likely 
to  start  operating? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Yes;  my  understanding  is 
that  it  will  be  operating  in  late  1974. 

Mr.  Singer:  Just  before  the  next  election. 

Isn't  that  a  coincidence? 

An  hon.  member:  Well  planned! 

ALGONQUIN  PARK 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
further  question  of  the  Premier.  Has  he 
the  promised  statement  on  the  Algonquin 
Park  advisory  committee  activities,  the  com- 

mittee not  having  met  now  for  almost  a  year? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  be 
seeing  the  Minister  of  Natural  Resources. 

J.  haven't  had  an  opportunity  yesterday  and 
this  morning  to  do  so  yet  on  this  matter, 
but  I  shall  and  I  will  inform  the  House  and 

the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  just  as  soon 
as  I  can. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
vvorth. 

METRO  CENTRE  PLAN 

Mr.  Deans:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
have  a  question  of  the  provincial  Treasurer. 
In  view  of  the  intent  by  Metro  Centre  to 

apply  to  the  master  of  titles  in  Toronto  for 
first  registration  of  the  lands  comprising  the 

Metro  Centre  development,  has  the  prov- 
ince yet  been  able  to  determine  whether  or 

not  it  does,  in  fact,  hold  title  to  the  55  acres, 
I  believe  it  is,  that  have  been  in  dispute  for 

some  time,  and  concerning  which  we  haven't 
yet  heard  any  answer? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I'm  afraid  I  can't 
give  the  member  an  up-to-date  report  on 
that  situation.  The  same  thought  crossed  my 
mind  on  Monday  after  the  decision  of  the 
Ontario  Municipal  Board.  This  has  obviously 

crossed  the  mind  of  my  friend  from  Went- 
worth.  I  dictated  a  memo  last  night,  asking 
where  the  report  which  we  have  requested 
from  the  law  officer  of  the  Crown  stands.  As 

soon  as  I  get  some  information,  I  will  be 
glad  to  inform  the  member. 

NEW  TORONTO  AIRPORT 

Mr.  Deans:  I  would  like  to  ask  another 

question  of  the  same  minister,  if  I  may,  Mr. 

Speaker. 
In  the  consideration  of  the  development 

of  the  Pickering  airport,  did  the  minister 
receive  the  document  from  the  Canadian 

Department  of  Transport  dealing  with  the 
nuclear  power  plant  and  the  new  Toronto 
airport?  Is  he  familiar  with  the  statement 
contained  in  the  document,  which  states 

quite  clearly  that  the  building  of  the  Picker- 
ing nuclear  plant  was  so  substantial  as  to 

be  able  to  withstand  an  air  crash  in  the  im- 
mediate vicinity  without  causing  any  undue 

harm  to  the  surrounding  area  by  way  of  leak- 
age from  the  power  plant? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't 
know  that  I  have  specifically  seen  that  paper. 

I  was  aware  of  it,  and  I  think  we  had  satis- 
fied ourselves  as   to  the  ramifications   of  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  May  I,  by  way  of  a  supple- 
mentary, ask  the  minister  if  he  would  be  kind 

enough  to  bring  this  to  the  attention  of  his 
colleague  in  charge  of  Hydro,  so  that  he 
might  get  straight  exactly  where  Hydro 
stands  with  regard  to  three  or  four  people 
being  on  strike  outside  the  gate? 

BC  INSURANCE  PREMIUMS 

Mr.  Deans:  I  have  a  question  of  the  Min- 
ister   of    Consumer    and    Commercial    Rela- 
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tions.  Is  the  minister  aware  of  the  position 
taken  by  the  government  of  British  Colum- 

bia in  regard  to  auto  insurance  price  re- 
view, in  which  it  decided  to  require  the 

companies  involved  to  apply  two  per  cent 
of  their  investment  income  to  a  reduction  in 

premiums?  Is  the  minister  prepared  to  do  a 
similar  thing  here,  both  in  regard  to  auto 
insurance   and  home  insurance? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  really 
not,  because  the  Ontario  rates  are  substan- 

tially below  those  of  BC  now. 

Mr.  Deans:  May  I,  by  way  of  a  supple- 
mentary, ask  whether,  in  fact,  Ontario  profits 

are  substantially  below  BC's  now? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  It  wouldn't  surprise me  in  the  least. 

Mr.  Deans:  By  way  of  another  supple- 
mentary question,  may  I  ask  the  minister 

whether  it  would  surprise  him  to  know  that, 
in  fact,  they  are  not? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

FOOD  PRICE  REVIEW  BOARD 

Mr.  Deans:  I  have  one  final  question  of 
the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food.  A  re- 

cent report  indicated  that  out  of  147  food 
items  in  Ontario,  studied  by  the  Ontario 
Food  Council,  there  has  been  an  average 
12.7  per  cent  increase  in  the  cost  in  the  last 
14  months.  Is  the  minister  prepared  to  in- 

stitute some  form  of  price  review  board  in 
order  that  we  can  fully  understand  the  im- 

plications of  the  price  increases  on  these 
necessities? 

An  hon.  member:  What  is  the  minister 
going  to  do   about  all  the  farmers? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
to  say  that  we  are  not  prepared  to  imple- 

ment such  a  price  review  board  at  this  time. 
I  believe  that,  had  the  hon.  member  re- 

ferred to  the  entire  price  list  that  is  given, 
he  would  have  recognized  that  food  is  not 
the  chief  item  of  increase  in  the  province 
today  in  the  cost  of  living. 

Mr.  Deans:  A  supplementary  question:  Is 
the  minister  then  prepared  to  ask  for  sub- 

stantiation of  this  rather  large  increase  dur- 
ing that  short  period?  Is  the  minister  pre- 

pared to  ask  for  some  more  substantiation  of 
this  rather  large  increase  in  these  essential 
commodities? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.   Speaker:   The  hon.  member  for  Don 
Mills. 

COMMUTER  RAIL  SYSTEM 

Mr.  D.  R.  Timbrell  (Don  Mills):  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  the  Minister  of  Transportation 
and  Communications:  Could  the  minister 
indicate  whether  the  commuter  rail  system 
announced  by  the  federal  member  for  York- 
Simcoe  yesterday  will  also  service  the  Don 
Mills-WIllowdale  area? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  had 
no  correspondence  or  communication  with  the 
federal  government  on  this  particular  matter. 
The  announcement  was  made  by  John  Rob- 

erts, a  private  member.  I  am  seeing  Mr. 
Dennison  this  evening,  and  I  propose  finding 
out  more  in  detail  from  him,  but  I  am  de- 

lighted that  there  is  some  money  forthcom- 
ing—at least,  I  believe,  $100,000  on  an  ex- 

perimental basis. 

Mr.  Timbrell:  Supplementary:  Would  the 
minister  report  back  to  the  House  this  week 
on  this  matter  if  time  allows  since  there  is  a 
great  deal  of  interest  in  the  area  in  this  type 
of  facility? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Yes.  I  might  add  that  I 
understood  firstly  that  it  was  a  commuter 
service  from  Toronto  to  Aurora,  and  then  I 

read  this  morning  where  it  was  to  go  to  New- 
market, but  again,  I  do  not  have  any  details 

on  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Solicitor  General 
has  the  answer  to  a  question  previously  asked 
by  the  hon.  member  for  Thunder  Bay. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  is  the  Solicitor 
General. 

An  hon.  member:  John;  John;  John! 

Mr.  Roy:  He  doesn't  know  his  title. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Solicitor  General 
has  the  answer  to  a  question  previously 
asked. 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  He  missed  his 
cue. 

POLICY  ON  LCBO  OUTLETS 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon. 
member  for  Thunder  Bay  asked  the  question: 
Would  the  Solicitor  General  advise  interested 

people  what  the  Liquor  Control  Board  is  paying  the 
owner  of  the  land  for  placing  a  liquor  store  trailer 
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on  that  particular  land,  why  it  was  situated  on  a 
dead  end  at  the  end  of  the  community  of  Rossport, 
and  what  are  the  sales  in  that  store  since  it  has 
been  open  in  the  past  two  weeks? 

On  June  16,  the  hon.  member  had  asked 
another  question  concerning  the  same  store, 

asking  whether  "the  Liquor  Control  Board  of 
Ontario  has  changed  its  policy  with  regard 
to  the  placing  of  agency  stores  and  liquor 
outlets  on  the  same  premises  as  hotels  and 

beer  parlours?"   I   promised  to   answer— 
Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Political  overtones. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —both  these  questions 
at  the  same  time  and  my  reply  is  as  follows: 
The  mobile  store  at  Rossport  was  placed  at 
its  present  location  simply  because  this  land 
was  made  available  to  the  board. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Does  that  mean  "avail- 
able by  the  defeated  Conservative  candi- 

date" by  any  chance?  That  is  why  it  is 
mobile. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  outlet  is  at  a  lot 
300  ft  from  the  licensed  hotel  for  an  annual 
ground  rent  of  $350.  The  sales  figures  are 
presently  available  for  eight  days  of  opera- 

tion. Total  sales  for  this  period  amount  to 
$1,224.25.  I  add  an  aside  that  I  hope  that 
soon  all  of  the  problems  in  that  area  will  be 
solved. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  member  for  Scarborough 
Centre  asked  a  question.  Is  it  Scarborough 
Centre? 

Mr.  F.  Drea   (Scarborough  Centre):   Yes. 

PUBLICATION  OF  CRIMINAL 
RECORD 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  member  asked  the 
question: 
Would  there  be  inquiries  made  as  to  how  the 

Toronto  Sun  obtained  the  detailed  criminal  record 
of  a  white  male  Caucasian  known  as  Al  Baldwin, 
and  as  to  how  the  criminal  record  was  made  the 
basis  for  an  editorial  in  its  publication  today,  that 

is  of  the  date  of  June  14,  called  "Runaway 
Success"? 

I  have  now  had  the  opportunity  to  read 
the  editorial  in  question.  It  seems  to  me  that 
it  is  quite  likely  most,  if  not  all,  of  the  facts 
relating  to  Mr.  Baldwin  were  referred  to  in 
press  reports  covering  the  events  mentioned 
in  the  Sun  editorial  and  I  assume  that  these 
reports  were  readily  available  to  the  Sun 
editorial  staff. 

Mr.  Shulman:  There  was  a  lot  of  research 
in  that. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sarnia 
caught  my  eye  previously. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Sarnia):  I  am  sorry, 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  want  to  ask  the  question 
that  I  originally  intended. 

Mr.  Speaker:  All  right.  The  hon.  member 
for  Downsview  is  next. 

TABLING  OF  POLICE  REPORTS; 
STATUS  OF  PERCY  MILLIGAN 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Solicitor  General.  Could  the  Solicitor 
General  explain  to  us  the  extended  delay  in 
tabling  the  reports  of  the  Ontario  Police 
Commission  and  the  Ontario  Provincial 

Police,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  his  esti- 
mates have  come  and  gone,  and  whether 

particularly  the  report  of  the  Ontario  Police 
Commission  has  something  to  do  with  the 
unexplained  absence  of  Mr.  Percy  Milligan, 
the  apparent  chairman  of  the  Ontario  Police 
Commission  from  this  House  during  the 
course  of  the  estimates? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  was 
no  relationship  between  the  absence  of  the 
chairman  of  the  commission  and  the  report- 
not  to  my  knowledge.  I  will  check  into  the 
status  of  the  report  and,  if  possible,  see  that 
whatever  pieces  are  available  will  be  tabled 
before  the  House  rises. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  supplementary,  is 
Mr.  Milligan  still  the  chairman  of  the  Ontario 
Police  Commission? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York- view. 

ACCIDENT  AT  TRANSFORMER  STATION 

Mr.  Young:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
hon.  Minister  of  the  Environment:  Will  the 

minister  grant  a  public  inquiry  into  the 
accident  of  Colin  Lampard  and  William 

Flynn  on  Friday,  Aug.  14,  1970,  at  the  Fair- banks transformer  station,  Roselawn  Ave., 

Toronto,  as  requested  by  Mr.  Lampard's 
lawyer  recently,  after  it  had  been  established 
that  irreparable  damage  has  been  done  to 
Mr.  Lampard  in  the  explosion? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  perhaps  the 
best  way  to  answer  that  question  is  to  read 
a  letter  that  I  have  signed  today  and  I  am 

sending  to  Mr.  Lenczner  in  connection  with 
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his    client.    I    received    a    letter    from    Mr. 

Lenczner  yesterday,  and  this  is  my  reply: 

This  will  acknowledge  receipt  of  your 
letter  dated  June  23,  requesting  that  your 

client  Mr.  Colin  Lampard  be  accorded  "a 
public  inquiry  as  a  result  of  an  industrial 
accident  while  he  was  employed  at  Ontario 
Hydro,  which  caused  Mr.  Lampard  his 

present  disability." 
I  understand  that  at  the  present  time 

Mr.  Lampard  is  receiving  workmen's  com- 
pensation benefits  as  a  result  of  the  accident 

to  which  you  referred.  But  in  your  letter 

you  have  not  given  any  reason  for  an  in- 
quiry or  indicated  any  authority  under 

which  you  consider  that  it  should  be  re- 
quired. 

In  order  that  I  may  properly  consider 
your  request  I  would  appreciate  it  if  you 
would  inform  me  of  the  nature  and  pur- 

pose of  the  inquiry  which  you  are  asking 
for  and  also  the  grounds  upon  which  you 
consider  an  inquiry  to  be  necessary. 

Mr.  Young:  As  a  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  the  minister  not  aware  that  in  the 
station  at  the  time  the  schematics  and  the 

nomenclature  were  wrong  and  that  the  people 
concerned  followed  the  incorrect  schematics, 
resulting  in  the  accident  occurring? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  aware 
that  there  were  some  changes  going  on.  I 

haven't  seen  a  complete  report  of  the 
accident.  I  believe  that  the  Workmen's  Com- 

pensation Board,  as  is  apparently  a  normal 
practice,  has  made  some  inquiries  or  pro- 

duced some  report  which  has  gone  to  the 
Minister  of  Labour  (Mr.  Guindon)  and  which 
I  understand  is  on  its  way  from  him  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ren- 
frew South. 

WATER  TOWER  INSTALLATION 
IN  RENFREW 

Mr.  P.  J.  Yakabuski  (Renfrew  South):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister 
of  the  Environment.  In  view  of  the  fact  that 
the  council  of  the  town  of  Renfrew  last 

night  passed  a  motion  whereby  the  proposed 
water  tower  facility  will  be  located  on  an 
industrial  site,  and  not  in  Murray  Hill  or 
Fortington  Park,  will  the  Minister  of  the  En- 

vironment assure  the  council  of  the  town  of 
Renfrew  and  their  industrial  commission  that 

the  full  weight  of  the  facilities  of  his  minis- 
try, OWRC  branch,  will  be  placed  at  their 

disposal   so   that   as   few   delays   as   possible 

will  result  from  the  change  and  so  that  their 
industrial  promotion  efforts  are  not  impaired 
to  any  degree? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Say  "no."  Say  "no." 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  fast 

answer  is  yes.  But— 

Mr.  Roy:  Of  course. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  Here  comes 
the  bad  news. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  That  was  the  good  news; 
here  is  the  bad  news. 

The  contract  has  been  let,  so  there  will 

probably  be  a  claim  by  the  contractors  in- 
volved, although  the  construction  of  the 

standpipe  foundation  has  not  yet  commenced. 

Our  legal  branch  is  looking  into  the  ministry's 
position  and  the  matter  of  liability  to  the 
contractor. 

However,  a  new  site,  if  it  is  to  be  found, 
means  property  matters  have  to  be  dealt 
with  and  Ontario  Municipal  Board  approval 
of  the  higher  cost  obtained.  It  is  unlikely 
that  the  standpipe  can  be  constructed  this 
year.  Additional  delay  can  be  expected  since 

the  foundation  will  probably  have  to  be  re- 
designed, soil  samples  will  have  to  be  taken 

and  some  additional  new  design  probably 
will  result. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  A 

supplementary  question,  Mr.  Speaker:  In  view 
of  this  situation,  is  the  government  con- 

sidering advising  or  giving  instructions  to 
municipalities  not  to  make  plans  for  putting 
water  towers,  police  towers  or  things  of  that 
nature  in  parks? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  my  under- 

standing is  that  there  is  not  zoning  in  Ren- 
frew and  the  property  involved  was  ap- 

parently donated  to  the  community  by  an 
individual.  In  the  absence  of  any  zoning, 
and  assuming  that  the  municipality  which 
wants  the  project  would  site  it  in  a  suitable 
spot  and  perhaps  make  available  other  land 
to  take  the  place  of  the  land  which  was 

considered,  I  don't  consider  that  we  should 
actually  interfere. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  municipality,  as  I 
said  the  other  day,  has  been  discussing 

this  since  January,  I  believe,  when  we  re- 
ceived an  option  for  this  property  on  which 

they  said  they  would  like  the  standpipe 
constructed. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister  hasn't 
answered    my    question.    May    I    repeat    my 
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question,  Mr.  Speaker?  In  view  of  the  kind 
of  experience  they  have  had  in  Renfrew, 
has  the  government  considered  giving  advice 
or  instructions  that  water  towers,  police 
towers,  radio  towers  and  so  on  should  not 
be  sited  in  any  kind  of  park? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  suppose 
that  that  question  should  quite  properly  be 
directed  to  the  Treasurer  and  Minister  of 

Intergovernmental  Affairs. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  thought  this  minister 
was  the  Minister  of  the  Environment. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  supplementaries  there? 

Then  the  hon.  member  for  Grey-Bruce  is 
next. 

WORKS  PROGRAMME  IN 
SOUTHAMPTON 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  this  tabled  report  we  have  here  is 
eight  pages  of  bureaucratic  verbosity  aimed 
at  a  whitewash- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  —aimed  at,  if  you  like,  "if  you 
can't  beat  'em,  confuse  'em,"  I'm  going  to 
ask  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  a  few  "in  view  ofs"  to 
get  my  question. 

In  view  of  the  fact,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  on 
Wednesday  and  Thursday,  June  21  and  22, 
the  minister  told  the  press  he  had  given 
me  wrong  information.  He  said  that  on  those 
dates  he  had  contacted  Southampton.  This 

report  said  he  didn't  contact  Southampton 
until  June  23; 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  he  told  the  press 
also,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  there  was  no  such 

programme— his  assistant,  Mr.  Macdonald, 
said  there  was  no  such  programme,  but  there 

is;  they  have  the  cheque. 

In  finality  here,  my  question  would  be 
in  two  parts: 

Will  the  minister  assure  me  that  Southamp- 
ton will  continue  to  use  the  balance  of  their 

$29,100?  And  secondly,  if  he  doesn't  know 
there  is  such  a  programme,  how  many 
millions  of  dollars  are  there  lying  around 

Ontario  that  he  doesn't  know  about?  And 
again,  do  we  get  the  money  or  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't 
know  that  I  could  answer  the  second  ques- 

tion. I  have  no  doubts  about  the  third  ques- 
tion. 

In  answer  to  the  first  question,  the  answer 
remains  exactly  the  same  as  it  has  been  and 

as  it  applies  to  every  other  municipality.  The 
decision  of  the  government  was  to  extend 
the  programme  from  a  deadline  of  May  31 
to  June  17  and  the  government,  to  my 
knowledge,  has  not  changed  its  view  on  that. 
The  programme  terminated  on  June  17. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  These  people  got  their money. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  sorry.  The 
minister's  officer  gave  me— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  interjects  that  these  people  have 
their  money.  Yes,  all  the  municipalities  did; 
to  speed  up  the  programme  this  year,  we 
made  advances.  And  I  would,  by  and  large, 
say  that  this  has  been  a  further  success  of 
the  programme  this  year. 

I  give  the  credit  to  my  predecessor  that 
advances  were  made  to  municipalities  to  get 
these  projects  going.  The  smaller  projects 
particularly  had  difficulty  in  a  number  of 
instances  in  getting  the  financing.  We  made 
advances.  We  will  have  to  recover  that 

money  and  this  can  be  done  rather  easily. 

Mr.  Roy:  Do  you  expect  that  money  to  be 
returned? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Then  they  may  use  the money. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  They  may  use  that 
money  to  spend  up  to  June  17. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  know 

that  I'm  on  very  dangerous  ground  here,  but 
the  fact  is— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  —the  fact  is  that  the  Treas- 

urer's department  told  me  we  could  have 
the  money  on  June  15. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Here  we  go  again. 

Mr.  Sargent:  And  in  view  of  the  fact  that 

I  took  an  official's  word  for  it,  I'm  going  to 
insist— and  I  hate  to  bother  the  rest  of  the 

House— but  I'm  going  to  insist  that  I  get  the 
money  that  he  said  we'd  get,  or  I  will  go  for another  walk. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  minister  have 
any  further   comments  by  way  of  answers? 
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Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker,  there's  a  point 
at  stake  here  that  we  have  nothing  more  to 

work  for  when  we  can't  take  the  word  of  a 
minister's  assistant- 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  This  is  the  question 

period. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  know. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  minister  have 
any  further  response? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can 

only  repeat  that  the  decision  of  the  govern- 
ment was  that  the  programme  not  be  ex- 
tended beyond  June  17. 

An  hon.  member:  The  minister  realizes 

from  a  legal  point  of  view,  you  might  have 
problems. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  sorry,  I 
will  not  take  my— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Put  on  your  track 
suit. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Solicitor  General. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  maintain  that  I  have  a 
right  to  ask  the  Treasurer  about  his  wrong 
statements.  The  man  has  told  us  wrong 
statements  on  a  number  of  occasions  as  a 
representative  of  the  Crown. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.   Order. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Then  on  the  question  of  the 
millions  of  dollars  McKeough  has— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  The  hon.  member 
knows  the  rules  as  well  as  the  other  mem- 
bers. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  know  the  rules  but  I'm 
going  to  speak  if  I  have  to  take  this  to  the— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Those  rules  apply  to  all 
members  of  this  House. 

Mr.  Sargent:  It's  the  only  point  you  have. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  surely 
understands  those  rules. 

Mr.  Sargent:  He's  going  to  have  to  stay 
here  and  explain  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  under- 
stands the  rules. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  He  made  a  representation 

on  the  minister's  recommendation,  and  he  is 
quite  justified  in  taking  the  position  he  does. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  That  is 
correct. 

An  hon.  member:  Legal  action  should  be 
taken. 

Mr.  C.  E.  Mcllveen  (Oshawa):  Goodbye, 
Eddie. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  under- 

stands the  rules.  I'm  sure  he  does. 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  choice  do  I  have,  Mr. 

Speaker? 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Minister  of  Colleges  and 
Universities):  Sit  down. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  rules  apply  to  all  mem- 
bers of  this  House  equally;  there  can  be  no 

exception  for  the  hon.  member.  I  believe 
he  understands  the  rules.  He  knows  that 

he's  in  complete  breach- 

Mr.  Sargent:  We'd  better  change  the  rules 
so  we  can  make  those  fellows  come  into 

line- 
Mr.  Speaker:  —of  the  rules.  Now  I  ask 

the  hon.  member  to  abide  by  the  rules  and 
to  take  his  seat. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I'm  sorry,  I  can't  do  that. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Well,  then,  I  have  no  alter- 
native. I  hereby  name  the  hon.  member 

and  I  suspend  him  from  the  service  of  this 

House  for  the  remainder  of  this  day's  sit- 
tings.   I  ask  him  to  leave  of  his  own  accord. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Draw  your  sword 
this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the  Sergeant-at-Arms 
please  escort  the  hon.  member  from  the 
chambers? 

Mr.  Roy:  He's  going  straight  to  Owen 
Sound  anyhow.  He's  a  hero  up  there. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Let  the  Treasurer  wait.  He's 
going  to  get  it  one  day. 

Mr.   Deans:    Sure,   sure. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  He  just  likes  an  es- 

cort; that's  all. 
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Mr.    Speaker:    Order.    The    hon.    member 
for  High  Park. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Is  it  just  for  today  or  for  the 
rest  of  the  year? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

ONTARIO  WINERIES 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Solicitor  General,  Mr.   Speaker. 

Mr.  A.  Carruthers  (Durham):  The  mem- 
ber is  next. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Is  there  a  restriction  on  the 
number  of  stores  that  Ontario  wineries  are 

allowed  to  open  in  this  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes.  Mr.  Speaker, 
there  has  been  a  restriction  on  the  number 

of  stores.  If  the  hon.  member  would  just 

bear  with  me,  I'll  get  the  answer  for  him. Yes. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  have  two  supplementaries, 
if  I  may. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Very  well  said— clear  and 
explicit. 

An  hon.  member:  It  sounds  well  in  church, 
that  answer. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Does  the  minister  not  real- 

ize that  restricting  the  number  of  stores 
selling  only  Canadian  wine  promotes  sales 
of  foreign  wines,  sales  which  otherwise 
would  go  to  Canadian  producers?  Does  he 
also  realize  that  according  to  his  report, 
which  was  released  today  and  which  was 
just  distributed  to  us,  this  results  in  a 
ridiculous  situation,  such  as  that  referred  to 
in  this  statement,  that  Parkdale  Wines  Ltd. 
relocated  one  store  from  40  Government 

Rd.,  Kirkland  Lake,  to  Sherway  Gardens, 
25  The  West  Mall,  Etobicoke? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That's  quite  a  switch. 

Mr.    Deans:    The    longest    you    can    get. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.    Mr.    Yaremko:    Mr.    Speaker,    I   just 
want  to  make  a  statement- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  You  would 
need  a  big  bottle. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  whole  question  of 
the  producing  and  the  marketing  of  wine 
will  be  under  review  by  the  government. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Essex 
South  is  next. 

PICKETS  AT  GOVERNMENT  DOCK 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  A  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  Labour:  Is  the  minis- 
ter aware  that  the  residents  of  Pelee  Island 

are  running  short  of  basic  food  supplies, 

because  of  the  difficulties  encountered  by  de- 
liverymen  in  making  deliveries  over  the 

government  dock  at  Leamington  to  an  in- 
dependent boat,  due  to  the  actions  of  a 

picket  line  of  the  Seafarers  International 
Union  whose  dispute  is  solely  with  the  owners 
of  another  ship?  Have  these  pickets  the  right 
to  coerce  deliveries  to  the  independent  ship 
that  normally  has  been  transporting  these 
basic  food  supplies? 

Hon.  F.  Guindon  (Minister  of  Labour):  Mr. 

Speaker,  I  appreciate  the  concern  of  my  hon. 
friend  over  the  situation  at  Pelee  Island. 

I  also  want  to  thank  him  for  bringing  this 

matter  to  my  attention  yesterday.  This  mat- 
ter comes,  as  we  agreed,  under  the  federal 

jurisdiction,  but  I  did  get  in  touch  with  the 
federal  Minister  of  Labour  earlier  today.  I 

just  received  note  of  the  following  com- 
munication. 

There  is,  indeed,  a  five-man  strike  of  the 
Pelee  Islander  crew.  All  the  members  of  this 

strike  have  applied  for  decertification  before 
the  Canada  Labour  Relations  Board.  There 

are  pickets  at  the  docks.  Ships  are  still  run- 
ning according  to  schedule  and  some  of  their 

truck  shipments  are  restricted  by  pickets. 
The  collective  agreement  has  expired  and  the 
conciliation  board  process  has  been  com- 

pleted; therefore,  they  may  legally  picket.  A 
decertification  hearing  will  be  heard  at  the 
next  sitting  of  the  Canada  Labour  Relations 
Board,  meeting  on  July  17,  18  and  19  next. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  supplemen- 

tary: I  don't  believe  the  minister  has  an- 
swered my  question  fully.  Can  they  obstruct 

deliveries  to  an  independent  ship  that  is  in 
no  way  connected  with  this  dispute,  thus 
affecting  the  lives  of  the  people  on  this 
island? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  According  to  my  in- 

formation, Mr.  Speaker,  the  provincial  De- 
partment of  Labour  has  no  involvement  in 

this  particular  case.  However,  I  would  like 
to  study  it  a  little  further  and  see  what  can 
be  done  for  these  people  who  are  affected. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Nickel 
Belt. 
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HIGHWAY  17  PAVING 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Speaker.  A  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Transportation  and  Communications:  In  view 

of  the  fact  that  the  four-mile  stretch  of  High- 
way 17  west  has  been  finished  and  unpaved 

for  about  a  year  now,  would  the  minister 

consider  giving  permission  for  local  resi- 
dents to  use  it— since  grass  is  growing  up 

through  it  now— as  a  putting  green;  or  failing 
that,  as  a  landing  strip  for  light  aircraft;  or 
failing  that,  if  it  is  still  unpaved  in  the 
winter,  that  it  be  flooded  and  used  as  a  skat- 

ing rink? 

Mr.  Mcllveen:  Don't  answer  that,  Mr. Minister. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
certain  whether  this  is  one  of  the  road  matters 

that  the  hon.  member  has  brought  up  on  a 

prior  occasion,  but  I  don't  have  every  four- 
mile  section  of  road  throughout  this  province 
in  my  head.  I  will  check  into  that  particular 
one.  If  he  will  send  me  a  note  and  give  me 
the  exact  location  I  will  be  very  happy  to 
check  into  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York- 
Forest  Hill. 

POLICE  RADIO  TOWER 
IN  METRO  PARK 

Mr.  P.  G.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):  Would 
the  Solicitor  General  please  bring  us  up  to 
date  on  the  latest  score  in  the  very  serious 

Metro  Toronto  police  tower  ping-pong  game? 
When  does  he  intend  to  get  it  settled?  If 
Hurricane  Agnes  had  turned  out  to  be  another 
Hazel,  what  would  we  have  done?  It  is  a 
very  serious  matter. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gov- 
ernment and  the  responsible  minister  agree 

that  it  is  a  very  serious  matter,  and  the 
government  has  taken  the  direction  in  this 
regard. 

Mr.  Givens:  What  direction,  Mr.  Speaker? 
The  last  action  that  he  took  was  to  refer  it 
back  to  the  Municipal  Board.  Since  then  it 
has  passed  back  and  forth  two  or  three  times. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Question? 

Mr.  Givens:  Would  the  minister  mind  tell- 
ing me  what  has  happened  since  then? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  matter 
is  presently  in  the  hands  of  the  Municipal 
Board,  where  it  was  directed. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for 
Thunder  Bay. 

COPPER  SMELTER  STUDY 

Mr.  Stokes:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Natural 
Resources.  With  whom  did  Mr.  Reimers  con- 

sult before  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  a 

cupro-nickel  smelter  and  refinery  wasn't 
viable  in  northwestern  Ontario;  and  how  did 
he  rationalize  that  with  the  fact  that  Falcon- 
bridge  and  International  Nickel  are  spending 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  in  developing 

deposits  of  the  same  metal  in  faraway  coun- 
tries? With  whom  did  his  firm  consult  and 

what  was  the  rationale  behind  the  conclusions 
that  were  reached? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  pointed 

out,  a  copy  of  the  report  will  be  placed  in 
our  library.  I  would  strongly  recommend  to 
the  member  for  Thunder  Bay  that  he  delve 
into  it  and  he  will  find  the  answers  to  his 

questions. 

Mr.  Foulds:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Due  to  the  disappointing  results  of  that  study 
on  the  feasibility  of  a  copper  smelter  in 
northwestern  Ontario,  when  will  this  minister 
cease  making  press  releases  and  statements, 

as  he  did  last  January  in  northwestern  On- 
tario, which  unjustifiably  raised  the  expecta- 

tions of  the  citizens  in  northwestern  Ontario? 

Does  he  not  think  it  more  appropriate  not  to 
make  such  comments  ahead  of  time  but  to 

wait  until  the  report  is  finalized? 

Mr.  Deans:  It  is  highly  irresponsible. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  was 
the  whole  purpose  behind  the  feasibility 
study.  I  am  sure  those  members  across  the 
House  felt  the  same  as  I  did  at  that  time, 

that  there  was  the  possibility— or  at  least  we 
thought  there  was  a  possibility— of  establish- 

ing a  copper  smelter  refinery  in  that  particular 
area  in  northern  Ontario,  and  we  had  to  find 
out.  Now  we  have  got  the  facts  and  the 

members  opposite  don't  accept  them. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Is  it  appropriate  for  the  min- 
ister to  prejudge  that  feasibility,  as  he  did 

when  he  announced  the  study  in  northwestern 
Ontario  last  January? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  I  didn't  hear  the  ques- tion. 
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Mr.  Foulds:  Is  it  justifiable  for  the  minis- 
ter to  prejudge  that  feasibility,  as  he  did 

when  he  made  the  announcement  in  north- 
western Ontario  last  January? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't 
think  I  prejudged  it  at  any  time.  I  did  not. 

Mr.  Foulds:  He  said  they  would  look  very 
good;  that  was  the  direct  quote. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
East. 

LIQUOR  REGULATIONS  CHANGE 

Mr.  Roy:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have 
a  question  of  the  Solicitor  General.  In  view 
of  the  recent  amendments  to  the  Criminal 
Code  of  Canada  dealing  with  operation  of 
vessels  on  waterways  impaired,  when  does  he 
plan  any  amendments  to  the  Liquor  Control 
Act  to  meet  these  provisions  of  the  Criminal 
Code? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Liquor 
Control  Act  is  under  review  at  the  present 
time  and  no  doubt  that  will  be  one  of  the 
items  that  will  be  taken  into  consideration. 

Mr.  Roy:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker:  In 
view  of  the  amendments  to  the  Criminal 
Code,  I  would  ask  the  minister  also  to  look 
into  the  situation  where  breweries  and  such 
are  advertising  with  large  ads  in  the  news- 

papers and  on  television  showing  individuals 
drinking  and  operating  vessels,  to  see 
whether  that  is  in  keeping  with  the  new 
amendments  of  the  legislation  in  the  Crim- 

inal Code? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Again,  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  advertising  code  in  relationship  to  the 
consumption  of  alcoholic  beverages  will  also 
form  part  of  the  review. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Hamil- 
ton East  was  up  previously. 

NIAGARA  ESCARPMENT  TASK  FORCE 

Mr.  R.  Gisborn  (Hamilton  East):  My  ques- 
tion, Mr.  Speaker,  is  of  the  Premier.  In  view 

of  the  opinion  of  many  of  the  environmental 
groups  and  the  Hamilton  Regional  Conserva- 

tion Authority  in  making  presentations  to  the 
task  force  which  is  obtaining  opinions  on  the 
acquiring  of  properties  on  the  escarpment 
regarding  the  Gertler  report  terming  it  as  a 
waste  of  time  and  a  farce,  will  the  Premier 

now  disband  the  task  force  and  place  a  freeze 

on  any  development  on  properties  recom- 
mended by  the  Gertler  report  until  it  is  imple- 
mented by  the  government? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  task 
force  will  continue  its  hearings.  As  I  recall 
the  position  of  the  government  there  are  not 
approvals  on  those  areas  recommended  for 
purchase  by  the  Gertler  report  for  sub- 

division purposes  and,  while  there  may  be 
some  who  perhaps  are  less  than  enthusiastic 

about  the  hearings,  in  the  government's  view 
they  are  serving  a  very  useful  purpose  and 
will  continue. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor- Walkerville. 

DUTY-FREE  SHOPS 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor-Walkerville):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Solicitor  General: 
In  view  of  the  ever-increasing  number  of 
overseas  nights  and  South  American  flights 
originating  from  the  Windsor  airport,  is  the 
minister  considering  a  duty-free  liquor  estab- 

lishment at  the  airport? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  due  to  the 

success  of  the  duty-free  shop  at  Malton  air- 
port, the  original  shop  is  to  open  a  second 

shop,  so  that  there  will  now  be  two  shops  at 
Malton  airport.  A  study  is  under  way,  I  be- 

lieve, in  relationship  to  the  Ottawa  airport 
and  no  doubt  the  Windsor  situation  will  also 
come  under  review. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Supplementary,  Mr. 

Speaker. 
Mr.  Speaker:  Supplementary. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Would  the  minister  advise 

us  when  he  expects  the  report  to  be  sub- 
mitted and  when  Windsor  could  have  a 

definite  answer? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  That  will  be  within  the 

competence  of  the  Liquor  Control  Board,  Mr. 
Speaker.  The  government  has  established  as 
policy  the  opening  of  the  duty-free  shops  at 
international  airports  and  it  is  just  a  case  of 
the  Liquor  Control  Board  finding  it  feasible 
to  implement  that  policy.  I  would  expect  that 
it  would  be  in  the  very  near  future. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
East  with  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  Solicitor  General  mentioned 
the    establishment    of    one    of   these   at   the 
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Ottawa  airport.  When  can  we  expect  the  one 
at  the  Ottawa  airport  to  open? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  don't  know  the  status 
of  the  actual  opening  of  this  store  in  Ottawa. 

There  have  to  be  arrangements  made  in  re- 
spect of  facilities  available  and  so  far  as  I 

am  concerned  it  is  from  here  on  just  a  matter 
of  it  being  worked  out.  I  assume  that  the 
operation  of  the  store  is  a  feasible  one  from 

an  economy  point  of  view,  and  if  that's  the 
case,  then  it  is  just  a  question  of  working 

out  with  the  federal  people  the  same  arrange- 
ments we  worked  out  in  relationship  to 

Malton  airport. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Park- 
dale. 

LABOUR  DISPUTE  AT 

ST.  JOSEPH'S  HOSPITAL 

Mr.  J.  Dukszta  (Parkdale):  A  question  of 
the  Minister  of  Labour:  Has  the  minister 

been  involved  in  the  labour-management  dis- 

pute at  St.  Joseph's  Hospital,  Toronto? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  didn't 
hear  the  question.  In  the  labour-management 
dispute  with  which— 

Mr.  Dukszta:  In  St.  Joseph's  Hospital. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  No,  the  minister  has 

not  been  involved,  although  some  of  his 
senior  officials  have,  and  I  must  tell  the 

members  of  the  House  that  our  meetings  have 
not  been  productive  and  it  should  now  go  to 
arbitration. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Park- 
dale. 

Mr.  Dukszta:  Is  the  minister  aware  of  the 

very  deteriorating  situation  in  that  dispute 
which  could  possibly  lead  to  a  strike? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
procedures  are  set  out  in  the  Act,  the  Hos- 

pitals Labour  Disputes  Arbitration  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 

Park.  
* 

ODOURS  FROM  DOMTAR  PLANT 
IN  TRENTON 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  question  of  the  Minister 

of  the  Environment,  Mr.  Speaker:  Can  some- 
thing be  done  about  the  evil  odours  that  are 

emitting  from  Domtar  in  Trenton  which  are 
causing  so  much  concern  in  that  city? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'll  inquire 
about  that  and  get  an  answer  for  the  hon. 
member  shortly. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
South. 

ALGONQUIN  PARK 

Mr.  MacDonald:  A  question  of  the  Pro- 
vincial Secretary  for  Resources  Development: 

With  regard  to  the  minister's  statement  yes- 
terday in  Ottawa  in  connection  with  a  new 

policy  for  Algonquin  Park,  may  I  ask:  Is  this 
review  policy  having  any  input  from  the 
advisory  committee,  and  if  so,  has  the  ad- 

visory committee  been  re-established  and 
are  there  any  changes  in  personnel? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Secre- 
tary for  Resources  Development):  The 

advisory  committee  has  been  re-established. 
I  think  there  is  one  member  of  the  com- 

mittee who  has  been  changed,  I  can't  re- 
member which,  but  basically  it  is  the  same 

committee.  Their  terms  of  reference  have 

been  expanded  and  they  are  proceeding  as 
of  about  six  weeks  ago. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Can  the  minister  give  any 
indication  as  to  the  thrust  of  the  new 

policy?  Is  it  going  to  seek  a  better  balance 
between  commercial  and  recreational  and 
conservational  interests,  or  what? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  No,  Mr.  Speaker, 
whether  or  not  there  is  a  better  balance  is 

not  the  essential  purpose  of  the  continuing 
activities  of  that  committee.  I  think  that  the 

studies  that  have  been  made  really  put  the 
ball  in  my  court  or  in  the  court  of  the 
Minister  of  Natural  Resources  and  his  sec- 

retariat. So  we  are  working  at  the  moment 

on  developing  a  policy.  I  don't  think  any 
longer  we  can  ask  for  further  reports  on  the 
balance  between  commercial  and  recreational 
use. 

Primarily,  the  continuing  role  of  the  ad- 
visory committee  will  be  to  look  at  ecological 

problems  within  the  park,  and  I  think  even 
more  importantly  the  use  in  a  complementary 
sense  of  the  periphery  of  the  park  as  an 
expanding    function    of    that    total    resource. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Well,  a  point  of  clarifi- 

cation, Mr.  Speaker- 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  have  permitted  one  minute 
beyond  the  time  for  oral  questions.  If  it  is 
just  a  short,  brief  point  perhaps  the  hon. 
minister  could  answer  it  quickly. 
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Mr.  MacDonald:  Did  I  understand  the 
minister  to  say  that  the  committee  had  been 
in  operation  for  the  past  six  weeks  and,  if 
so,  how  come  the  appointee  from  the  New 
Democratic  Party  has  not  been  aware  of  any 
meetings? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  As  I  said,  the 
committee  was  appointed  and  that  is  dis- 

tinct from  its  operation.  I  do  recall  that 
among  the  nominees  for  membership  was  a 
member  of  the  New  Democratic  Party  and 
a  member  of  the  Liberal  Party. 

Mr.    MacDonald:    Has   it  met   yet? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  I  would  judge 

not  but  I  don't  know,  it  could  have  met. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  would  hope  not. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Will  you  find  out? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  time  has  expired  for 
oral  questions. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  beg  leave 
to  present  a  report  from  the  standing  re- 

sources development  committee. 

Mr.  Shulman:  We  read  it  this  morning. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  matter 
of  privilege,  I  point  out  that  the  article  by 

Jonathan  Manthorpe  published  in  today's 
edition  of  the  Globe  and  Mail  constitutes 
a  serious  breach  of  parliamentary  privilege 
and  a  contempt  of  this  House. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Fat  chance  of  you  getting 
anywhere  on  that. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  The  question  of  whether  I 
should  take  any  further  action  is  one  on 
which  I  will  seek  advice  and  direction. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Challenge  him  to  a  duel. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That  is  what  I  call  par- 
liamentary bluster. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  On  the  point  the  mem- 
ber has  raised,  surely  the  breach  of  privilege 

would  be  held  against  any  member  of  the 
committee  who  divulged  the  information,  or 
any  other  source  of  that  information,  that 

was  available  to  the  public.  I  can't  for  the 
life  of  me  see  that  a  reporter  is  in  breach  of 
privilege  if  he  got  the  information.  The 
breach  in  privilege  is  the  responsibility  of  the 
members  of  the  committee  and  anyone  else 
who  had  that  information  and  let  it  out. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Right.  As  a  matter  of 

fact,  I  think  the  reporter  should  be  com- 
mended for  his  vigour  and  his  enthusiasm. 

Mr.  Shulman:  And  his  connections. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Without  being  in  full  posses- 
sion of  all  of  the  facts- 

Mr.  MacDonald:    Neither  is  the  chairman 
of   the    committee,    Mr.    Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  —I  hesitate  to  make  any  ruling 
whatsoever.  However,  I  will  take  the  matter 
under  advisement  and  if  it  is  deemed  neces- 

sary to  pursue  the  matter  further  in  this 
House  I  will  so  inform  the  House. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  would  consider  that  for 

a  long  time.  .  .  . : 

Mr.  Shulman:  He  should  have  his  cloak 

and  dagger  beard  removed. 

Mr.  J.  T.  Clement  from  the  standing  ad- 
ministration of  justice  committee,  presented 

the  committee's  report  which  was  read  as 
follows  and  adopted: 

Your  committee  begs  to  report  the  follow- 
ing bill  with  certain  amendments : 

Bill  142,  the  Coroners  Act,  1972. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  from  the  standing 
public  accounts  committee,  presented  the 

committee's  report  which  was  read  as  follows 
and  adopted: 

Your  committee  begs  to  report  that  it 
wishes  to  sit  concurrently  with  the  House 

this  afternoon  from  5  o'clock  until  6  o'clock 
to  consider  its  report. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr  presented  the  1970-1971 
financial  reports  of  the  20  colleges  of  applied 

arts  and  technology;  the  1970-1971  financial 
reports  of  the  following  universities:  Brock, 
Carleton,  University  of  Guelph,  Lakehead, 
Laurentian,  McMaster,  University  of  Ottawa, 
Queens,  Trent,  University  of  Windsor,  York 
University;  the  1970-1971  financial  report  of 
the  Royal  Ontario  Museum;  the  1970-1971 
annual  report  of  the  Royal  Ontario  Museum 
and  the  Ontario  historical  study  series;  and 
the  Price- Waterhouse  study  of  the  operation 
of  the  Royal  Ontario  Museum. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Pursuant  to  the  report  of  the 
standing  administration  of  justice  committee, 
shall  Bill  142  be  ordered  for  third  reading? 

Agreed. 
Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 

Introduction  of  bills. 
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MUNICIPAL  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman,  in  the  absence  of  Hon. 

Mr.  McKeough,  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Municipal 
Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

ASSESSMENT  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman  moves  first  reading  of 

bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Assess- 
ment Act. 

Motion  agreed  to,J  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
are  four  significant  areas  of  amendment  in 

the  assessment  amendment  bill.  First,  assess- 
ment legislation  is  being  aligned  with  the 

new  municipal  elections  legislation.  Specifi- 
cally, a  number  of  sections  dealing  with  the 

preparation  of  voters'  lists  and  electoral 
qualifications  are  being  deleted  as  they  are 
now  redundant.  Changes  are  being  proposed 
to  the  census  provision  and  to  section  17 
which  deals  with  the  content  of  the  assess- 

ment roles,  in  order  to  accommodate  a  fall 
enumeration.  Secondly,  this  bill  removes  from 
the  field  of  assessment  the  procedures  for 

assessing  and  taxing  the  gross  receipts  of 
wire  mileage  of  telephone  and  telegraph 
companies. 

The  bill  amending  the  Municipal  Act, 
whjch  I  have  introduced  on  behalf  of  my 
colleague,  the  Treasurer,  will  provide  for  a 
flat  rate  of  tax  of  five  per  cent  on  these 
gross  receipts.  Thirdly,  sections  76  and  77 
of  the  Assessment  Act,  which  deal  with 
applications  to  the  assessment  review  court 

for  certain  tax  adjustments,  are  being  de- 
leted. Complementary  amendments  to  the 

Municipal  Act  will  provide  for  all  these 
applications  to  go  to  the  municipal  councils 
in  the  first  instance;  right  of  appeal  of  the 
assessment  review  court  in  the  event  of  a 

dispute.  Finally,  minor  modifications  are 
being  proposed  to  the  appeal  provision. 

REGIONAL  MUNICIPALITY  OF 
OTTAWA-CARLETON  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman,  in  the  absence  of 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough,  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Re- 

gional Municipality  of  Ottawa-Carleton  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

LAND  TITLES  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Land 
Titles  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

REGISTRY  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Registry 
Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
introduced  amending  bills  to  both  the  Land 
Titles  Act  and  the  Registry  Act.  Many  of  the 
items  in  these  bills  are  of  a  housekeeping 
nature,  of  which  some  will  reduce  the  work 
load  in  our  offices  without  reducing  the 
service. 

Other  amendments  are  introduced  to  help 

facilitate  the  eventual  transfer  of  all  registra- 
tion to  the  land  titles  system.  In  this  re- 

gard, I  might  mention  that  all  future  sub- 
division plans  will  be  required  to  be  regis- 

tered under  the  Land  Titles  Act  in  areas 

where  the  system  is  available.  The  land 
titles  system  is  to  be  extended  to  the  county 
of  Peterborough. 

In  the  future,  officials  of  the  registration 
offices  will  be  referred  to  as  land  registrars, 
eliminating  the  dual  titles  of  registrar  of 
deeds  and  master  of  titles,  which  have  been 
used. 

PUBLIC  VEHICLES  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public 
Vehicles  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  must  have  given  Ben- 
zedrine to  the  draftsmen  last  week. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  exam- 
ining the  revenue  profile  of  our  ministry  in 

the  areas  of  public  commercial  and  public 

vehicle  fees,  we  reviewed  the  seat-mile  tax 
in  relationship  to  the  cost  of  its  collection 
and  its  yield.  This  tax,  based  on  a  cost 

per  available  seat-mile  per  100  miles 
travelled  had  been  criticized  by  the  industry 

and  certain  commissions  concerning  its  ad- 
ministrative complexities. 

In  the  last  fiscal  year,  it  yielded  approxi- 
mately   $497,000    and    required    compilation 
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for  each  new  rate  or  charter  proposed.  On 

this  basis,  it  was  considered  that  it  repre- 
sented an  unfair  tax  burden  on  these  oper- 

ators with  respect  to  the  use  of  highways  and 
other  carriers.  Accordingly,  the  seat-mile 
tax  is  being  abolished. 

HIGHWAY  TRAFFIC  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Highway 
Traffic  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Save  some  for  Friday. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  Act 

will  amend  the  Highway  Traffic  Act  by  add- 
ing a  new  section  providing  for  the  suspen- 
sion by  the  registrar  of  motor  vehicles  of  the 

driver's  licence  of  a  person  who  is  in  default 
of  payment  of  fines  incurred  as  a  result  of 
convictions  under  the  Highway  Traffic  Act, 
the  Public  Vehicles  Act  or  the  Public  Com- 

mercial Vehicles  Act,  or  any  regulation  made 
under  those  Acts. 

The  driver's  licence  will  be  reinstated 
upon  payment  of  the  fine  in  full.  The  sec- 

tion will  apply  to  past  defaulters  and  to 
those  convicted  in  absentia.  The  registrar 
will  suspend  and  reinstate  licences  only  upon 
receipt  of  an  order  issued  by  a  justice  of  the 
peace  or  a  provincial  judge  who  has  satis- 

fied himself  that  the  person  concerned  is  in 
default  of  payment  or  has  paid  the  fine  as 
the  case  may  be. 

In  recent  years  there  has  been  a  pro- 
nounced increase  in  the  number  of  persons 

defaulting  on  payment  of  fines  where  time 
to  pay  has  been  granted  by  the  convicting 
justice.  The  present  system  of  imprisonment 
in  default  of  payment  of  a  fine  is  not  proving 
effective  as  a  means  of  collection,  owing  to 
the  difficulty  encountered  by  police  in  locating 
offenders.  The  Ministry  of  the  Attorney  Gen- 

eral has  therefore  requested  that  this  pro- 
vision be  added  to  the  Highway  Traffic  Act  in 

order  to  provide  an  effective  means  of  col- 
lecting money  lawfully  due  to  the  Crown. 

The  new  section  will  become  effective 

upon  proclamation.  It  is  not  intended  to  pro- 
claim the  section  until  regulations,  as  pro- 
vided for  in  the  amendment,  are  made  pre- 

scribing forms,  procedures  and  other  related 
details  and  until  the  necessary  administrative 
machinery  has  been  set  up. 

Mr.  Roy:  Can  you  put  it  on  your  Chargex 
card? 

An  hon.  member:  You  should  hire  a  good 

legal  firm. 

HOUSING  DEVELOPMENT  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Housing 
Development  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  A.  Bales  (Attorney  General):  Mr. 
Speaker,  under  the  existing  provisions  of  the 
Housing  Development  Act,  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  in  Council  is  authorized  to  guaran- 

tee moneys  lent,  or  to  advance  moneys,  to 
persons  for  use  in  the  construction  of  a 
building  development. 

In  order  to  promote  orderly  planning  of 

projects  designed  to  furnish  housing  accom- 
modation to  the  citizens  of  the  province,  it  is 

proposed  by  this  legislation  that  the  Lieuten- 
ant Governor  in  Council  may  now  not  only 

finance  building  developments  but  may  also 
acquire  the  land  when  it  is  in  the  best  inter- 

ests of  the  public;  that  the  promotion  of  such 
development  be  in  an  orderly  fashion  and  in 
co-ordination  with  the  overall  provincial  de- 

velopment plans. 
In  addition  to  providing  the  authority  for 

government  to  acquire  land  in  these  circum- 
stances, the  proposed  amendment  also  pro- 

vides the  authority  to  the  minister  to  dispose 
of  the  land  so  acquired  on  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  he  may  consider  appropriate 
for  the  overall  purposes  of  the  development. 

Mr.  Stokes:  There  is  no  orderly  planning 

in  the  way  the  minister  introduces  this  legis- lation. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker,  can  the  House  leader  inform  the 

House  if  it  is  the  government's  intention  to 
proceed  with  all  of  the  legislation  introduced 
today  in  view  of  the  fact  that  it  will  take 
some  time  to  be  printed  and  the  House 
leader  has  undertaken  that  there  will  be  an 
adjournment  or  recess  on  Friday,  and  that 
we  want  to  consider  the  bills,  not  just  rubber- 
stamp  them? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Would  the  hon.  leader 
of  the  Liberal  Party  repeat  the  question  part 
of  his  presentation? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Is  the  House  leader  going 
to  proceed  with  all  second  reading  of  bills 
on  the  order  paper? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Of  everything  that  has 
been  introduced? 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes,  introduced  today. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Probably  not,  no. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  On  the  point  of  order, 
can  the  House  leader  indicate  which  bills  he 

does  intend  to  proceed  with? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Today? 

Mr.  Roy:  No,  the  ones  he  just  introduced 
this  week. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  No,  I  regret  I  cannot 
do  that.  I  have  been  involved  this  morning 
in  the  preparation  of  my  estimates,  but  I  will 
endeavour  to  do  that  tonight,  if  possible. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  minister  is  a  great  help. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 

CHILD  WELFARE  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  171,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Child  Welfare 
Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for 
Nipissing. 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith  (Nipissing):  I  have  a  few 
comments  to  make  on  this  bill,  Mr.  Speaker. 

There  are  perhaps  about  four  or  five  prin- 
ciples in  the  bill. 

Each  one  is  not  of  too  great  importance, 
except  that  generally  they  bring  into  line 
some  of  the  provisions  that  might  have  been 
changed  because  of  the  lowering  of  the  age 
of  majority  to  18. 

One  section,  the  provision  giving  authority 
to  the  minister  to  make  capital  grants  rather 
than  the  cabinet  as  a  whole  and  the  provision 
which  also  gives  authority  to  the  government 
to  increase  by  regulation  the  amount  of 
grants,  is  perhaps  taking  away  from  the 
Legislature  some  of  the  authority  that  has 
been  here  in  regard  to  the  changing  of  the 
amount  of  grants  that  are  made.  I  know  that 
this  is  being  done  generally  in  a  number  of 
similar  Acts  under  this  ministry. 

There  is  another  area  that  perhaps  I  could 

question  now,  so  the  bill  wouldn't  have  to  go 
to  committee,  that  is,  in  regard  to  section  5 
of  the  bill  where  the  powers  to  grant  assist- 

ance by  the  Children's  Aid  Society  will  con- 
tinue up  to  21  years  of  age,  if  the  person  is 

remaining  in  school  or  is  mentally  or  physi- 
cally incapacitated.  I  would  ask  the  minister 

if  he  believes  that  provisions  (a)  and  (b)  of 
the  section  in  regard  to  the  attendance  in 

school  and  the  physical  and  mental  incapacity 

are  perhaps  too  restrictive,  and  that  it  could 

be  left  more  to  the  director  of  the  Children's 
Aid  Society  to  make  such  a  decision. 

It  may  well  be  that  there  will  be  a  num- 
ber of  young  people  in  that  age  group  who 

are  not  attending  school  but  who,  because  of 
incapacities  which  cannot  be  considered  very 
severe  mentally  and  physically,  may  not  be 
prepared  at  the  age  of  18  to  move  out  into 
the  world  and  look  after  themselves  without 

at  least  some  assistance  through  their  foster 
home  and  through  the  society.  I  think,  in 
practice,  those  sections  may  prove  to  be 
fairly  restrictive  and  not  give  to  the  society 

director  an  opportunity  to  use  some  dis- 
cretion. 

These  are  the  only  comments  I  make  on 
the  bill,  except  to  say  that  the  restatement  of 
the  definition  of  a  parent  is  a  good  move  by 
the  government,  in  that  the  parents  of  a 
child  born  out  of  wedlock  are  included  in  the 

definition.  These  are  the  only  points  I  would 
like  to  make.  Perhaps  if  the  minister  could 
answer  some  of  those  when  he  replies,  it 
could  save  our  going  to  committee  of  the 
whole. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  other  member  wish  to 
participate?  The  hon.  member  for  Sudbury East. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  Mr. 

Speaker,  my  first  reading  of  the  bill  pre- 
sented some  problem  because  if  you  look  at 

the  old  Act,  the  consolidated  office  July, 
1971,  for  the  Child  Welfare  Act  and  the 
regulations,  the  numbers  in  your  bill  still 

don't  correspond  to  what  is  in  the  Act;  and 
they  are  printed  in  the  new  bill  this  way,  as 
well.  I  checked  it  out  just  a  few  moments 

ago;  they  don't  seem  to  correspond  very  well. 
I  would  ask  the  minister  if  possibly  they 

can  be  renumbered  at  his  discretion. 

It  did  cause  some  problem  in  trying  to 

locate  the  sections,  and  I  don't  see  them  as 
any  different  in  the  printing  of  the  bill.  I 
worked  on  the  weekend  from  the  original 
draft  you  submitted  to  us.  I  think  that  would 
have  to  be  cleared  up. 

Like  the  member  for  Nipissing,  I  think 

some  of  these  are  great  improvements;  par- 
ticularly that  section  raising  support  to  21 

for  anyone  who  might  be  in  school  or  men- 
tally incapacitated.  I  think  that  is  a  great 

improvement. 

One  section— and  like  my  friend  from 

Nipissing,  I  don't  propose  that  this  go  to 
committee— but  I  would  like  some  type  of 
explanation  on  it.   This   is   section  4,   which 
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bothers  me  a  little— the  judge  may  "dispense 
with  service  of  notice."  I  would  like  some 
clarification  as  to  whether  or  not  this  means 
—and  I  have  tried  to  follow  it  through  the 
bill— that  no  notice  has  to  be  given  to  anyone 
with  respect  to  the  notices  being  served.  I 
find  if  that  is  the  ease,  it  is  just  a  bit  of  a 
risk.  I  think  that  things  could  slip  up;  and 
no  one  would  serve  notice  of  any  decisions 
by  the  judge  until  it  was  finalized.  Then  you 
would  have  to  resort  to  some  form  of  appeal; 
and  possibly  the  minister  could  give  us  some 
clarification  with  respect  to  that. 

As  well,  in  section  5(2);  this  section  will 
only  come  into  force,  I  guess,  as  designated 
by  the  Lieutenant  Governor,  when  he  decides 
to  proclaim  it.  Are  we  to  understand  that 
every  Case  now  of  wardship  over  the  age  of 
18  will  have  to  go  through  the  whole  pro- 

cedure again  in  order  to  recoup  that  over  age 
18  situation,  which  might  prevail  in  certain 
instances  now? 

For  example,  if  someone  is  under  the 
wardship  beyond  the  age  of  18,  does  that 
mean  under  section  2,  as  I  read  it,  that  when 
the  bill  comes  into  force,  wardship  will  be 
terminated  for  all  wards  over  18?  And  if  you 
want  to  have  certain  people— wards  of  the 
Crown  after  that— each  and  every  case,  as  I 
understand  it,  will  then  have  to  be  looked 
into  individually  again.  It  seems  to  me  to  be 
a  lot  of  work.  I  question  why  that  is;  more 
for  clarification.  Possibly  I  am  misinterpreting 
it  wrongly,  but  that  is  how  I  interpret  it. 
Maybe  the  minister  could  give  us  some 
clarification? 

The  other  last  question  I  have  of  the 
minister  is  why  you  state  in  section  14— 

"equal  to"  25  per  cent?  Under  the  Act  be- 
fore, it  said  25  per  cent;  but  you  now  say 

an  amount  "equal  to."  Are  you  taking  into 
consideration  factors  other  than  capital,  in 
this  sense,  as  to  what  percentage  you  will 

pay? 
As  with  my  friend  from  Nipissing,  if  the 

minister  is  willing  to  answer  those  specifics, 
then  I  think  we  would  save  it  from  going  to 
the  committee  stage,  because  it  is  generally 
a  housecleaning  bill  with  some  good  prin- 

ciples and  some  good  improvements. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  just  have  one  point  to  raise  with 
the  minister;  that  was  a  follow-up  with  re- 

spect to  the  matters  dealt  with  in  section  5. 
It  would  seem  to  me  that,  here  again,  you  are 
making  some  more  work  for  yourself  if,  in 
fact,  you  are  terminating  all  the  wardships 
and  have  to  bring  them  in  separately  through 
the  work  of  one  of  the  Children's  Aid  socie- 

ties. I  think  that  that  should  be  clarified  so 

that  the  wardship  may  terminate  unless  the 
society  wishes  it  to  continue,  rather  than 
have  it  the  other  way  around,  forcing  the 
wardship  to  terminate  and  then  be  revived. 

A  second  point  that  I  would  like  the  minis- 
ter to  comment  on  is  with  respect  to  the 

situation  beyond  the  age  of  21.  As  I  under- 
stand it,  a  person  would  then  be  eligible  for 

full-time  benefits,  either  under  provisions  of 
the  Family  Benefits  Act  or  with  respect  to 
disability  pensions  or  that  sort  of  thing.  Could 
the  minister  just  clarify  for  me  the  reason  this 
Act  is  continued  only  up  to  the  age  of  21? 

Hon.  R.  Brunelle  (Minister  of  Community 

and  Social  Services):  Mr.  Speaker,  the  mem- 
ber for  Nipissing  referred  to  section  1,  about 

the  capital  grants  being  made  under  the 
authority  of  the  minister  instead  of  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council.  This  is  in 

keeping  with  previous  legislation  which  was 
amended  this  year,  the  Charitable  Institutions 
Act  and  other  Acts.  I  hope  that  it  will  expe- 

dite matters;  of  course,  they  all  have  to  be 
approved  by  Management  Board.  This  is  in 
keeping  with  previous  legislation. 

The  member  referred  to  section  5  as  being 

too  restrictive;  it  is  about  the  wardships  auto- 
matically terminating  when  the  ward  reaches 

18  years  of  age.  This  is  keeping  in  line  with 
the  Age  of  Majority  and  Accountability  Act 
passed  last  year.  Provision  is  made  in  this 
amendment,  with  approval  of  the  director  of 
child  welfare  in  this  society,  to  continue  care 
and  maintenance  for  a  former  ward,  who  is 
at  school  or  who  is  mentally  or  physically 

incapacitated. 

Every  present  extension  of  wardship  now 
requires  a  court  hearing  and  the  approval  of 
the  director.  The  member  for  Sudbury  East 
was  concerned  with  the  amount  of  work  in 

reviewing  these  cases,  and  that's  why  we  say that  section  5  of  this  Act  will  come  into 

effect  only  on  proclamation  to  give  us  an 
opportunity  to  assess  how  many  persons  there 

are  in  this  category  and  those  who  are  be- 
yond it,  between  18  and  21  years  of  age. 

The  member  for  Sudbury  East  also  mentioned 
the  confusion  about  the  numbering  of  the  bill 

and  there  is  a  discrepancy  there.  The  num- 
bers are  referring  to  the  RSO  1971  and  the 

copy  that  members  have  was  numbered  prior 
to  that.  If  you  will  subtract  one  so  that 
section  19  is  now  18—1  have  the  regulations 
of  1965,  for  instance,  and  section  25  is  24 

in  the  new  regulations.  There's  a  difference 
of  one  in  the  numbering.  The  new  regula- 

tions are  one  less  than  the  old  one.  Is  that 
clear? 
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Mr.  Martel:  The  minister  is  going  to  need  a 
new  printing  of  this. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Pardon? 

Mr.  Martel:  This  came  out  in  July,  1971, 
and  the  minister  needs  a  new  printing  of  it 
already  because  every  number  is  out.  Maybe 
the  Chairman  of  Management  Board  (Mr. 
MacNaughton)  will  give  him  some  money  to 
do  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Let  me  see,  Mr. 

Speaker,  reference  was  made  about  section 
4  also.  The  member  for  Sudbury  East  there 
referred  to  section  4  and  this  says  the  judge 
may  dispense  with  the  service  of  notice. 
These  hearings  are  held  with  reference  to 
extending  or  terminating  wardships.  They 
deal  with  parental  rights.  This  section,  by  the 
way,  was  requested  of  us  by  the  chief  judge 
of  the  family  court  and  it  was  felt  that  the 
court  needs  more  discretion. 

This  subsection  would  permit  a  judge  to 
dispense  with  the  service  of  notice  under  this 
section  on  a  putative  father  who,  although 
he  acknowledges  paternity,  has  never  made 
a  contribution  to  the  maintenance  of  his 

child,  pursuant  to  a  written  agreement  or 
pursuant  to  a  court  order  for  maintenance. 

As  I  indicated,  of  course,  the  judge  may  dis- 
pense with  the  serve  of  notice  when  it  is 

felt  and  anticipated  that  it  is  in  the  best 
interest  of  the  child. 

The  hon.  member  also  referred  to  section 

14,  subsection  1— that's  the  very  first  section— 
the  capital  grants.  These  are  for  administra- 

tive purposes  and  this  amendment  will  per- 
mit payment  to  the  municipality,  or  to  the 

society,  of  an  amount  equal  to  25  per  cent, 

or  such  higher  percentage  as  may  be  de- 
scribed in  the  regulations.  So  this  will  per- 

mit, through  the  regulations  that  25  per  cent 
to  increase  at  some  future  time. 

If  you  recall,  we  have  made  similar  amend- 
ments in  other  Acts,  in  the  Charitable  Insti- 

tutions Act,  whereby,  through  regulations, 
we   can   increase  the   capital   grants. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  not  sure  whether  I  have 
answered  all  the  questions  that  were  raised 

by  the  hon.  members.  If  they  would— 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  There  is  one  point  that 
I  have  raised  with  the  minister,  Mr.  Speaker, 
and  that  is  with  respect  to  the  situation  in 
section  5.  It  may  well  be  from  the  reading 
of  this  section  that  I  was  in  error  in  that 

the  individuals  who  no  longer  were  Crown 
wards,  in  fact,  received  only  certain  bene- 

fits and  that  the  Crown  wardship  did  not,  in 

effect,  recommence.  I  may  have  been  in 
error  in  suggesting  that  it  seemed  to  be  a 
tremendous  amount  of  work  to  have  all  the 

wardships  terminate  and  then  come  forward 
again.  Perhaps,  the  minister  would  like  to 
comment  on  that. 

The  other  point  I  had  raised  was  with 
respect  to  the  cutoff  date  at  the  age  of  21. 

I  presume  that  there  are  other  benefits  avail- 
able for  these  persons  at  that  age  under  a 

permanent  disability  type  of  pension.  I  was 
wondering,  in  fact,  why  the  age  of  21  was 
the  cutoff  date  and  what  those  other  benefits 

are,  for  my  own  elucidation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  indi- 
cated earlier,  with  reference  to  the  Age  of 

Majority  and  Accountability  Act,  we  cer- 
tainly want  to  see  that  those  children  are 

looked  after.  There  are  full  benefits  under 

both  the  Family  Benefits  Act  and  the  General 
Welfare  Assistance  Act  available  from  16 

years  of  age  and  on,  and  if  the  person  is  in 

school— that's  both  public  or  high  school— 
from  those  ages.  We  also  expect  many  of 

these  former  wards  may  receive  benefits  be- 
fore 21   years   of  age. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  do  have  provisions 
through  other  Acts  to  assist  those  people  so 

that  they  will  not  be  without  financial  bene- fits. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  The  particular  benefit— 

Hon.   Mr.  Brunelle:   Pardon? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  The  particular  benefit  of 
this  section  is  really  just  to  make  sure  that 
there  is  an  overlap  of  coverage  and  no  one 
is  left  out,  is  that  the  idea? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Well,  the  purpose  of 

this  amendment— keeping  in  mind  that  at 

18  years  of  age  they  become  adults— is  to 
benefit  those  who  will  be  continuing  in 
school  until  they  are  18,  19  up  to  21  years 
of  age.  Of  course,  this  is  voluntary  and  if 
the  Crown  wards  wish  to  continue  school 

they  may  receive  assistance.  Also,  those  who 
are  physically  or  mentally  incapacitated  will 
continue  to  receive  assistance. 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  One  short  question,  Mr. 

Speaker.  When  I  spoke  earlier  I  indicated 
that  I  thought  the  terms  of  this  section  were 
too  restrictive  and  the  minister  perhaps  got 
the  wrong  meaning  from  what  I  meant. 

I  would  ask  him  specifically  why  each  case 
has  to  be  approved  by  the  director  of  the 
branch.  Why  not  leave  it  in  the  hands  of  the 
society  itself? 



JUNE  27,  1972 

4315 

Secondly  to  that,  I  brought  up  the  question 
of  other  young  people  who  may  not  qualify 
under  either  (a)  or  (ab). 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Well,  the  amendment 

reads,  "The  society  may,  with  the  approval 
of  the  director"  and  I  believe  this  is  fairly 
general  in  all  our  child  welfare  legislation, 
that  the  approval  of  the  director  is  requested. 

I  don't  believe  that  we  have  had  any  prob- 
lems in  the  past,  so  I  am  sure  there  would 

be  no  difficulty. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  fifth  order,  House 
in  committee  of  the  whole;  Mr.  R.  D.  Rowe 
in  the  chair. 

INCOME  TAX  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  149,  An  Act 
to  amend  the  Income  Tax  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  149,  An  Act  to  amend 
the  Income  Tax  Act.  Are  there  any  com- 

ments, questions  or  amendments  to  any 
section  of  this  Act,  and  if  so,  which  section? 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  I  won't 
be  there  until  section  4,  sub  2,  paragraph 
(c). 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  before  section  4? 
If  not,  the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  on 
section  4. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  have  been  working  this 
weekend,  Mr.  Chairman,  while  the  govern- 

ment was  home  sitting  by  the  lakeside,  and 
that  is  why  it  is  a  bit  difficult  to  catch  up. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Oh,  a  great  deal  was  accom- 
plished, yes.  I  raised  the  point  during  the 

debate  on  the  bill  itself  about  the  fact  that 
the  $250  upper  limit  in  this  particular  bill 
was  really  excessive  and  did  nothing  for 

anybody,  except  people  who  are  exception- 
ally rich  and  in  unusual  circumstances.  As  I 

recall,  I  gave  the  example  of  somebody 
who  happened  to  have  a  so-called  modest 
investment  income,  that  is,  around  $10,000 
a  year,  on  an  estate  worth  $150,000  or 
$200,000,  but  in  addition  lived  in  a  fancy 
mansion    worth    $100,000    or    $200,000    up 

around  King  township  here  in  the  Metro 
Toronto  area,  and  who,  in  the  way  in  which 
the  bill  is  drafted  right  now,  would  be 
entitled  to  this  full  $250  rebate;  whereas 
for  anybody  with  an  income  of  less  than 
$10,000  earned  from  wages  and  salaries  and 
so  on,  it  is  literally  impossible  for  them  to 
qualify  for  a  sum  of  more  than  $150  in  tax 
relief. 

I  don't  think  that  it  was  the  government's 
intention  to  give  exceptional  and  inequitable 
tax  relief  in  the  cases  of  people  with  very 
large  private  assets,  or  with  incomes  of  over 
$10,000.  Therefore,  without  much  more  ado, 
I  would  move  that  the  figure  of  $250  in 
section  4,  subsection  2,  paragraph  (c),  be 
changed  to  $150.  This  would  have  the  effect 
of  ensuring  that  the  inequities  to  the  rich, 
where  were  not  apparently  the  intention  of 
the  bill,  would  not  in  fact  take  place. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  I  would 
appreciate  hearing  from  the  minister,  as  he 
discusses  the  details  of  this  bill,  his  views 
with  respect  to  the  amounts  of  money  which 

this- 
Mr.  Chairman:  Pardon  me— could  I  get  a 

copy  of  the  amendment? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  sorry,  yes. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  would  appreciate  hearing  from  the 

minister  his  view  as  to  the  amount  of  moneys 
which  this  is  going  to  involve  us  in,  as  far 
as  the  taxpayers  of  Ontario  are  concerned.  I 
note  that  this  kind  of  property  tax  credit 

is  obviously  going  to  be  a  substantial  in- 
volvement for  many  of  the  citizens  of  the 

province,  and  I  am  wondering  if  he  can 
tell  us  the  numbers  of  persons  he  expects 
to  take  advantage  of  this  legislation  and,  as 
well,  the  amount  of  cost  that  it  will  be  to 
the  Treasury? 

Hon.  A.  Crossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 

The  number  involved?  I  don't  have  that  at 
my  fingertips.  It  is  calculated  that  it  will 
cost  in  the  neighbourhood  of  $160  million. 
In  respect  of  questions  raised  by  the  member 
for  Ottawa  Centre,  I  am  not  too  sure,  Mr. 

Chairman,  that  that's— 
Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  it  is  about  time  you 

learned. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  am  not  too  sure 

that  the  hon.  member's  motion  is  in  order, 
quite  frankly.  I  think  this  is  in  the  nature 

of  a  tax  bill.  I'm  not  even  too  sure  that  we 
can  do  anything  about  it  at  this  stage  if  we 
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wanted  to.  It  is  part  of  the  budget.  It  was 
provided  for  in  the  budget. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  With- 
draw the  bill! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It  was  provided  for  in 
the  estimates.  It  has  been  arranged  with  the 
federal  government,  which  is  going  to  be 
administering  the  Income  Tax  Act,  of  course, 
and  at  this  stage  I  question  very  much,  even 
if  this  House  were  so  inclined,  whether  we 
could  make  the  necessary  changes. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Ah,  come 
off  it.  What  is  the  point  then  of  going  through 
this  exercise? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  I  wasn't  positive 
about  that;  I  said  I  questioned  it.  I'm  not 
too  sure  that  we  could.  In  any  case,  I  think 
we  went  into  this  the  other  day  when  we 
debated  it. 

The  hon.  member  has  given  quite  an 
extreme  case.  It  is  questionable  whether  it 
will  have  any  effect  of  any  consequence,  so  I 
think  to  tamper  piecemeal  with  a  bill  of  this 
nature  at  this  stage  would  be  a  mistake,  par- 

ticularly when,  as  I  say,  it  is  fairly  obvious  it 

wouldn't  affect  very  many  people  at  all.  I 
think  it  shouldn't  be  changed. 

Mr.  P.  G.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):  Would 
the  minister  possibly  have  a  table  or  some- 

thing? There  have  been  various  examples 

given  here  to  illustrate  how  much  it  wouldn't 
relieve  people.  Does  he  happen  to  have  a 
table? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If  the  hon.  member 
has  a  copy  of  the  budget  speech  in  his  desk, 
I  can  give  him  the  page  numbers.  I  have 
one  here. 

Mr.  Givens:  I  think  I  have.  I  would  like  to 
see  a  table  or  a  graph  to  get  an  idea  of  this. 

Mr.  Chairman:  While  we  are  waiting  for 
that,  perhaps,  I  could  clarify  a  couple  of 
points.  First  of  all,  I  will  read  the  motion  so 
that  everybody  can  hear  it. 

Mr.    Cassidy    has    moved    that    in    section 
4(2)(c)  of  Bill  149  the  figure- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  just  before  you 
put  the  motion— 

^  Mr.  Chairman:  I'm  not  putting  the  motion; 
I'm  just  reading  your  amendment.  It  hasn't yet  been  placed. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  beg  your  pardon.  Okay. 

Mr.  Chairman:  That  the  figure  "$250"  be 
changed  to  read  "$150."  Now,  there  has  been some  question  as  to  whether  it  is  proper  or 
not.  It  seems  that  the  adoption  of  this  motion 
would  cost  the  government  less  money  and 
therefore  would  appear  to  be  in  order.  If  it 
were  costing  the  government  more  money, 
there  would  be  no- 

Mr.  Lawlor:  We're  not  voting  money. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We're  not  voting  money,  so 
I  would  think  that  the  amendment  is  in  order. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
You  are  quite  right. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  any  further  discus- 
sion on  this? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes.  I  just  wanted  to  make 
a  couple  of  points  to  the  minister. 

In  the  first  place,  as  is  his  style,  he  avoided 
the  question  entirely  and  talked  about  the 
practical  difficulties  of  passing  a  good  amend- 

ment, which  I  regret.  I  would  have  preferred 
him  to  answer  the  substantive  points  that 
were  raised  and,  granted  there  will  be  only 
exceptional  cases  where  this  will  be  involved, 
to  ask  him  how  he  justifies  this  handout  to  the 
very  rich. 

Secondly,  I  would  point  out  to  him  that  a 
similar  kind  of  provision  has  now  been 
accepted  by  Ottawa  in  the  case  of  the 
Manitoba  government.  However,  the  maxi- 

mum figure  there  does  happen  to  be,  as  I 
recall,  $150.  And  if  the  computer  can  do  it 

for  Manitoba,  I'm  sure  that  it  can  do  it  for 
this  province  as  well. 

After  all,  it  is  now  June  and  there  are 
approximately  five  or  six  months  in  which 
preparations  can  be  made.  There  is  absolutely 
no  practical  problem  involved  in  terms  of 
making  the  necessary  and  small  revision  in 
the  agreement  with  Ottawa. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  those  in  favour  of  Mr. 

Cassidy's  motion  will  please  say  "aye." 
All  those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 
I  declare  the  motion  lost  and  section  4 

carried. 

Are  there  any  comments,  questions  or 
amendments  in  any  later  section  of  the  bill? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Oh  it  is  too  late.  We  carried it! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  motion  is  lost. 

Mr.  Martel:  Mr.  Chairman,  you  were  look- 
ing down. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  was  placing  the  motion. 

Mr.  Martel:  Oh  no! 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  placed  the  motion.  I 
looked  and  there  was  no  one  standing. 

Mr.  Martel:  That's  not  true. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  not  true. 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  is  true. 

Hon.  C.  S.  MacNaughton  (Chairman,  Man- 
agement Board):  It  is  true. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  motion  lost. 

An  hon.  member:  You'll  have  to  remove 
us  all,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  sorry- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  other  com- 
ments, questions  or  amendments? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  a  point 
of  order. 

Mr.  Chairman:  There  is  no  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Martel:  Certainly  there  is. 

Mr.  Chairman:  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
fifth  member  just  stood  up  this  minute. 

Mr.  Martel:  Well,  he's  a  little  slow  in 
standing. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  motion  lost. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  When  you  have  to  stay  up 

all  night  around  here  it's  hard  to  get  up  in a  hurry. 

Mr.  Chairman:  There  was  no  rushing  of 
the  general  discussion. 

Mr.  Martel:  Well,  what  should  be  done? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  We  challenge  this  vote,  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  we  want- 

Mr.    Chairman:    You    don't    challenge    the 
vote,  you  challenge  my  ruling. 

Mr.  Martel:  Well,  we'll  challenge  your ruling. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  all  we  want  is  a  vote. 
We  are  quite  happy  to  go  along  with  your 
ruling  as  long  as  you  will  accept  that  there 
were  five  members  standing. 

Mr.  Chairman:  But  there  were  not.  When 
I  called  for  them  they  did  not  stand  up.  I 
waited.  And  even  after  discussion  started 
on  this  there  were  still  not  five  members. 

The  fifth  one  just  stood  up  a  moment  ago— 

Mr.  O.  F.  Villeneuve  (Glengarry):  Too  late! 

Mr.    Cassidy:    Not    a    moment    ago,    Mr. 
Chairman.  We  had  been  waiting- 

Mr.  Chairman:  It's  far  too  late. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  A  tittle  of  common  sense, 

please! Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  motion  lost. 

Now  if  anyone  wishes— is  someone  challeng- 
ing my  ruling? 

Mr.  Martel:  Yes. 

Mr.  Villeneuve:  Who  is  the  leader? 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right,  just  be  seated. 

All  those  in  favour  of  Mr.  Chairman's  ruling 

will  please  say  "aye." 
Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion  the  "ayes"  have  it. 
Call  in  the  members. 

Order,  please!  Before  we  call  in  the 
members,  in  case  there  are  further  votes  on 
this  bill,  it  would  be  permissible  to  stack 
them  with  any  possible  future  ones. 

Mr.  Martel:  I  don't  know  why  we  should be  courteous  after  that. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  that  agreed? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  You  didn't  extend  us  much 
courtesy  if  I  may  say  so  on  that  point,  but  I 
think  we  will  stack  them,  though. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Chairman:  That  is  not  the  question. 
Do  you  wish  the  vote  now  or  later? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  think  we'll  have  the  vote 
now,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  don't  wish  to  com- 

pletely— Mr.  Chairman:  Supposing  the  party  will 
make  up  its  mind,  then?  Some  say  yes  and 
some  say  no. 

Interjections  by  hon  members. 

Mr.  Martel:  We'll  have  the  vote  now. 
Mr.  Villeneuve:  Who  is  the  official  leader? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Now,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  Now?  We'll  have  the  vote 
now.    Will  you  call  in  the  members,  please. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  You  are  frustrating 
the  business  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Chairman  has  made  a 

ruling  in  connection  with  the  matter  of  an 

amendment  by  Mr.  Cassidy.  The  chairman's 
ruling  was  challenged. 

All  those  in  favour  of  the  chairman's  ruling 
will  please  rise? 

All  opposed  will  please  rise? 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 

"ayes"  are  73,  the  "nays"  17. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  chairman's 
ruling  upheld. 

Any  comments,  questions  or  amendments 
on  later  sections  of  this  bill?  The  member  for 
Lakeshore? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  On  section  5. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  5? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  new  subsection  4(a). 

The  added  subsection  is  (b)  that  doesn't 
exist  under  the  present  legislation.  Would 
the  minister  give  a  brief  and  crystalline  clear 
resume  of  why  that  particular  section  was 
added? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  presume  the  hon. 
member  is  referring  to  section  5  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Section  5,  yes,  1(b). 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  could  guarantee  to 
give  the  hon.  member  a  brief  reply  but  not 
a  clear  explanation  of  the  bill.  Obviously,  one 
has  to  be  a  tax  expert  to  be  able  to  give  a 
clear  explanation  in  detail  of  any  of  these  tax 
bills. 

I  should  tell  the  hon.  member  in  advance 

in  any  case— and  I  don't  like  to  base  my 
defence  on  the  fact  that  we  can't  do  anything 
about  it— there  isn't  a  thing  we  can  do  about 
the  wording  of  this  particular  section.  We 
have  an  agreement,  as  the  hon.  member 
knows,  with  the  federal  government  that 

when  they  require  changes  so  they  can  ad- 
minister the  Act  in  the  manner  in  which  they 

think  is  the  most  efficient  way,  providing  it 

doesn't  affect  the  province  to  the  extent  that 
we  have  to  demur,  we  are  required  to  go 
along  with  their  wording.  This  is  the  wording 
that  the   federal   government  requires. 

I  have  before  me  the  letter  from  the 
Department   of   Finance   in    Ottawa    to    our 

Ministry  of  Treasury  and  Economics  in  which 
they  have  requested  that  this  change  be 

made.  It  appears  to  be,  at  least  to  my  lay- 

man's  mind,   relatively  simple. 

It  seems  to  me  that  (a)  is  placing  a  four- 
year  statute  of  limitations,  one  might  call  it, 
on  this  particular  aspect  of  the  Income  Tax 

Act,  unless  the  income  was  deliberately  sup- 
pressed. In  other  words,  in  a  case  where  it  is 

obvious  there  was  income  that  was  not  delib- 

erately suppressed— perhaps  someone,  for 
example,  was  in  receipt  of  an  income  from 

an  estate  and  he  wasn't  aware  of  it;  he  hadn't 
started  to  receive  it  and  it  was  accruing  to 

him  and  it  became  apparent  within  the  four- 

year  period.  If  it  wasn't  deliberately  sup- 
pressed, the  four-year  statute  of  limitations 

period  would  apply. 

The  other  one  appears  to  me  merely  to 
mean  additional  income  was  included  in  a 

way  where  the  four-year  period  given  the 
taxpayer  would  not  apply.  In  other  words, 

it  appears  to  me  that  when  there  is  an  agree- 
ment between  the  taxpayer  and  the  minister, 

that  the  four-year  period  would  not  apply. 
Presumably,  in  that  case  I  suppose,  it  would 
be  a  case  where  the  taxpayer  would  feel  it 
was  to  his  advantage  to  give  away,  perhaps 

so  that  he  could  get  a  refund. 

Now,  that's  a  layman's  guess  at  it,  but  in 
any  case  I  do  tell  the  hon.  member  there 

isn't  a  thing  we  can  do  about  this.  This  is  a 
requirement  of  the  federal  government.  We 
must  administer  the  Income  Tax  Act,  and 
this  is  the  wording  they  want  us  to  put  into 
the  Act. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Chairman,  just  a  word; 
I  am  not  seeking  to  be  awkward,  or  in  any 
way  embarrass  the  minister.  But  there  is  a 
waiver  form,  according  to  the  bill  we  passed 
last  year  in  this  House  in  the  second  session; 
and  does  he  mean  that  you  can  go  back 
indefinitely  with  respect  to  reassessment?  If 

you  can't  give  me  the  answer  now— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  can  give  you  the 
answer.  I  have  just  looked  at  some  of  my 
officials  here.  One  of  them  nodded  his  head 
and  one  of  them  shook  his  head.  Now,  the 
hon.  member  will  have  to  be  satisfied  with 

that  answer.  I  can't  give  the  hon.  member 
his  answer. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is  as  ambiguous  as  the 
minister. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  5  stand  as 

part  of  the  bill? 

Section  5  agreed  to. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  Any  other  comments,  ques- 
tions or  amendments  on  a  later  section  of 

the  bill?  If  not,  shall  the  bill  be  reported? 

Bill  149  reported. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman  moves  that  the  com- 
mittee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed;  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  the  whole  House  begs  to  report  one  bill 
without  amendment  and  asks  for  leave  to  sit 
again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

SMALL  CLAIMS  COURTS  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  169,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Small  Claims 
Courts  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Just  a  word 
or  two  about  this  bill.  It  does  have  fairly 
sweeping  consequences,  but  particularly  with 
respect  to  section  7  thereof.  It  alters  a  long 
existing  situation  in  which  private  enterprise 
ran  a  whole  segment  of  our  courts,  and  very 
important  courts  at  that.  All  those  courts 
involved  with  small  claims  in  the  province 
have  been  long  extant.  In  that  situation,  the 
court  clerks  of  what  were  formerly  the 
division  courts  of  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
made  their  money  out  of  the  trade.  They  took 
in  laundry,  and  once  in  a  while  they  would 
convoke  a  court.  There  was  competition, 
therefore,  in  this  particular  area  among 
division  court  clerks  seeking  appointments, 
because  of  the  volume  of  the  fees  as  they 
poured  in.  They  were  able  to  retain  up  to 
the  first  $20,000  plus  40  per  cent  of  the 
remainder  of  their  earnings. 

In  the  case  of  the  bailiff— and  this  is  being 
altered  today,  too— he  was  able  to  accumulate 
$20,000  plus  75  per  cent,  which  is  most 
curiously  anomalous.  Why  would  the  bailiff 
be  rewarded  to  a  greater  extent  than  the  men 

who  ran  the  court  itself,  the  bailiff's  job  being 
basically  to  deliver  summonses,  and  to  go 
out  and  make  seizures  of  various  kinds  in 
order  to  redress  judgements? 

In  any  event,  at  least  in  some  area  of 
these  courts,  this  is  being  done.  The  wording 

is   very    careful,   it   says,    "designating   small 

claims  courts,  where  clerks,  bailiffs  and  other 
employees  necessary  for  the  operation  may  be 

appointed  under  the  Public  Service  Act,"  and 
the  side  note  reads,  "permits  the  transition 
from  a  fee  basis  of  small  claims  courts  bail- 

iffs." It  permits— and  in  this  regard,  I'm  sorry, 
but  you  may  have  made  a  statement  as  to 
what  range  and  number  of  people  you  would 
intend  to  bring  immediately  under  the  um- 

brella of  this  legislation. 

Is  it  your  intention  to  bring  all  small  claims 
courts  into  the  metropolitan  centres,  or  are 
you  leaving  out  the  metropolitan  centres  be- 

cause their  fee  volume  is  pretty  great  and 

they're  maintaining  themselves,  I  suspect  by 
and  large,  rather  well,  or  to  take  those  small 
claims  courts  more  into  the  countryside  where 

the  volume  isn't  that  great  and  where  some 
of  them  make  a  very  meagre  living?  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  so  much  so,  that  in  another 
section  of  this  legislation  you  have  been, 
over  the  years,  subsidizing  the  clerks  of  the 
court  in  the  cases  where  the  gross  fees  for 
clerk  and  bailiff  were  less  than  $1,000  a  year 
and  when  allowance  was  made  at  $4  per 

sitting.  These  are  the  archaic  and  very  ob- 
solete sections  that  have  been  retained  up 

to  this  date  in  this  particular  legislation. 

That  is  the  central  point  about  the  legisla- 
tion. Although  each  one  of  the  sections  con- 

tains a  distinct  point  and  principle,  I  will 
just  make  mention  of  one  other. 

Up  to  this  time,  again,  division  court  clerks 
have  been  taking  advantage  of  their  fellow 
courts  by  trespassing  over  their  boundaries, 
say,  the  11th  division  court  of  the  county  of 

York  has  been  processing,  taking  bailiff's 
action  and  whatnot,  in  the  eighth  division's demesne.  This  means  that  a  concentrated 

volume  of  business  would  come  into  a  par- 
ticular court,  particularly  through  collection 

agencies  which  were  being  particularly— I 
shouldn't  say,  perhaps,  doctored— at  least, 
very  meticulously  attended  to  for  those  par- 

ticular clients  as  to  where  their  place  on  the 
list  was  designated,  as  to  any  side  amenities 
with  respect  to  preparation  of  documents,  etc., 
which  are  beneficial  to  the  division  court 
clerk.  They  would  bring  it  into  this  central 
location  and  he  could  disperse  his  emissaries 
out  over  a  much  wider  area. 

Now,  this  being  circumscribed  under  this 
legislation,  saying  that  if  they  have  to  enter 
upon  the  area  or  demesne  of  another  division 
clerk,  or  small  claims  court,  then  the  matter 
should  be  transferred  to  that  court  and  the 
fees  that  are  derivable  therefrom  would  be 
derivable  to  that  court  and  it  would  straighten 
that  out  abundantly. 
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On  the  other  side,  there  is  the  business  of 
the  fault  judgements  being  obtained.  Those 
are  judgements  on  which  a  summons  has  been 
issued,  a  claim  has  been  issued  out  of  the 
small  claims  court,  no  dispute  has  been  filed, 
and  10  days  have  gone  by.  Immediately  there- 

after, the  clerk  of  that  court  has,  within  six 

months'  time,  signed  judgement  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiff. 

Up  to  this  time  there  have  been  certain 
conditions  surrounding  that  and  it  was  neces- 

sary to  prove  in  court— it  says  in  court— that 
it  was  issued  in  the  proper  jurisdiction.  Now 
it  can  be  proved  by  affidavit  and  therefore 
the  unnecessary  load  of  work  in  that  particu- 

lar court  can  be  alleviated  somewhat  under 
the  provisions  of  section  3. 

Those  are  the  fundamentals  of  this  par- 
ticular legislation;  it  is  all  very  much  to  the 

good.  There  are  still  very  far-reaching 
changes  and  reformations  to  be  made  in  the 
small  claims  court  system  but  this  is  a  begin- 

ning of  that  process.  I  would  return  to  my 
first  major  point— to  what  extent  are  you 
immediately  going  to  designate  those  courts 
in  which  salaries  will  be  paid? 

Mr.  ;  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member 
wish  to  speak  on  the  bill?  The  hon.  member 
for  Kitchener. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  this  bill  there  were  three  points 
I  wanted  to  comment  on  with  respect  to  the 
amendments  to  the  Small  Claims  Courts  Act. 

I  think  that  especially  in  metropolitan  areas 
it  is  most  worthwhile  to  see  the  amendment 
which  the  minister  is  proposing  in  section  3. 
It  would  appear  that  where  service  has  been 
occasioned  in  another  division  and  where 
there  might  be  some  difficulties  which  might 
otherwise  arise  in  the  case,  it  is  particularly 
worthwhile  to  have  the  ability  to  proceed 
with  judgement  in  the  absence  of  the  de- 

fendant doing  anything  at  all  with  respect 
to  the  service  of  the  documents  upon  him. 

The  second  matter,  dealing  with  the 
lengthening  of  the  time  for  the  writs  of 
execution  to  run,  I  think  is  also  worthwhile. 
It  would  appear  that  it  is  best,  within  the 
operation  of  the  courts,  that  we  have  one 
consistent  period  for  the  length  of  time  for 
writs  of  execution.  In  this  case,  we  are 
moving  to  a  standard  six-year  term  and  I 
think  that  that  is  quite  sufficient. 

The  point  which  the  member  for  Lake- 
shore  raised  concerning  those  court  officials 
who  still  remain  on  a  fees  basis  is  one  of 
rather  great  interest.   I  think  it  is  most  worth- 

while that  this  is  finally  and  formally 
changed  so  as  to  make  sure  that  persons 
are  receiving  a  proper  salary  for  the  work 
they  are  doing  and  yet  they  are  not  bene- 

fiting untowardly  by  exceptional  fees  be- 
cause of  the  volume  of  court  work.  I  would 

appreciate  hearing  from  the  minister  whether 
it  is  his  intention  to  move  all  of  these  small 
claims  courts  officials  into  this  procedure 
immediately  or  whether  there  are  going  to 
be  certain  times  for  the  designations  and 
whether  those  designations  will  only  involve 
metropolitan  areas. 

I  would  think,  certainly,  that  we  should 
be  getting  away  from  a  fee  for  service  basis 
upon  which  the  administration  of  justice  is 
taking  place.  I  think  that  we  should  have  a 
proper  fee  and  proper  salary  structure  paid 
to  the  persons  who  are  operating  these  courts 
and  are  administering  a  form  of  justice,  in 
effect,  where  many  individuals  are  resolving 
particular  problems  even  though  their  dollar 
value  may  not  be  large.  I  would  like  to 
hear  from  the  minister  as  to  the  proposed 
pace  of  transition  that  he  is  going  to  insti- 

tute in  order  that  the  designation  of  these 
various  court  officials  can  be  completed  as 
soon  as  possible. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa East. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  just  have  a  few  comments  to 
make  to  the  minister  in  relation  to  this  bill. 
I  think  the  minister  will  recall  that  in  his 
estimates  we  dealt  very  briefly  with  these 
small  claims  court. 

I'd  made  a  number  of  suggestions  during 
the  estimates  and  possibly  this  was  a  con- 

clusion I  should  not  have  reached,  but  I 
was  led  to  believe  at  that  point  that  the 
minister  was  sympathetic  to  the  wholesale 
review  of  the  system  in  the  small  claims 
courts.  I  would  like  to  hear  the  minister  on 

that  point,  of  making  the  procedure  more 
simple. 

I  think  this  bill  is  a  step  in  that  direction 
but  surely  more  has  to  be  done?  The  whole 
approach  toward  small  claims  has  to  be 
reviewed  because  as  I  have  mentioned  to 
the  minister,  the  system,  the  bureaucracy, 
the  procedure  frustrates  the  very  collection 
of  these  things.  It  is  very  difficult  to  tell  a 
client  it  is  going  to  cost  him  $200  to  collect 
a  $100  claim  if  he  has  to  go  to  court. 

I  would  like  to  hear  from  the  minister 

what  his  views  are  on  that  wholesale  ap- 
proach.   I  think  it  would  fall  in  line  with 



JUNE  27,  1972 
4321 

what  the  member  for  Kitchener  mentioned; 
if  these  individuals  working  in  small  claims 
courts  were  on  a  proper  salary.  Get  away 
from  this  fee  for  services  on  a  sort  of  a 

per-service  basis,  and  in  this  way  you  would 
have  a  more  efficient  procedure.  I  am  sug- 

gesting to  the  minister  one  way  of  getting  a 
more  efficient  procedure  is  to  try  to  get 
away  from  the  lawyers  in  that  particular 
court  and  make  it  possible  for  a  wholesale 
number  of  people  who  have  claims  in  that 
court  to  be  able  to  enforce  them. 

The  second  question  I  have  for  the  minis- 
ter is  in  the  area  of  why  he  decided  to  make 

the  amount  $100  and  not  $200.  I  thought  in 
a  small  claims  court  that  the  segregation  is 
usually  made  at  the  $200  level,  where  if 

you  have  a  decision  under  $200  you  can't 
appeal.  If  it  is  over  $200,  why  would  you  not 
have  used  that  sort  of  demarcation  line  for 
$200? 

I  would  suggest  to  the  minister  that  he 
should  encourage  the  use  of  registered  mail, 
for  service  again  to  facilitate  the  procedure. 
Here  we  have  an  example,  I  suggest  to  the 
minister,  where  in  the  small  claims  court  the 

procedure  in  that  court— the  whole  setup- 
frustrates  the  very  purpose  of  the  court  to 
collect  small  slaims. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  other  member  wish  to 
participate?  If  not,  the  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  (Attorney  General):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  propose  to  make  the  regulations 
applicable  to  all  the  small  claims  courts,  not 
just  some  of  them  in  various  places  in  the 
province.  We  will  work  out  an  arrangement 
whereby  they  will  be  paid  on  a  uniform  basis. 
There  will  still  be  some  connection  with  the 
volume  of  work  done  in  the  area,  or  the 
volume  of  fees,  and  so  on  collected,  but  it 
will  be  on  a  uniform  basis. 

I  have  taken  into  account  the  points  raised 
by  the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  East.  There 
are  a  number  of  changes  we  want  to  bring  in 
at  this  time.  We  have  to  bear  in  mind  that 

the  Law  Reform  Commission  is  looking  into 
these  courts  as  well  as  the  others,  and  I  want 
a  thorough  review  of  the  whole  arrangement. 
These  are  the  immediate  steps  I  want  to  take. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

PUBLIC  OFFICERS'  FEES  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  seoond  reading  of 

Bill  170.  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public  Officers' 
Fees  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for 
Kitchener. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
question  to  raise.  Since  it  is  often  difficult  to 
have  the  various  particular  statutes  in  front 
of  us  with  their  amendments,  could  the  min- 

ister advise  me,  since  it  would  appear  as 

though  he  is  providing  a  repeal  of  the  maxi- 
mum of  gross  fees,  whether  there  are  certain 

minimum  provisions  that  remain  within  this 
Act?  If  these  minimum  provisions  are  not 
there,  then  will  the  entire  control  over  these 
fees  be  moved  under  the  regulations  to  the 
Small  Claims  Courts  Act? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  remarks  I  made  about 

limitations  at  the  $20,000  level  are  pertinently 
applicable  to  this  particular  legislation.  I  need 
say  no  more  about  that.  The  only  other  thing 
I  want  to  mention,  which  also  occurred  in 
the  previous  legislation,  was  the  Act  will  be 
deemed  to  have  come  into  force  on  Jan.  1, 
1972.  Was  there  a  particular  reason  for  that, 

Mr.  Speaker,  rather  than  waiting  on  proclama- tion? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  other  member  wish  to 
participate?  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  fees  for 
the  officials  in  small  claims  courts  are  usually 
calculated  on  the  basis  of  a  full  year,  and 
hence  it  was  felt  that  we  should  recalculate 
them  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  year;  or  at 
least  for  the  full  year,  not  for  part  of  the 

year. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Just  one  further  question,  if  I 
may.  The  minister  mentioned  that  it  may  cost 
the  Treasury  money,  over  against  the  salaries 
that  you  are  thinking  of  giving  these  people. 
Has  he  budgeted  for  it  in  his  estimates;  and 
how  much  money  does  he  think  is  necessary? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Approval  has  been 
obtained  for  the  additional  moneys  and  my 
recollection  is  that  there  will  be  about 

$90,000— just  a  little  over  $90,000— additional. 
Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  Bill 

170. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

MUNICIPAL  BOARD  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  175,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Municipal 
Board  Act. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downs  view):  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  amendments  introduced  to  the 
Ontario  Municipal  Board  Act  are  niggling  and 
reasonably  inconsequential,  I  think,  and  I  am 
disappointed  that  they  are  not  much  more 
elaborate. 

We,  had  occasion  during  the  minister's 
estimates  yesterday  to  talk  about  some  of 
the  things  that  some  of  us  saw  wrong  with 
the  Municipal  Board,  and  none  of  them  are 
really  dealt  with  in  this  bill.  The  business 

contained  in  the  first  section  of  the  amending 
bill  really  authorizes  a  practice  that  has 
been  going  on,  even  though  it  appears  not 
to  have  been  going  on.  One  member  sits 
and  then  he  goes  back  and  asks  for  the 

opinion  of  two  others,  who  haven't  heard the   evidence. 

My  suspicion  has  been  for  a  long  time 
that  when  two  other  signatures  accompany 
the  report  of  the  member  who,  in  fact,  heard 
the  evidence,  that  not  too  much  careful  atten- 

tion is  being  paid  to  really  what  had  trans- 
pired at  the  hearing.  So  really  I  think  that 

section  1  is  regularizing  a  procedure  that 
has,  in  fact,  taken  place. 

I  am  a  little  worried  about  section  2 

though,  Mr.  Speaker.  It  seems  to  give  abso- 
lute authority  to  a  board  to  fix  whatever 

fees  they  want  to,  and  there  does  not  seem 
to  even  have  to  be  a  pattern.  It  says: 

There  shall  be  paid,  upon  every  appli- 
cation to  the  board,  or  every  order  of, 

such  fee   as   is  prescribed   by   the   board. 

And  it  doesn't  even  say  that  the  board  has  to 
prescribe  the  same  fees  for  the  same  kind  of 
hearing. 

In  other  words,  if  a  fellow  named  Bull- 

brook,  who  comes  from  Sarnia,  made  an 
application  to  the  board  and  the  board 

didn't  like  that  chap  Bullbrook,  they  could ask  him  to  pay  a  fee  of  $1,000,  and  ask 
somebody  else  to  pay  a  dollar.  Now  they 
are  not  very  likely  to  do  that,  I  grant  you— 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Sarnia):  What  do  you 
mean,  not  like  me? 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  they  might  not;  a  lot  of 

people  don't  like  you.  But  the  fact  is,  that 
is  the  way  the  statute  is  written— as  I  read 

it— and  it  doesn't  really  make  such  sense. 
Surely,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  government  is 

concerned  about  the  levying  of  fees,  surely 
there  should  be  some  method  of  doing  it  by 
proclamation,  by  regulation,  by  a  tariff,  or 
some  other  vehicle  that  has  been  used  and  is 

well  known  to  the  Attorney  General? 

I  think  I  see  what  you  are  getting  at,  but  I 

don't  think  you  are  getting  at  it  very  well. 
I  think  you  should  take  that  section  2  back 
for  a  little  rereading  and  redrafting. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Speaker,  really  the  two 
piecemeal  sections  brought  before  us  today 
have  very  little  worth.  Rather  than  do  this 
sort  of  thing,  to  bring  in  two  matters  which 

are  quite  disparate  over  against  one  an- 

other—I suppose  the  minister  just  isn't  ready 
yet  with  respect  to  the  30  or  so  recommenda- 

tions as  to  what  is  wrong  with  the  Municipal 
Board  operations  procedure  and  substantive 
law,  as  contained  in  chapter  125  of  McRuer. 

When  you  get  such  statements  as  this,  this 
is  an  absurdly  broad  power  and  in  its  breadth 

it  is  unconstitutional— having  to  do  with  sec- 
tion 36X1)  and  47  of  the  present  Act.  You  get 

the  further  statement  on  another  section,  sec- 
tion 48.  This  is  an  apparent  relic  of  the  days 

when  the  board  exercised  wide  jurisdiction 

over  railroads.  You  can  go  on  like  this  in- definitely. 

Then  the  minister  brings  forward,  for  some 

inscrutable  reason,  these  two  particular  sec- 
tions. One,  no  one  could  possibly  take  excep- 

tion to;  that  is,  with  the  14—1  believe  it  is— 
members  of  the  board  plus  the  chairman  now, 
it  was  a  rather  artificial  and  false  procedure 
to  have  one  reporting  to  the  other. 

Obviously  if  he  wished,  there  would  be 
question  of  contentiousness  there.  The  way 
a  man  sees  it  in  all  honesty  would  convey  the 
very  purport  of  his  assessment  and  usually 
persuade  the  other  members  that  this  was 

correct.  The  artificiality  of  a  three-member 
board,  with  really  only  one  member  hearing 
the  evidence  had  to  be  rectified. 

The  second  thing  I  would  like  to  mention 
is  a  little  more  substantive.  At  2031,  I  wonder 

if  this  reasoning  applies  and  was  taken  prop- 
erly into  cognizance  about  the  business  of 

giving  the  board  powers  and  orders  and  what 
not,  which  had  to  be  enforced  or  could  be 
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enforced  through  the  Supreme  Court  of  On- 
tario. 

In  general,  about  this  sort  of  thing,  McRuer 
says  as  follows: 

Legislation  providing  that  orders  of 
boards  or  tribunals  should  be  filed  with  the 
registrar  of  the  Supreme  Court  and  are 
enforceable  as  court  orders  of  the  court 
has  been  the  subject  of  criticism  before  this 
commission.  There  does  not  appear  to  be 
any  good  reason  why  orders  of  the  board 
should  be  filed  with  the  registrar  of  the 
Supreme  Court.  The  provision  in  this  Act 
is  especially  objectionable. 

True,  the  provision  of  which  he  is  speaking 
is  far  more  substantive  than  the  mere  matter 
of  seeking  to  collect  the  fees  that  the  board 
has  prescribed  and  set  down.  That  being  the 

case,  I'm  not  going  to  prolong  this  argument 
except  to  mention  McRuer  adds  further 
down: 

Proper  provision  should  be  made  for  their 
enforcement.  The  processes  for  enforcement 

of  court  orders  are  not  appropriate  for  the 

enforcement  of  all  the  board's  orders.  It 
might  well  be  that  the  sheriff  should  be 

authorized  to  enforce  the  board's  orders  and 
that  some  of  the  provisions  relating  to 
enforcement  of  court  orders  should  be 
adopted  but  not  all. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  must  point  out  the  hon. 
member  is  not  speaking  to  the  content  of  this 
bill. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  di- 
rectly on  it,  if  I  may  say  so. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Will  the  hon.  member  be  kind 
enough  to  indicate  to  me  which  of  these  two 
sections  he  is  on? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker.  Section  2 
of  the  bill- 

Mr.  Speaker:  Prescribing  the  fees? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  beg  your— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Section  2  authorizes  the  board 
to  prescribe  the  fees  payable. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Yes.  Look  at  the  last  sentence 

of  the  section:  "Such  summary  order  may  be 
made  an  order  of  the  Supreme  Court."  That 
is  the  thing  that  I  find  questionable;  or  at 

least  I  find  quizzical.  Let's  put  it  that  way. 
I  would  like  the  minister  to  respond  on  it 
against  the  remarks  that  we  have  just  heard 

by  Mr.  McRuer  saying  that's  not  a  proper 
procedure. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  accept  the  hon.  member's interpretation. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I'm  finished  anyhow. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  wonder  if  I  might,  Mr. 

Speaker— he  deserves  a  great  deal  of  com- 
mendation for  extricating  himself  from  a 

difficult  situation.  He  was  in  order.  Yes! 

Mr.  Lawlor:  It  was  in  order! 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  We're  all  happy  to  see  that 
he  was  in  order,  I'm  sure.  I  want  to  endorse, 
if  I  may,  the  comments  made  by  my  colleague 
from  Downsview.  I  say  that  this  is  repre- 

hensible and  unacceptable  to  us— the  attitude, 
the  philosophy,  that  an  appointed  board 
should  prescribe  the  fees  payable  by  citizens 
of  this  province  to  seek  justice,  in  effect. 
The  minister  has  no  control  over  the 

quantum  of  those  fees,  aside  from  the  apt 
remarks  made  by  my  colleague  from  Downs- 
view  that  they  might  not  be  done  with  a 
degree  of  uniformity.  I  would  think  in  gen- 

eral, they  would  be. 

It's  not  the  lack  of  uniformity  that  concerns 
me.  It's  the  principle  of  us  vesting  in  an 
appointed  body,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  right  to 
prescribe  those  fees.  The  prescription  of  fees 
and  recourse  to  the  courts  or  a  quasi-judicial 
body  should  be  the  prerogative  of  this  Legis- 

lature, subject  to  constant  review  either  of 
the  regulations  or  statutes. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the  minister 
is  not  prepared  to  do  that  here.  He  is  giving 
them  complete  discretion  to  establish  those 
fees.  I  think,  in  point  of  fact,  from  a  practical 
point  of  view,  the  fees  as  established  will  be 

such  that  they  won't  deter  either  individual 
citizens  or  ratepayers'  associations  of  their 
right  of  access  to  the  appropriate  hearing, 
but  that  does  beg  the  question. 

It  begs  the  entire  question.  It  only  says,  in 
effect,  that  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board 
happens  to  be  populated  with  members  who 
are  intelligent  and  reasonable  and  recognize 

their  responsibility,  but  that  isn't  what  this 
law  says.  This  law,  in  point  of  fact,  Mr. 
Speaker,  transfers  to  an  appointed  body  the 
absolute,  unfettered  right  to  prescribe  the  fees 
that  are  a  condition  precedent  to  the  seeking 
out  of  some  type  of  judicial  redress. 

I  don't  accept  that.  I  think  it  is  wrong. 
That's  the  function  of  government,  not  the 
function  of  an  appointed  body. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  hon.  member 
wish  to  participate? 
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Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  concur  with  the  comments  made  by  the 
member  for  Sarnia.  I  think  that  the  setting 
of  particular  fees  for  services,  and  the  details 
for  the  setting  of  those  fees,  are  the  sorts  of 
things  which  this  Legislature  should  jealously 
guard.  It  would  seem  to  me  that,  while  we 
are  all  of  the  opinion  that  the  board  will  not 
flaunt  these  powers  and  be  unreasonable  in 

their  application,  there  still  remains  the  prin- 
ciple that  this  Legislature,  or  at  least  the 

ministry  through  it,  by  the  setting  of  regula- 
tions, should  have  control  over  the  setting  of 

these  various  expenses. 

I  think  it  is  most  improper  for  us  to  pass 
on,  by  regulation  and  the  ability  to  make 
regulation,  many  of  the  traditional  and  his- 

toric powers  which  we  have  had  as  members 
of  a  Legislature.  Government  today,  in  my 
opinion,  is  done  too  much  by  regulation. 
Bills  are  often  too  general,  and  the  power 
to  deal  in  details  is  often  passed  over  to 
appointed  personnel;  and  no  matter  how 
qualified  those  personnel  may  be  or  how 
intricate  the  detail  of  fee-fixing  or  various 

costs  may  be— which  may  not  be  worthy  of 
all  of  our  attention  on  occasion— we  should 
still  have  control  over  this  kind  of  situation. 

I  think  that  control  can  come  through  a 
provision  which  makes  the  setting  of  these 

fees  a  matter  of  control  through  this  Legis- 
lature; and  the  control  which  the  Legislature 

can  have,  of  course,  is  to  ensure  that  the 
setting  of  the  fees  for  those  applications  is 

done  pursuant  to  regulations  of  the  Legis- 
lature. 

With  respect  to  the  first  section,  I  would 
like  to  make  a  comment  concerning  the 
apparent  tradition  whereby  one  member  of 
the  board  discussed  with  two  others  the  in- 

formation which  he  may  have  heard  and  then 
arrived  at  a  decision.  It  would  seem  to  me 
that,  as  a  principle,  the  balanced  view  of  two 
other  members  before  a  decision  is  made 
might  well  be  worthwhile.  What  I  have  heard 

today  from  the  members  who  have  spoken 
in  the  debate  on  this  bill  is  that,  in  fact,  this 
was  honoured  in  the  breach  more  than  it 

was  in  a  careful  consideration  of  the  infor- 
mation vvhich  had  been  received. 

Now  if  it  is  to  be  a  matter  of  government 
policy  that  one  person  can  make  this  decision, 
which  of  course  can  otherwise  be  appealed 

to  the  courts,  then  that  is  one  thing.  If  it's 
a  matter,  though,  of  only  regularizing  a  pro- 

cedure which  has  proven  to  be  unworkable, 
then  I  think  that  the  minister  should  perhaps 
inform  the  House  as  to  the  experience  that 
the  board  has  had  with  this  kind  of  a  situ- 

ation. If  the  other  members  of  the  board  are 

too  busy  to  effectively  spend  time  upon  the 
deliberation  of  these  decisions,  then  of  course 
we  should  change  the  scheme  if  it  has  not 
been  honoured  and  if  it  has,  in  fact,  been 
abused. 

Could  the  minister  advise  what  the  work- 
load was  that  brought  this  section  to  us  and 

whether  or  not,  in  fact,  we  are  simply  regu- 
larizing something  which  has  taken  place;  in 

spite  of  the  three  names  that  have  appeared 
on  the  board  orders  and  decisions  over  these 

past  many  years? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  dealing 

with  section  1,  one  of  the  matters  of  concern 
to  the  government  is  that  there  are  certain 
matters  within  the  board  which  are  of  a 

relatively  routine  nature,  and  prior  to  this 
time  one  member  would  hear  them  and  then 
have  to  consult  with  other  members  of  the 
board  before  a  decision  was  finalized.  It 

seems  to  me,  since  this  section  is  permissive, 
the  chairman  may  hold  it. 

Under  this  arrangement  three  members  will 
be  assigned,  or  can  be  assigned,  to  the  more 
important  and  onerous,  serious  cases  and  the 
relatively  routine  ones  can  be  handled  by  one 

person.  The  workload  of  the  board  has  in- 
creased very  substantially  over  recent  times 

and  I  believe  that  this  will  be  of  great  assist- 
ance to  the  board  in  the  expedition  of  their 

work;  but,  at  the  same  time,  not  cut  down  on 
the  number  of  members  who  will  be  hearing 

important  and  very  contentious  matters. 

In  reference  to  section  2;  at  the  present 

time  the  practice  is,  and  the  legislation  pro- 
vides,  that  the   board  has   this   power,   but 

they  determine  the  fee  after  the  hearing,  on 
the    basis    of    the    length    of    hearing.    The 

section,    at    the    present    time,    reads— and    I 
would  just  assist  the  members  by  reading  it: 

There  shall  be  paid  upon  every  applica- 
tion to  the  board,  or  every  order  thereof, 

such  fee  as  the  board  may  direct  regard 
being   had   to   the   time   occupied  by  the 
board    and   its    officers,    and    the    expense 
occasioned  to  the  province  in  the  matter, 
and  such  fees   shall  be  paid  in  the  first 
instance  by  the  applicant  and  is  a  debt  due 
by  the   applicant  to   Her   Majesty,   and  a 
summary  order  may  be  made  by  the  board 
for   payment   thereof,   and   such   summary 
order    may    be    made    in    order    of    the 

Supreme  Court. 

What  has  happened  is  that  the  fees  have  been 
set  at  the  end  of  the  hearing  and,  really,  with 
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the  experience  the  board  have  now,  they  can 
judge  what  the  fee  should  be  in  most  in- 
stances. 

What  they  propose  to  do  is  establish  the 

fee— and  it  is  a  nominal  fee  only— for  the 
different  classes  of  hearing.  I  think  in  this 

way,  by  nature  of  the  application,  municipal- 
ities and  individuals  may  be  advised  of  the 

fee  that  will  be  charged  ahead  of  time. 

It  is  the  proposal- 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  could  I  ask  the 
minister  a  question? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  is  the  proposal  of  the 
chairman  to  establish  fees  for  classes  of 
cases. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  minister  agree  to 
answer  questions? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes. 

Mr.  Singer:  Could  the  minister  explain 

whether  or  not  he's  talking  about  a  fee  with 
an  application,  such  as  a  $25  fee  that  you 
send  in  at  the  beginning,  or  is  he,  in  fact, 

talking  about  costs  that  they're  awarded  at the  end? 

Now,  to  my  knowledge,  you  can't  get  an 
application  under  way  as  a  complaining 
citizen  unless  you  send  in  the  hearing  fee.  In 
many  cases  $25  is  a  standard  one.  The  section 

the  minister  is  referring  to,  and  what  I  think 

he's  now  talking  about,  is  costs  awarded after  the  event. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  These  are  fees. 

Mr.  Singer:  Which  are  determined  at  the 
end. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  These  are  fees  to  the 

board;  they're  not  fees  to  the  parties,  or  costs 
to  the  parties,  they're  fees  to  the  board  itself. 
I  think  at  the  present  time  the  board  tends 
to  set  a  fee  and  tell  you  what  the  fee  will  be. 

At  times  they  have  to  adjust  the  fee.  If  it's  a 
matter  that  takes  a  long  period  of  time  they 
may  do  it  afterwards;  but  under  the  amend- 

ment, they  will  be  able  to  set  the  fee  for 
the  class  of  case  and  it  will  remain  uniform 
in  all  cases. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I'm  wondering  if  the  minis- 
ter would  permit  a  question  from  me,  not- 

withstanding the  validity  or  otherwise,  of  his 
response  to  my  colleague  from  Downsview, 
and  perhaps  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  sending 
this  to  committee. 

Does  he  not  agree  that  there  is  a  question 
of  principle  here  and  that  the  response,  as  to 

the  nominal  aspects  of  the  fee,  the  integrity 
of  purpose  and  intelligence,  the  acumen  and 
experience  of  the  members  of  the  board,  beg 
the  question  of  principle  that,  at  least,  this 
member  attempted  to  put  forward?  That 

we're  transferring,  without  restriction,  a  uni- 
lateral right  to  an  appointed  board  to  estab- 

lish fees,  in  some  instances  conditions  prece- 
dent to,  in  the  instances  that  you  mention, 

conditions  subsequent  to,  but  nevertheless 

fees  which  would  entitle  a  person,  or  dis- 
entitle them,  depending  on  the  quantum,  of 

their  recourse  to  that  type  of  quasi-judicial hearing? 

May  I  ask  the  minister  if  he  doesn't  see the  validity  of  the  position  that  we  take,  not 
in  the  context  of  the  members  of  the  board, 

or  our  reliance  upon  them  as  individuals  or 

oollectively,  but  as  an  establishment  of  prece- 
dent that  we  give  to  an  appointed  body  the 

right  to  determine  under  statute  the  quantum 
that  is  a  condition  precedent  to  a  person 
seeking  out  recourse  or  justice. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sure  I 

share  with  the  member  the  concern— at  least, 
I  would  have  that  concern  if  I  felt  in  any 

way  that  the  board  would  establish  a  fee 
that  might  prohibit  someone  from  having 
their  case  heard.  In  essence,  that  is  the 

principle  that  the  hon.  member  is  elucidat- 
ing; and  we  could  not  have  that.  The  ar- 

rangement has  pertained  for  some  time,  and 
that  does  not  of  itself  make  it  valid  or  good, 
necessarily.  But  the  arrangement  has  worked 
out,  I  think,  reasonably  and  fairly.  Under 
this  matter,  I  think  it  will  be  a  clear  indi- 

cation to  people  as  to  the  costs  involved 
with  the  application  to  the  board. 

Mr.  Singer:  Could  we  not  give  them  a 
clear  indication? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  We  could  if  we  were  to 

establish  it  by  regulation  here,  and  I  ap- 

preciate that  but  in— 

Mr.  Singer:  That's  right— we  haven't  even 
got  a  guarantee  it  is  going  to  be  the  same 
from  case  to  case,  or  application  to  applica- tion. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Well,  I  would  give  the 

hon.  member  my  guarantee  that  it's  going  to 
be  that  way,  and  if— 

Mr.  Singer:  The  Attorney  General  may 
not  be  here  forever.  We  may  be  here  longer 
than   him. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  May  I  ask  one  more  ques- 
tion? We  will  send  it  to  committee  if  we 

must,  but  I  wanted  to  ask  one  more  question. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  If  I  may,  I  would  say  to 
the  hon.  member  that  I  would  come  back 
after  the  recess  and  advise  the  members 

what  those  fees  are;  what  the  fees  they  have 
then  established.  And  if  any  way  I  am  not 
satisfied  at  that  point  in  time;  well,  then 
we  will  make  any  necessary  change  as  we 
move  along. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I— rather 
than  send  it  to  committee— ask  the  minister 

to- 
Mr.  Lawlor:   Are  you? 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes. 

Mr.    Lawlor:    All    right. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  175.  Is  it  the  pleasure  of  the 
House  the  motion  carry? 

Mr.  Singer:  No! 

Mr.  Speaker:  Those  in  favour  of  second 

reading  of  Bill  175  will  please  say  "aye." 
Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay."  In 
my  opinion  the  "ayes"  have  it. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third   reading? 

Mr.  Singer:  No! 

Mr.  Speaker:  Will  the  hon.  minister  direct 
it  to  standing  or  committee  of  the  whole? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Committee  of  the  whole. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Committee  of  the  whole? 

Agreed. 

ASSESSMENT  REVIEW  COURT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  176,  An  Act  respecting  the  Assessment Review  Court. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered 
for  third  reading? 

Agreed. 

JURORS  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  182,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Jurors  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  what  the  minister 
is  proposing  to  do,  by  and  large,  is  sensible. 
I  am  wondering  why,  when  he  allows  the 
splitting  up  of  the  panel  for  jurors,  that  this 
is  limited  only  to  the  county  courts. 

I  was  involved  in  a  situation  like  this  in 

the  Supreme  Court  recently,  where  there 
was  one  large  panel  called  and  three  juries 
to  be  selected  at  the  same  time.  The  way 
it  was  working  was  that  by  order  of  senior- 

ity the  most  senior  judge  got  the  first  crack  at 
the  panel;  the  second  senior  judge  the  second 
crack;    and   the   third   senior   the   third   one. 

If  counsel  and/ or  witnesses  and/or  parties 

were  in  the  position  that  they  had  been  al- 
located to  the  most  junior  of  the  three 

judges,  they  wasted  three-quarters  of  a  day 
waiting  until  the  panel  was  available  for  the 
most  junior  Supreme  Court  judge. 

What  I  am  saying  is:  You  are  recognizing 

this  in  the  county  court;  why  don't  you  do 
it  in  the  Supreme  Court  too?  It  is  a  good 
reform  as  you  have  set  it  out  for  the  county 
courts,  but  surely  you  should  do  it  in  the 
cases   of  Supreme  Court  juries   as   well? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  morning, 
all  morning,  we  spent  time  on  the  Coroners 
Act  revising  it,  and  the  first  point  to  be 
made  in  this  legislation  has  precisely  to  do 
with  that.  In  section  31  and  section  32  of 

the  new  Coroners  Act  the  procedures  for  the 
summonsing  of  jurors,  the  procedures  in  the 
event  that  they  fail  to  appear  are  all  set 
forth  and,  therefore,  are  being  now  taken 
out  of  the  terms  of  the  Jurors  Act  as  we 
have  it  before  us. 

The  second  matter,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  may 
put  this  way:  Old  Father  Ana  Kromos  is 
having  his  beard  clipped  in  the  Legislature 
this  afternoon.  The  second  clause  there  has 

to  do  with  the  property  holding.  Previously, 
and  what  is  being  amended  in  this  regard, 

is  that  a  city  dweller— I  think  it  was  a  city 
dweller,  yes— had  to  have  $600  on  the  assess- 

ment roll  and  the  person  in  the  country  $400. 

You  can  see  just  how  hoary  with  age  numer- 
ous sections  of  contemporary  Ontario  legisla- 
tion are,  and  it  is  remarkable  that  on  this 

occasion,  this  afternoon  twice  in  a  row,  we 
have  hit  areas  in  which  this  totally  archaic 
stuff  is  being  revised,  and  high  time. 

The  section  that  has  won  a  good  deal  of 
attention  and  it  harkens  back  to  a  distant 

past  too,  is  that  women  henceforth,  as  far 
as  juries  are  concerned,  will  be  just  as  sus- 

ceptible and  liable  and  just  as  benefited  by 
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jury  duties  as  anyone  else.  Previously  the 
section,  it  was  section  4,  said  that  a  woman 
who  was  served  with  a  summons  and  does 
not  desire  to  serve  as  a  juror  shall,  within 
three  days  after  the  date  of  the  receipt  of 
the  summons  by  her,  notify  the  sheriff  in 
writing  on  form  4  of  schedule  D  that  she 
claims  exemption  from  service  as  a  juror  for 
a  period  of  one  year  from  the  date  of  the 
notice,  and  upon  such  notice  being  given  to 
the  sheriff  the  woman  is  exempt  from  service 
as  a  juror  for  a  period  of  one  year. 

I  suppose  that  arose  in  cases  of  pregnancy 
in  the  old  days.  No  longer,  because  of 
changes  in  medical  science  and  whatnot,  is 
it  felt  to  be  requisite,  and  secondly  the  liber- 

ation bit  has  hit  us  squarely  between  the  eye 
and  so  small,  tentative  moves  are  being  made 
to  place  the  two  sexes  on  a  basis  of  com- 

plete equality. 

Apart  from  minor  points  which  I  don't 
think  need  dwelling  on,  that  is  the  gist  of 
this  legislation  and  we  certainly  are  in 
favour  of  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon. 
member  for  Lakeshore  has  dwelt  on  that 
section  4.  I  am  sure  you  appreciate  that 
under  the  new  federal  Act  Bill  C-2  there  is 
a  provision  there  which  removes  the  exemp- 

tion for  women  from  criminal  cases  and  we 
felt  that  they  should  be  uniform  throughout. 

In  reference  to  the  question  raised  by  the 
member  for  Downsview,  we  felt  that  it 
would  be  preferable  to  confine  it  in  the 
county  courts  at  the  moment.  Particularly  in 
York  the  situation  of  the  county  court  is 
difficult  with  the  jury  system,  much  more 
difficult  than  in  the  Supreme  Court,  and 
for  the  present  we  should  just  confine  it  in 
that  way. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  182.    Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Mr.  Singer:  No. 

Mr.   Speaker:   Those  in  favour  of  second 

reading  of  Bill  182  will  please  say  "aye." 
Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion,  the  "ayes"  have  it. 
Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 

bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered 
for  third  reading? 

Mr.  Singer:  No. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  minister  desire  to 
go  into  committee  of  the  whole  or  standing 
committee? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Committee  of  the  whole. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Agreed. 

PUBLIC  SERVICE  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton  moves  second 
reading  of  Bill  106,  An  Act  to  amend  the 
Public  Service  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  be  very  brief  in  my 
comments  with  regard  to  Bill  106.  The  sec- 

tions of  Bill  106  that  I  find  most  offensive 
are  the  sections  that  I  found  most  offensive 
in  Bill  105;  those  sections  dealing  with  what 
the  government  chooses  to  call  exclusive 
functions  of  the  employer. 

I  fail  to  recognize,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  need 
for  the  government  to  so  restrict  the  collective 
bargaining  process  by  being  so  adamant  in  the 
position  they  have  taken  with  regard  to  what 
are  called  by  them  exclusive  functions  of  the 

employer.  They  don't  seem  to  understand  that there  have  been  changes  in  the  work  place 
and  in  the  work  force  and  that  the  trend  these 
days  is  toward  encouraging  employees  to  take 
part  in  the  decision-making  in  their  place  of 
employment. 

This  government  has  retreated  to  a  position 
which  might  well  have  been  acceptable  back 
in  the  1870s  but  certainly  is  no  longer  ac- 

ceptable in  the  1970s. 
I  would  have  hoped  to  have  seen  the 

government  open  up  all  of  the  areas  of 
employment  to  collective  bargaining  and  that 
they  would  have  permitted  the  employees  to 
enter  into  discussions  on  all  things  that 

affect  their  employment.  That  doesn't  neces- 
sarily mean  that  any  drastic  changes  would 

take  place. 
It  simply  means  that  an  employee  having 

a  complaint  or  finding  something  wrong  in 
the  way  in  which  the  operation  takes  place, 
something  that  detrimentally  affects  his  day- 
to-day  existence— and  he  or  she  spends  a 
great  deal  of  his  or  her  time  in  the  place  of 
employment— would  then  have  the  right  to 
sit  down  at  the  bargaining  table,  to  raise 
those  matters  with  the  management,  to  discuss 
them  and  hopefully,  at  some  point,  to  resolve 
them  in  such  a  fashion  as  to  make  the  work 
place  a  more  acceptable  place  for  all  of  the 

people  involved. 



4328 ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 

I  really  do  feel  that  the  government  has 
missed  the  boat  in  this  regard.  They  had  an 
opportunity  to  show  leadership  in  regard  to 
their  own  employees  and  perhaps  even  to 

follow  some  patterns  that  have  been  estab- 
lishsd  outside  of  the  civil  service. 

I  don't  know  but  that  things  like  work 
methods  and  procedures  might  well  benefit 

from  discussion  with  employees  who  are  in- 

volved in  them  on  a  day-to-day  basis.  I  don't 
see  any  problem  in  having  a  discussion  be- 

tween employees  and  management  about  the 
numbers  of  people  who  might  be  required  to 
do  a  particular  job.  I  think  if  management 
were  to  make  a  decision  that  it  required  two 
people  to  do  a  specific  job  and  those  workers 
who  were  involved  knew  full  well  that  the 

workload  required  three,  that  ought  to  be  a 
matter  that  could  be  raised  at  the  bargaining 
table. 

And  there  are  other  things,  such  as  the 
kinds  and  location  of  equipment.  I  think  that 

as  I  have  said  on  previous  bills— and  I  won't 
take  long  on  this  one— no  one  knows  .better 
how  equipment  handles  and  how  safe  it  is 
than  the  man  or  woman  who  handles  it  on  a 

day-to-day  basis.  I  think  the  employer  would 
benefit  considerably  from  allowing  the  kind 
of  discussion  to  take  place  during  negotiations 
that  would  enable  the  employee  to  give  the 
employer  the  benefit  of  his  knowledge  from 
the  actual  application  and  use  of  the  equip- 
ment. 

And  there  are  others:  There  is  the  matter 
of  superannuation.  I  must  confess  that  the 

minister  may  well  find  ways  of  arguing  about 

management's  rights  in  the  ones  I  have  men- 
tioned. But  I  fail  to  see,  as  I  did  under  Bill 

105,  what  it  is  that  is  so  wrong  about 
employees  engaging  in  a  discussion  around 
superannuation  at  the  bargaining  table. 

I  don't  see  how  it  is  that  the  government 
can  stand  in  the  position  that  they  have  taken 
over  the  last  two  or  three  months,  that  the 
employee  has  no  right  to  discuss  with  the 
employer  the  ramifications  and  benefits  that 

flow  from  superannuation  funds  and  perhaps 
even  the  investment  of  them  in  order  that 
they  can  get  the  very  maximum  benefit  from 
whatever  it  is  that  is  available  to  them. 

I  say  to  the  minister  that  I  am  disappointed, 

as  I  was  with  Bill  105,  that  there  hasn't  been 
a  much  different  position  taken  in  regard  to 
bargaining.  When  you  take  away  the  right 
to  strike,  as  was  done  by  the  government  just 
recently;  when  you  eliminate  the  opportunity 
for  the  resolution  of  problems  which  seem  to 
fester  under  the  surface  as  days  go  by  and 
weeks  go  by  and  years  go  by;  when  you  take 

away  that  ultimate  right  which  says  that,  if 

they  find  things  so  intolerable  they  can  with- 

hold their  services,  then  you've  got  to  pro- vide other  avenues  of  discussion  in  order  that 

those  little  things,  which  in  themselves  grow 

into  big  things,  those  little  upsets  and  annoy- 
ances in  the  course  of  employment,  can  find  a 

reasonable  means  of  escape.  That  reasonable 
means  is  through  the  bargaining  procedure.. 

I  say  to  the  minister  that  this  is  not  a  very 
enlightened  bill.  Sections  of  it  are  fine;  other 
sections  are  not  so  good.  I  would  personally 
feel  moved  to  vote  against  it  on  that  section 
alone. 

As  far  as  the  remainder  of  the  bill  is  con- 
cerned, it  sets  out  the  terms  of  negotiating 

for  the  Ontario  Provincial  police  negotiating 
committee,  which  is  something  that  I  am  not 
perhaps  as  familiar  with.  Since  the  police 

didn't  see  fit  to  make  representation  to  me 
on  it,  I  am  not  really  able  to  discuss  it  as 
lucidly  as  I  might  like  to. 

However,  I  do  feel  that  that  section  of  the 
bill,  the  one  that  I  dealt  with,  which  is,  I 
suspect,  the  main  principle  of  the  bill,  is 
completely  out  of  place  in  the  year  1972. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  C.  S.  MacNaughton  (Chairman, 
Management  Board):  I  have  no  comments 
to  add  with  respect  to  what  the  hon.  member 
for  Wentworth  has  just  said.  These  com- 

ments have  been  made  on  a  number  of  oc- 
casions with  respect  to  the  previous  bill,  Bill 

105.  There  is  not  much  point  in  repeating 
them  here. 

I  just  would  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  certain 
amendments  to  Bill  105  in  standing  committee 
will  require  certain  amendments  in  addition 
to  the  Public  Service  Act,  in  addition  to 
those  shown  in  this  amendment  Act.  I  shall 
move  those  in  the  House  in  committee. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 

reading  of  the  bill.  Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
committee  of  the  whole  House? 

Agreed. 

MANAGEMENT  BOARD  OF 
CABINET  ACT,  1971 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton  moves  second 
reading  of  Bill  107,  An  Act  to  amend  the 
Management  Board  of  Cabinet  Act,  1971. 
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Mr.  Deans:  I  am  pleased  with  Bill  107, 
though  it  happens  to  be  complementary  to 

the  other  bills,  and  I  don't  like  the  others. 
I  am  glad  that,  in  fact,  we  no  longer  must 
go  to  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council 
in  order  to  get  ratification  of  contracts  that 
have  been  duly  signed  and  agreed  upon.  I 
think  that  that  in  itself  is  a  move  forward.  I 

commend  the  government  for  this  rather 
belated  action  in  that  regard. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Because,  again, 
of  certain  amendments  to  Bill  105,  Bill  107 
will  require  certain  additional  amendments, 

Mr.  Speaker,  which  I  shall  move  in  the 
House  in  committee. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  bill  will  be  sent  to  com- 
mittee of  the  whole  House. 

Agreed. 

APPRENTICESHIP  AND  TRADESMEN'S 
QUALIFICATION  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr  moves  second  reading  of 

Bill  188,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Apprentice- 

ship and  Tradesmen's  Qualification  Act. 
Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 

bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

MINISTRY  OF  COLLEGES  AND 

UNIVERSITIES  ACT,  1971 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  189,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ministry  of 
Colleges  and  Universities  Act,   1971. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered 
for  third  reading? 

Agreed. 

TOWN  OF  KINCARDINE 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  191,  An  Act  respecting  the  Town  of 
Kincardine. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  want  to  say  a  word  in  support  of  this  bill. 
The  bill  has  had  a  fairly  long  gestation 
period.  It  corrects  a  very  difficult  situation 
which  existed;  difficult  and  confusing,  I 
might  say.  The  bill  provides  a  method  for 

ultimately  giving  title  to  about  50  people— I 
think  to  be  exact  49— occupying  cottage 
lands  in  the  town  of  Kincardine  pursuant  to 
leases  under  a  1907  statute. 

The  bill  will  allow  Kincardine  to  register 
the  49  lots  affected  as  a  subdivision.  The 
situation,  as  I  understand  it,  was  created 

back  in  the  1850s  when  two  surveyors  start- 
ed surveying.  They  started  surveying  the 

frontage  from  two  different  points  and  they 
just  never  met.  The  error  resulted  in  cottages 
built  on  land  the  cottage  owners  actually 

didn't  own;  they  were  allowed  to  lease  the 
land  on  which  their  cottages  sat  from  the 
municipality. 

This  caused  some  difficulty  among  some 
cottage  owners  in  that  there  were  disputes 
as  to  who  had  what.  Some  people  were 

apparently  trespassing  and  this  was  thought 
to  be  infringing  on  other  people  so  the  town 

actually  was  called  upon  to  act  as  a  peace- 
maker and  arbitrator  and  so  on.  This,  they 

found  rather  distasteful. 

The  town,  through  the  town  solicitor,  had 
made  some  approaches  to  the  department  to 
correct  the  situation  a  number  of  years  ago. 

I  am  not  sure  how  many  years  ago;  I  think 
it  was  something  in  the  neighbourhood  of  six 
or  seven  years  ago.  The  minister  might  be 
able  to  give  more  precise  detail  on  that.  In 
any  case,  it  was  a  number  of  years  ago;  then 
the  town  solicitor  through  whom  the  town 

was  negotiating  died  and  the  matter  ended 
there.  Some  three  years  ago,  the  town 

approached  me  and  asked  me  to  try  to  en- 
courage the  department  to  move  on  the 

matter. 

Since  that  time  there  have  been  numerous 

meetings;  finally  we  have  the  bill  before  us 
today.  The  solicitors  for  the  town  and  the 
solicitor  for  the  department  felt  that  the 
cleanest,  neatest  and  most  decisive  way  to 

deal  with  the  clearing  of  the  titles  of  these 

land  was  by  government  bill. 

The  registry  office  in  Walkerton  had  indi- 
cated a  reservation  about  registering  the  land 

until  it  was  done  by  a  government  bill.  There 
was  some  question  as  to  a  possible  cloud  on 
the  title  of  these  lands. 
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All  of  this,  Mr.  Speaker,  has  brought  us 
to  the  point  in  which  the  bill  provides  for 
giving  title  to  persons  occupying  summer 
cottages  on  the  strand  in  the  town  of  Kin- 

cardine. The  municipal  survey  has  been  com- 
pleted and  the  bill  expunges  all  other  over- 

lapping plans.  The  town,  as  I  understand  it, 
will  subdivide  the  land  and  then  be  in  a 

position  to  give  the  cottage  owners  clear  title 
to  the  land  on  which  their  cottages  sit. 

I  notice  the  hon.  member  for  Sandwich- 
Riverside  (Mr.  Burr)  is  in  his  seat.  This  par- 

ticular bill  is  going  to  cost  him  some  money 
but  all  I  would  say  to  him  is  that  if  he 
chooses  to  buy  a  cottage  in  the  Garden  of 
Eden  he  is  going  to  have  to  pay  for  it,  and 

that's  exactly  what  is  going  to  happen. 
Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  He 

knows  quality  when  he  sees  it. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Indeed  he  does. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Not  as  much  as  what  someone  else  paid  for 
the  Garden  of  Eden. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Yes,  I  don't  think  he  will  have 
to  pay  that  dearly. 

Finally,  I  want  to  pay  tribute  to  a  number 
of  people  who  have  been  deeply  involved  in 
this  matter.  First  of  all,  of  course,  I  want  to 
thank  the  minister  publicly  for  his  continuous 
and  always  present  co-operation. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Great  fellow. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  want  to  say  to  you,  Mr. 
Minister,  that  I  appreciate  it.  I  used  to  get  a 
phone  call  almost  every  weekend  from  some- 

one in  Kincardine  having  a  problem  related 

to  this  situation  and  it's  going  to  be  a  great 
relief  to  me  to  get  this  particular  matter 
cleaned  up,  so  my  sincere  thanks  to  you,  Mr. 
Minister,  for  your  co-operation. 

I  want  to  say  publicly  that  I  appreciate 
the  members  of  the  department— I  can  think 
of  a  number  of  names  which  immediately 
come  to  mind— Grant  Ferguson,  your  solicitor; 
Miss  Hunter,  Mr.  Hislop,  these  are  all  people 
who  have  been  deeply  involved  in  this  matter 
and  they  have  always  been  very  co-operative. 

I  also  want  to  pay  tribute  to  the  reeve  of 
the  town,  Mr.  Floyd  Wieck,  who  has  spent 
many  hours  and  made  many  trips  to  Toronto 
on  behalf  of  the  ratepayers  of  Kincardine 
with  respect  to  this  matter.  Mr.  Wieck,  of 
course,  is  a  very  devoted  public  servant,  one 
of  the  many  we  have  in  our  area. 

I  don't  want  to  close  this  out  without  also 
thanking  my  colleague,  the  Minister  of  Con- 

sumer and  Commercial  Relations  (Mr.  Wink- 
ler), who  also  took  an  interest  in  this  matter 

and  has  spoken  to  the  Minister  of  Natural 
Resources  about  it,  I  think,  on  several  occa- 
sions. 

In  short,  I  want  to  commend  the  bill  to  all 
members  of  the  House.  It  certainly  has  my 
support  and  the  support  of  my  colleagues 

and  I'm  sure  it  will  have  the  support  of  all members  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  further  comments  on 
this  bill?  Does  the  hon.  minister  wish  to 
make  a  remark? 

Hon.  L.  Bernier  (Minister  of  Natural  Re- 

sources): Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  think there  is  an  awful  lot  that  I  could  add  to  what 
the  member  has  already  said  about  the  bill. 
I  certainly  appreciate  the  way  he  has  ac- 

cepted it.  I  certainly  want  to  recognize,  too, 
the  amount  of  effort  that  he  has  made  in 

getting  this  bill  to  the  stage  where  it  is  to- 
day. Needless  to  say,  as  he  has  very  clearly 

pointed  out,  it  will  be  very  well  accepted  in 
that  particular  area,  not  only  by  the  home- 

owners and  the  summer  cottage  owners  but, 

indeed,  by  the  municipality  and  his  neigh- 
bouring member,  the  Minister  of  Consumer 

and  Commercial  Relations. 

Just  briefly,  I  would  like  to  put  on  the 
record  a  clarification  of  this  statement,  and 
maybe  a  duplication  of  what  the  member  has 
already  said,  that  this  bill  does  not  contain 

any  principle  of  general  application  through- 
out the  province.  It  deals  specifically— 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  It  opens 
the  door,  though. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  —with  an  isolated  situ- 
ation and  it  is  designed  to  deal  with  the 

present  situation  that  has  grown  out  of  a 
1907  statute,  as  the  member  has  clearly 
pointed  out. 
The  1907  statute  authorized  the  town  of 

Kincardine  to  grant  leases  in  an  area  of  the 

town  known  as  "The  Strand."  Notwithstand- 
ing this  legislation,  the  occupation  of  the 

land  is  completely  consistent  with  title.  The 
boundaries  of  the  area  have  been  established 

by  municipal  survey  and,  with  the  registra- 
tion of  the  plan  mentioned  in  the  legislation, 

the  corporation  will  be  able  to  register  a 
further  plan  of  subdivision  establishing  the 
existing  boundaries  of  occupation.  There- 

upon, the  municipality  will  be  in  a  position 
to  provide  these  people  who  have  been 
occuping  this  area  for  many  years  with  title. 
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I  think  that  pretty  well  spells  it  out,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  I  certainly  appreciate  the  sup- 

port that  this  bill  will  receive  on  all  sides  of 
the  House. 

In  closing  I  want  to  add  my  thanks  to 
those  municipal  people,  certainly  the  mem- 

bers of  my  staff,  who  have  been  deeply  in- 
volved with  this— I  might  say— real  can  of 

worms,  because  it  certainly  was.  The  situ- 
ation is  resolved  now  with  the  passing  of  this 

bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  191.  Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

MINING  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  192,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Mining  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Rainy  River. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  just  have  a  few  short  comments 
and  I  would  be  remiss  and  I  think  would 
disappoint  the  minister  and  his  staff  under 

your  gallery  there,  if  I  didn't  say  a  few  words 
in  regard  to  this  bill. 

The  first  thing  I  noticed  when  I  looked 
at  the  bill  was  section  13,  which  reads: 

"These  subsections  were  previously  repealed 
and  were  brought  forward  in  the  1970  re- 

vision in  error." 
I  think  this  is  probably  symptomatic  of  the 

way  this  department  goes  about  its  business. 

But  I'd  like  to  say,  if  I  may,  at  the  same 
time,  that  along  with  section  13  that's  being 
repealed  and  that  was  brought  forward  in 
error,  we  also  had  an  announcement  the  other 
day  that  the  minister  was  setting  up  yet 
another  committee  to  investigate  the  entire 
Mining  Act.  It  is  my  recollection  that  it 

wasn't  two  years  ago  that  we  had  a  com- 
plete Mining  Act  which  was  somewhat  thin- 

ner—but not  much— than  the  new  revised 
edition  of  the  Bible.  One  can  only  wonder 

just  what  kind  of  games— who's  muttering 
over  there— are  going  on  over  there? 

I  just  have  a  few  questions,  Mr.  Speaker, 

that  I'd  like  to  ask.  A  lot  of  the  bill  is  simply 
housekeeping  to  cover  up  or  patch  up  the 

mistakes  that  were  made  previously.  I'd  like 
to  ask  the  minister  about  subsection  2  of 
section  11,  the  provision  for  surrendering  the 

licence  of  occupation  in  favour  of  a  lease. 
There  are  some  substantial  changes  in  the 
bill,  such  as  that,  that  perhaps  denote  a  new 
direction  or  philosophy  within  the  depart- 

ment, and  I  would  hope  that  the  minister 
would  explain  some  of  the  principles  behind 
some  of  these  moves. 

"Section  15,  subsection  66,  of  the  said 
Act  is  amended  by  adding  thereto  the  fol- 

lowing subsections"— dealing,  Mr.  Speaker, 
with  the  plans  of  surveys  not  being  recorded. 
It  seems  to  be  that  we  are  making  these  pro- 

visions much  easier  for  prospectors  and  min- 
ers under  this  Act,  and  the  whole  idea  seems 

to  be  a  loosening  of  the  regulations  that  some 
of  us  on  this  side  were  concerned  were  per- 

haps a  little  too  loose  to  begin  with.  The 
Act  continues  on,  in  section  17,  in  regard  to 
the  work  that  has  to  be  done  on  mining 
claims  and  what  can  be  claimed  as  part. 

Perhaps,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  minister  could 

also  indicate  why  he's  changing  subsection 
19.  I  don't  believe  there  is  a  nefarious  pur- 

pose there,  but  again,  the  responsibility  is 
being  shifted  from  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
in  Council  to  the  deputy  minister,  which 

isn't  altogether  new  but  is  certainly  a  some- 
what strange  departure,  I  think,  in  matters 

of  this  kind. 

I  want  to  make  the  bulk  of  my  comments, 
Mr.  Speaker,  about  subsection  4  of  section 

20  in  regard  to  renewing  leases.  "A  lease is  renewable  in  perpetuity  for  periods  of  10 
years  and  every  renewal  shall  date  from 

that  day  following  the  expiry  of  the  lease," etc.,  etc. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  had  this  debate  be- 
fore, in  which  those  of  us  on  this  side  have 

been  most  concerned  about  these  perpetual 
leases  and  the  fact  that  a  lot  of  mining 

companies,  through  prospectors,  through  min- 
ing licences,  are  able  to  tie  up  productive 

mining  properties  and  hold  them  in  abeyance 
and  not  develop  these  very  same  properties. 
We  had  that  debate  before  in  this  chamber, 

Mr.  Speaker,  and  I'd  just  like  the  minister 
to  indicate  what  his  thoughts  are  on  that 
today,  and  perhaps  he  could  answer  the 
other  question  I  raised  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Cochrane 
South. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Some  of  the  things  in  this 

bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  are  not  very  earth-shatter- 
ing. A  number  of  the  amendments  concern 

the  changing  of  the  word  "miner"  to  "pros- 
pector" in  terms  of  licences  and  so  on,  and 

I  suppose  one  would  consider  that  mainly 
housekeeping.    I   think  that  the  moving  to- 
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wards  leasing  in  place  of  licences  of  occupa- 
tion is  a  good  move  and  we  would  support 

that. 

Section  14  states  that  subsection  6  of 
section  56  of  the  said  Act  is  repealed;  and 
that  has  to  do  with  the  kind  of  information 

that  is  placed  on  a  post  when  claims  are 

staked.  I  believe,  from  talking  to  the  min- 
ister earlier,  that  this  has  grown  out  of  the 

situation  that  existed  last  year,  in  the  Mat- 

abi  Mines  in  the  minister's  own  riding. 
Two  or  three  prospectors  from  my  riding 

went  over  there  and  started  to  look  at  the 
kind  of  staking  done  and  the  information  on 
the  posts.  They  found  that  it  had  been  done 
improperly  and  went  ahead  and  restaked  it. 
They  got  a  photographer  to  take  pictures  of 
those  posts,  and  proceeded  to  a  court  hear- 

ing. They  ended  up  by  reaching  a  settle- 
ment with  that  mining  company  of  $160,000. 

Now,  that  is  one  time  where  the  little  guy 
partially  got  the  better  of  the  big  mining 
companies.  Although  I  understand  that  the 
lawyer  representing  these  fellows  from  my 

riding— I  believe  his  name  is  Sedgewick— 
backed  out  at  the  last  minute  and  a  lawyer 
from  my  riding  had  to  continue  to  represent 
them;  and  did  a  very  good  job. 

I  guess  this  is  a  way  of  tidying  up  that 

situation  where  it  can't  happen  again.  I 
suppose  it  is  as  well,  but  one  cannot  help 
but  have  a  little  bit  of  feeling  of  pride,  I 
suppose,  that  a  few  people  from  your  own 

riding  got  the  jump  on  one  of  the  big  com- 
panies and  found  an  error  and  were  able  to 

profit  by  it. 

One  would  have  thought,  of  course,  that 
these  big  companies  would  be  very  con- 

versant with  the  Mining  Act  and  the  pro- 
cedures and  principles  of  it,  and  would  not 

make  this  kind  of  mistake.  I  guess  they  have 
brought  the  pressure  to  bear  upon  the  min- 

ister to  make  sure  that  their  own  people 
do  not  make  that  kind  of  a  mistake  in  the 
future. 

There  are,  as  the  member  for  Rainy  River 
stated,  some  changes  as  to  the  kind  of  work 
that  is  allowed  for  assessment  purposes.  There 
is  a  change,  I  believe,  in  the  amount  of 
taxes;  it  seems  to  be  increased  a  little  bit,  I 
believe.  Generally  speaking  we  are  in  favour 
of  the  amendments,  which  in  the  main  are 

not  too  earth-shattering— and  we  would  sup- 
port the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  any  other  hon.  members 
wish  to  speak  to  this  bill  before  the  minister 
responds?  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
first  thank  the  hon.  member  for  Rainy  River 
and  the  hon.  member  for  Cochrane  South 
for  their  comments. 

I  would  point  out  to  the  member  for  Rainy 
River  that  the  earlier  revision  of  the  Mining 
Act  dealt  with  Part  IX  of  the  Act,  and  was 
a  very  intensive  review.  It  was  completed 
in  1970  by  my  predecessor,  who  is  now  the 
Provincial  Secretary  for  Justice  (Mr.  A.  F. 
Lawrence).  I  might  say  it  is  one  of  the  finest 
pieces  of  legislation  in  the  mining  industry today. 

However,  we  are  dealing  in  this  particular 
area  with  a  different  section  of  the  Mining 
Act.  The  committee  that  I  established  just 

yesterday  will  deal  solely  with  matters  re- 
lating to  staking  and  exploration— in  that  area 

of  finding  the  property— and  before  it  is 
brought  into  production. 

Mr.  Stokes:  What  about  tenure? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  There  will  be  some 
comments  on  that.  I  have  met  with  the 

committee  today  and  their  terms  of  refer- 
ence are  very  broad;  because  they  will  be 

meeting  not  only  with  people  in  the  Province 

of  Ontario,  but  in  other  places  across  Can- 
ada. I  have  asked  them  to  make  some  recom- 

mendations with  regard  to  a  number  of 
areas,  if  they  feel  fit,  so  we  are  not  boxing 
them  in  with  very  strict  terms  of  reference. 

The  member  for  Rainy  River  made  refer- 
ence to  section  11,  and  I  would  just  like  to 

read  comments  into  the  record  concerning  his 

question  as  well  as  section  15. 

Section  52  of  the  Act  provides  for  the 
issue  of  leases  and  licences  of  occupation 
in  respect  to  land  covered  with  water.  In 
addition,  there  was  a  typographical  error 
in  the  current  Act  with  reference  to  the  fees 

for  licences  of  occupation.  The  amendments 
contained  in  section  11  of  the  bill  remove 

the  provisions  relating  to  leases  of  land  under 
water  and  correct  provisions  respecting  the 
maximum  rental  so  that  the  maximum  rental 

is  now  $5  a  year  rather  than  $10  as  incor- 
rectly appears  in  the  statute. 

In  addition,  subsection  7  has  been  added, 
making  it  clear  that  the  holder  of  the  licence 

of  occupation  can  substitute  a  21-year  lease 
under  section  104  of  the  Act  for  his  licence 

of  occupation.  I  think  that  is  important. 

A  new  subsection  8,  of  course,  makes  it 
clear  that  this  section  is  limited  to  those  li- 

cences of  occupation  and  those  licences  of 

occupation  that  have  been  dealt  with  previ- 
ously in  section  53  of  the  Act. 



JUNE  27,  1972 
4333 

In  section  53,  principles  have  been  in- 
corporated into  the  new  provisions  of  section 

52,  thereby  making  a  single  procedure  for 
both  licences  of  occupation. 

I  believe  that  answers  the  member's  ques- 
tion in  that  regard. 

Regarding  section  15,  section  66  of  the 
Act  deals  with  a  certificate  of  record.  Nor- 

mally it  is  necessary  to  file  a  plan  of  survey 
with  the  application  for  a  certificate  of  rec- 

ord. The  new  provisions  will  permit  the  ob- 
taining of  this  certificate  where  the  recorder 

is  satisfied  that  other  provisions  of  the  Act 
are  in  order. 

This  amendment  will  reduce  frivolous 

claims  that  may  be  made  against  the  bona 
fide  stakers,  since  once  a  certificate  is  issued 
the  staking  cannot  be  contested  without  the 
consent  of  the  mining  commissioner. 

I  think  this  is  the  point  that  the  member 
for  Cochrane  South  raised  in  connection  with 

section  14  and  section  15.  He  is  quite  cor- 
rect when  he  outlines  the  problem  that  did 

occur  in  the  Sturgeon  Lake  area  where, 
because  of  a  technicality,  claim  jumpers— 
I  think  you  would  call  them  that— would 
move  into  a  hot  spot  or  a  rush  area  and  find 
some  technical  problem  with  regard  to  the 
staking.  They  would  then  proceed  to  stake 
that  particular  area  and  make  representation 
to  the  local  recorder  and  cause  some  very 
costly  court  claims. 

But  in  this  particular  case,  as  the  member 
has  pointed  out,  the  matter  did  not  go  to 
court.  It  was  settled  out  of  court,  but  at  a 
very  high  cost,  I  might  admit.  I  would  have 
to  confess  that  this  is  one  of  the  reasons 

that  we  brought  in  this  particular  amend- 
ment. We  felt  that  the  problems  and  the  as- 
pects of  the  prospector  could  not  continue 

under  the  present  Act  for  fear  that  there 
would  be  a  recurrence  of  this  particular  mat- 

ter. These  amendments  will  certainly  cor- 
rect that  situation. 

The  member  also  made  reference  to  the 

changing  of  the  words  "miner's  licence"  to 
"prospector's  licence,"  and  I  would  have  to 
point  out  to  him  that  this  was  a  request  that 
came  to  us  from  the  Prospectors  and  De- 

velopers Association  of  Thunder  Bay.  They 
pointed  out  to  us,  very  rightly  I  think,  that 
a  man  with  a  licence  to  stake  claims  is  a 

prospector  indeed;  he  isn't  a  miner.  A  miner 
is  actually  involved  in  the  development  of 
a  mine  and  the  extraction  of  the  ore.  I 

think  we  all  accept  this  definition,  and  of 
course  it  is  incorporated  right  through  the 
Act. 

I  think  that  pretty  well  summarizes  my 
comments,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

ONTARIO  HUMAN  RIGHTS  CODE 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  199,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ontario 
Human  Rights  Code. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Hon.  Mr.  Guindon  moves 
second  reading  of  Bill  199.  Shall  the  motion carry? 

The  member  for  Windsor  West. 

Mr.  E.  J.  Bounsall  (Windsor  West):  Yes, 
Mr.  Speaker.  In  speaking  to  this  bill,  I  might 
say  that  the  addition  by  and  large  of  sex 
and  marital  status  as  amendments  to  the 
Ontario  Human  Rights  Code  is  a  welcome 
addition  and  certainly  we  can  support  this. 

The  combining  into  the  Act  as  well  of  the 
provisions  of  age,  particularly  in  the  matter 
of  hiring,  so  they  are  all  under  one  Act  and 

we  don't  have  the  Age  Discrimination  Act  as 
a  separate  Act  and  they  can  all  be  adminis- 

tered by  the  Ontario  Human  Rights  Com- 
mission,  is    a   welcome   addition. 

With  respect  to  the  one  change  following 
the  Supreme  Court  case— in  which  the  result 
was  that  for  a  completely  self-contained  unit 
within  a  particular  home  rather  than  an  apart- 

ment building,  the  code  was  not  operative— 
this  Act  purports  now,  by  the  changes,  to 
make  the  Ontario  Human  Rights  Code  dis- 

crimination clauses  applicable  in  that  case. 
Unfortunately,  I  would  have  hoped  that  it 
would  have  gone  one  step  further.  That 
further  step  being  that  it  need  not  necessarily 
be  self-contained  but  the  clauses  would  per- 

tain to  the  sharing  of  no  more  than  one  room. 
In  the  situation  where  a  landlord,  as  well  as 
someone  to  whom  the  landlord  rents  the 
house,  is  subletting  to  other  person  or  persons, 
the  Ontario  Human  Rights  Code  would  per- 

tain where  up  to  one  room,  either  a  kitchen 
or  a  bathroom,  is  shared. 

The  situation,  as  I  can  find  it,  is  that  in  the 
case  of  sharing  facilities,  where  everything 
else  is  self-contained  except  one  room,  in  85 
per  cent  of  the  cases,  rather  surprisingly,  we 
are  talking  about  a  kitchen.  I  would  have 
hoped  that  this  sharing  of  up  to  one  room 
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would  have  been  included  in  this  Act  rather 

than  the  way  it  is  written. 

Apart  from  that  minor  reservation  which,  in 
some  of  our  minds,  is  a  major  one,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  say  that  the  Act  is  a  good 
one.  Our  party  certainly  supports  inclusion 

of  sex,  marital  status  and  age  as  well,  where 
it  comes  in  at  the  appropriate  points,  in  the 
Ontario  Human  Rights  Code. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  hon.  member 
wish  to  speak  to  this  bill?  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  F.  Cuindon  (Minister  of  Labour):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  appreciate  the  comments  of  the 

hon.  member  for  Windsor  West.  We,  in  the 
Ministry  of  Labour,  think  this  is  very  forward 
legislation.  It  is  providing  leadership  in  the 
field  of  anti-discrimination  and  we  think  this 

is  a  fairly  good  bill.  As  you  can  appreciate, 
it  is  always  a  sensitive  area.  The  last  thing 
we  want  to  resort  to  is  enforcement,  of  course. 

Our  reason  for  bringing  in  section  14 

which  gives  a  clearer  definition  of  housing 
accommodation  was  because  of  the  case 

which  was  referred  to  by  my  hon.  friend.  I 
think  from  now  on  it  clarifies  the  whole  situ- 

ation and  as  years  go  by  we  will  perhaps 
take  advantage  of  the  experience.  We  think 
that  this  should  satisfy  the  requirements  for 
now. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

EMPLOYMENT  STANDARDS  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  200,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Employ- 

ment Standards  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Windsor 
West. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Mr.  Speaker,  here  again,  I 
am  glad  that  this  Act,  with  this  provision 

concerned  with  the  Women's  Equal  Oppor- 
tunity Act,  has  been  incorporated  into  the 

Ontario  Human  Rights  Code  and  that  this 
Act  is  repealed.  As  well,  it  will  be  admin- 

istered by  the  Ontario  Human  Rights  Com- 
mission and  the  people  therein,  although  I 

gather    that    the    people    at    the    Women's 

Bureau    will    still    be    concerned    with    this 

particular  section. 

One  thing,  however,  that  I  would  have 
liked  to  have  seen,  now  that  we  are  trans- 

ferring to  the  Human  Rights  Code  the  pro- 

visions of  the  Women's  Equal  Employment 
Opportunity  Act,  "while  we  have  the  chance 
is  that  of  pregnancy  leave  being  extended 

to  bring  it  in  line  with  the  federal  legisla- 
tion. At  the  present,  of  course,  we  have  a  12- 

week  total  in  Ontario  as  the  length  of  time 
which  an  employer  must  give  an  employee 
on  the  basis  of  a  pregnancy. 

The  Unemployment  Insurance  Commission 
legislation,  newly  revised,  provides  15  weeks 
rather  than  12,  and  in  the  time  that  we 
have  now  for  bringing  in  an  appropriate 
amendment,  I  would  have  hoped  that  we 
would  have  brought  this  amendment  into 
line.  Actually,  the  Unemployment  Insurance 

Act  rather  strictly  specifies  nine  weeks  be- 
fore and  six  weeks  after. 

If  in  this  Act  we  had  simply  amended  it 
so  that  it  could  even  be  made  a  little  more 

vague,  Mr.  Speaker,  so  that  it  just  specifies 
15  weeks  rather  than  the  present  six  before 
and  six  after,  this  would  have  been  a  step 
forward  too,  I  believe. 

I've  had  some  experience— and  perhaps  the 
minister  has  himself— of  not  being  able  to 
very  accurately  predict,  in  spite  of  all  the 
great  medical  advice,  exactly  when  the 
event  is  to  occur.  So,  if  a  woman  is  going  to 
take  advantage  of  these  particular  changes, 
I  would  have  hoped  that  not  only  should  it 
be  changed  to  15,  but  that  we  leave  the 
choice  perhaps  of  the  15  up  to  the  particular 

person. 
The  more  common  situation  is  of  someone 

being  advised  by  their  medical  doctor  that 

they  are  a  month  out  in  their  particular 
endeavours  and  they  quit  their  employment 
some  three  to  five  or  six  weeks  before  and 
this  turns  out  to  be  seven  to  11  or  12 

weeks  before.  If  the  provision  extending  the 

time  was  in,  and  we  didn't  tie  it  down  ac- 
tually to  six  and  six,  we  would  give  the 

prospective  mothers  a  little  time  to  allow 

for  erring  guesses  on  the  part  of  the  medical 
profession,  which  at  best  seems  to  make 
guesses  as  to  the  actual  date,  not  in  the 
majority  of  cases,  but  in  a  disturbingly  large 
number  of  cases. 

Apart  from  that,  we  certainly  welcome 

the  transfer  that  is  occurring  with  this  par- 
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ticular  Act,  but  I  will  not  make  an  amend- 

ment at  committee  stage— we  won't  have  it 
at  committee  stage  necessarily— to  make  the 
amendment  to  15  weeks.  I  would  have  hop- 

ed that  in  this  particular  instance  they  would 
have  taken  this  opportunity  to  follow  the 
federal  Act  and  make  it  15  weeks  rather 
than  the  12  weeks. 

In  every  other  respect,  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
support  this  particular  Act. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  without  unduly 
prolonging  the  debate,  it  is  my  understanding 
that  it  will  no  longer  be  necessary  for  an  in- 

dividual who  has  been  aggrieved  to  lodge  a 
complaint,  that  this  can  be  done  through 
the  department  if  they  become  aware  of 
an  abridgement  of  the  Act.  Is  this  correct? 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  A  complaint  against 
this  Act? 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes,  just  let  me  put  the  case 
and  then  you  can  tell  me. 

The  situation  now  hanging  around  at  the 
separate  school  board  in  the  city  of  Hamil- 

ton is  that  they  appear  to  have  found  a 
way  to  exact  a  form  of  discrimination  against 
a  female  employee  because  of  pregnancy  and, 
in  fact,  though  they  claim  they  are  not  dis- 

criminating inasmuch  as  they  are  allowing 
the  employee  to  work,  they  are  not  giving 
that  employee  the  same  opportunities  the 
employee  would  normally  have  had  had  she 
not  been  pregnant. 

I  think  the  minister  would  agree  with  me 
that  in  an  organization  such  as  a  school 
board,  in  fact  in  most  organizations,  it  is 
difficult  for  an  employee  to  lodge  a  formal 
complaint  for  two  reasons:  One,  because  she 
may  not  know  that  she  is  being  discriminated 
against  until  after  it  has  occurred  and,  second, 
because  she  may  not  be  there  at  the  time  and 
could  quite  well  be  indisposed. 

I  was  wondering  whether  if  all  that  is  re- 
quired is  that  the  matter  be  brought  to  the 

attention  of  the  department  by  anyone,  and 
that  then  an  investigation  would  ensue  which 
in  itself  could  bring  about  the  appropriate 
charges  being  laid.  I  want  to  be  sure  that  is 
the  format  that  will  be  followed  within  the 
Act  at  any  future  time,  and  that  what  has 
happened  in  Hamilton  is  just  an  isolated 
incident  and  is  not  likely  to  be  permitted  to 
occur  within  the  meaning  of  the  discrimina- 

tion sections  of  the  appropriate  Acts,  this 
being  one  of  them. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  when 
this  specific  case  from  Hamilton  was  brought 
to  my  attention  of  course  I  referred  it  to  the 
ministry  and  more  particularly  to  the 
Women's  Bureau.  It  is  a  fact  that  there  was 
no  official  complaint  made  of  this  case. 

However,  when  it  came  to  our  attention, 
our  officials  from  the  bureau,  investigated; 

got  in  touch  with  the  school  board;  and  ex- 
plained to  them  the  meaning  of  the  Act.  It 

is  my  understanding  that  they  will  try  to 
comply  in  this  regard,  that  they  would  offer 
similar  work  as  was  being  done  before  by  the 
complainants  or  by  the  people  involved. 

It  is  through  the  branch,  of  course,  of  our 
ministry  that  these  complaints  should  be 
made.  Whether  they  come  from  the  complain- 

ant, the  person  involved,  or  others,  I  don't think  makes  any  difference. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  doesn't  matter? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  No.  Now,  as  you  will 

appreciate,  this  part  2a  of  the  former 
Women's  Equal  Employment  Opportunity  Act 
is  being  transferred  to  the  Employment 
Standards  Act,  and  with  reference  to  the 
comments  made  by  my  hon.  friend  from 
Windsor  West-the  period  of  pregnancy  leave 
to  be  extended  so  as  to  compare  with  the 

one  provided  for  in  the  Unemployment  In- surance Act— we  have  looked  at  this  very 

seriously  and  for  quite  some  time.  Our  reason 
for  not  making  any  changes  at  this  point  in 
time  is  because  it  is  fairly  new  legislation 
and  we  feel  that  a  change  at  this  time  might 
cause  some  confusion  with  a  great  many 

people. Another  matter  which  has  been  raised  by 

my  people  is  the  fact  that  there  hasn't  been 

any  great  demand.  Our  Women's  Bureau  tells me  that  some  of  the  women  would  like  to 

have,  say,  six  weeks  before  birth  and  nine 
weeks  postnatal  period.  So  we  are  not  quite 
in  agreement  there.  And  because  of  this  we 
haven't  made  any  change. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Wellington  South):  That's 15. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  And  of  course  my  hon. 
friend— well  it  is  six  and  six  really  as  it  is 
now. 

Mr.  Haggerty:   Get  back  to  the  nine  and 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes,  well  nine  and  six, 
but  which  nine?  The  prenatal  or  six  weeks 
postnatal?  There  is  some  confusion  there,  I 
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think,  in  the  minds  of  many  people,  so  we 

haven't  made  any  change  for  now  in  this  Act. 
Of  course,  it  is  a  fact  too  that  this  period 

can  be  extended  through  a  collective  agree- 
ment between  the  employer  and  the  agent,  so 

in  all  fairness  I  think  if  we  go  along  with 
this  for  a  year  and  then  if  necessary  next 
year  we  can  perhaps  bring  in  amendments. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

INDUSTRIAL  SAFETY  ACT,  1971 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  202,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Industrial 
Safety  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

CITY  OF  TIMMINS-PORCUPINE 

Mr.  Bennett  in  the  absence  of  Hon.  Mr. 

McKeough  moves  second  reading  of  Bill 

195,  An  Act  to  incorporate  the  City  of  Tim- 
mins-Porcupine. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Coch- 
rane  South. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill,  of 
course,  is  a  very  historic  bill  as  far  as  the 
people  in  the  municipalities  in  my  riding, 
for  the  established  municipalities  of  the 

township  of  Mountjoy,  the  town  of  Timmins, 
the  township  of  Tisdale,  and  the  township 

of  Whitney,  and  also  for  a  number  of  com- 
munities in  the  unorganized  territory  that 

surrounds  our  area.  This  bill  has  come  very 
quickly  and  has  taken  a  lot  of  people  by 
surprise. 

In  the  Speech  from  the  Throne  this  year, 
the  government  announced  its  intention  to 

set  up  the  regional  municipalities  of  Water- 
loo and  Sudbury,  but  very  little  was  said— 

or  nothing  was  said— about  proceeding  to 
the  consolidation  of  the  Timmins-Porcupine 
area. 

Now,  this  bill  grows  out  of  a  report  by 
Ross  Pope  and  Co.,  which  took  about  three 
to  four  years  to  prepare.  I  wonder,  in  view 

of  the  fact  that  the  government  has  moved 
with  such  dispatch  to  implement  many  of 
the  recommendations  of  this  report,  if  the 
government  itself  would  consider  reimbursing 
the  municipalities  for  the  cost  of  this  report. 
This  report  was  commissioned  by  the  four 

existing  organized  municipalities  in  the  Por- 
cupine area.  While  the  provincial  govern- 

ment co-operated  and  helped  to  provide 
information  and  detail  for  Mr.  Pope  and  his 
studies,  and  for  the  writing  of  this  report, 
the  provincial  government  did  not,  in  any 

way,  as  I  understand  it,  make  any  contri- 
bution to  the  cost  of  it. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  government 

is  now  accepting  it,  in  such  a  full-fledged 
fashion,  I  think  that  it  is  only  fair  that  they 
should  reimburse  the  municipalities  for  the 
cost  of  this  report. 

Mr.  Stokes:  The  very  least  they  could  do. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Now,  the  big  announcement 

came  about  two  weeks  ago,  in  the  Mac- 
Intyre  Arena  in  Schumacher,  in  the  town- 

ship of  Tisdale,  when  the  Minister  of  Inter- 
governmental Affairs  (Mr.  McKeough)  and 

the  parliamentary  assistant  who  is  now 
guiding  this  bill  through  the  House,  plus 
a  number  of  other  senior  civil  servants, 

came  and  announced  to  the  municipal  author- 
ities, and  to  a  number  of  the  residents  there, 

that  they  were  proceeding  to  implement 
consolidation  by  the  passing  of  this  special 
bill.  Needless  to  say,  the  announcement 
was  received  with  mixed  feelings,  because 
there  has  been  a  degree  of  opposition  to  this 
bill  by  the  councils  of  Tisdale  and  Whitney. 

While  this  study  was  going  on,  a  refer- 
endum was  put  on  the  ballot  in  the  1970 

elections,  I  believe  it  was— or  was  it  1971?— 
asking  the  people  to  make  up  their  minds  as 
to  whether  they  wanted  to  enter  a  larger 
municipal  unit  or  not.  In  both  the  townships 
of  Whitney  and  Mountjoy  the  people  were 

asked  to  make  up  their  minds  about  some- 
thing on  which  they  did  not  have  many  de- 
tails. The  study  was  only  in  the  process  of 

being  carried  on.  The  people  did  not  have 
any  of  the  information  at  their  hands,  and 
so  they  rejected  the  whole  concept  of  a 
larger  municipality  on  the  basis  of  about 
nine-to-one.  The  opposition  continued  in 
these  municipalities. 

When  this  report  was  tabled  to  the  rep- 
resentatives of  those  municipalities  in  Decem- 

ber, 1971,  the  councils  of  Tisdale  and  Whit- 
ney made  a  cursory  study  of  the  report,  re- 

jected it  out  of  hand,  and  proceeded  to 

drum  up  opposition  to  the  report.    They  re- 
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fused  to  sit  down  with  the  representatives 
of  the  town  of  Timmins  and  the  township 
of  Mountjoy  to  make  a  study  of  the  report 
and  the  proposals  and  recommendations 
therein,  to  find  out  whether  they  were 
sound,  whether  they  were  feasible,  whether 
jhey  were  workable  and  whether  such  con- 

solidation and  enlargement  of  the  munici- 
pality was  desirable  or  not. 

They  submitted  their  feelings  to  the  gov- 
ernment. Reeve  White  of  the  township  of 

Tisdale  proceeded  to  draw  up  a  document 
as  an  alternative  to  the  suggestion  that  was 
made  by  Mr.  Pope  to  the  effect  that  there 
be,  not  a  one-tier  system  of  government  in 
the  Porcupine  area,  but  there,  in  fact,  be  a 
two-tier  system  and  this  was  considered  in 
the  councils  and  with  certain  of  the  people. 
This  recommendation  was  sent  down  to  the 
Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs,  and 
he,  of  course,  made  his  study  of  it. 

You  might  say,  to  backtrack  just  a  little 
bit,  in  June,  1971,  prior  to  the  election,  the 
Prime  Minister  (Mr.  Davis)  made  one  of 

his  forays  from  Queen's  Park  up  into  the Timmins  area.  He  had  a  luncheon  with  a 
lot  of  his  Conservative  friends  and  before 
he  had  the  luncheon  he  had  a  reception  for 
the  local  politicians  at  which  they  had  the 
opportunity  to  discuss  various  matters  with 
him. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Were  they  wined  and 
dined? 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Pardon  me? 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Were  they  wined  and 
dined? 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Oh,  well,  I  guess  they  were 
treated  very  well. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Was  the  hon.  member  in- 
vited? 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Oh,  I  wouldn't  have  to  go  to 
that.  Anyway,  they  had  a  nice  little  chat 

with  "just  plain  Bill"  and  he  made  the 
commitment  that  they  wouldn't  be  forced 
into  consolidation.  So  you  can  imagine  the 
consternation  upon  their  faces— these  men 
are  both  Tories,  of  course— when  their  gov- 

ernment went  ahead  and  back-tracked  on 

the  Prime  Minister's  word  and,  in  fact,  did 
force  consolidation. 

They  made  a  last-ditch  fight.  They  came 
down  here  to  Toronto  last  week  and  met 
with  the  Premier  and  they  got  the  word  that 
the  government  was  proceeding  with  this  bill 
whether  there  was  opposition  or  whether 

there  was  not  and  they'd  better  like  it  or 
lump  it.  So  they  came  back  and  announced 
that  they  had  better  try  to  work  for  the 
future  of  the  area  and  not  try  to  provide 
too  much  more  opposition  and  to  drum  up 
the  fires  that  have  been  burning  there. 

I  see,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  it's  6  o'clock,  so 
if  you  wish  to  call  it  6— I've  many  more comments  to  make. 

It  being  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House  took recess. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 

The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.m. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  25th  order,  resum- 
ing the  debate  on  second  reading  of  Bill  195, 

An  Act  to  incorporate  the  City  of  Timmins- 
Porcupine. 

CITY  OF  TIMMINS-PORCUPINE 

(continued) 

Mr.  Speaker:  When  we  rose  at  6  o'clock I  believe  the  member  for  Cochrane  South 
had  the  floor. 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  Mr. 

Speaker,  I  was  just  getting  going  about  that 
great  area  of  the  Porcupine.  When  we  rose  I 

was  expressing  some  of  the  areas  of  opposi- 
tion that  exist  to  this  bill.  I  want  to  say  at 

this  point  that  I  support  the  principle  of  the 
bill  and  I  am  in  favour  of  consolidation.  At 
the  same  time,  I  think  that  as  the  member  I 
would  like  to  articulate  some  of  the  reserva- 

tions and  some  of  the  opposition  that  does 
exist,  so  that  both  sides  of  the  argument,  so 
to  speak,  will  have  been  presented  in  this 

House  and  everybody  down  here  won't  feel 
that  everything  has  been  sweetness  and  light 
in  the  community  and  that  it  has  been  intro- 

duced and  enacted  with  all  the  local  people 
being  in  favour  of  it. 

I  suppose  part  of  the  reason  why  there  has 
been  opposition  is  because  the  people  in 
Tisdale  and  Whitby,  rightly  or  wrongly,  do 
not  wish  to  be  absorbed  and  just  become  part 
of  the  larger  municipality,  Timmins,  and  be 
dominated  and  controlled  by  that  community. 

I  suppose  there  is  some  suspicion  of  the  moti- 
vation of  some  of  the  pushers  of  consolida- 

tion, that  these  people  certainly  have  had 
their  eye  on  some  of  the  good  jobs  that  are 
spelled  out  in  the  legislation  and  that  are 
bound  to  come.  There  will  be  raises  in  pay 
for  some  of  the  people  and  there  will  be  an 
enhancement  of  position  by  certain  others, 
and  I  suppose  there  is  some  feeling  on  the 
two  smaller  municipalities  in  that  regard. 

The  councils  of  Tisdale  and  Whitney  were 
promised  consultation  and  discussion  by  the 

officials  of  the  minister's  (Mr.  McKeough) 
department,  and  what  happened  was  that  the 

Tuesday,  June  27,  1972 

hon.  minister,  with  his  retinue  of  civil  ser- 
vants and  so  on— 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Sarnia):  Why  does  the 

member  continue  to  refer  to  the  minister's 

department?  The  minister  isn't  in  the  House. 
The  minister  is  not  interested  enough  in  the 
bill  to  attend  here. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Well,  he  is  afraid  if  he  was 

here  he  would  have  to— 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  We  recognize 
the  member  for  Cochrane  South.  Order. 

Mr.   Ferrier:   With  all  due  respect  to  the 

parliamentary  secretary- 

Mr.    Bullbrook:    He    doesn't    care    enough 
about  the  member's  area  to  be  here. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  —he  wasn't  the  one  who  made 
the  announcement  up  in  my  riding;  it  was 
the  hon.  minister  who  paraded  in  with  his 
retinue.  The  people  had  thought  there  would 

be  some  consultation,  but  the  Treasurer  an- 

nounced how  it  was  going  to  be:  "This  is 
the  way  it  is."  After  the  meeting,  one  woman 
came  up  and  said  to  him  that  she  was  going 

to  go  home  and  sit  down  with  her  bottle  of 
vodka  and  take  a  couple  of  good  belts  and 

imagine  that  she  was  in  Russia.  He  said  that 
he  was  going  to  do  the  same  thing. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  He  said  he  was 

going  to  go  home  with  her? 

Mr.  Ferrier:  I  suggest  that  there  has  been 
a  lack  of  sensitivity  to  the  people  here  and 

there  has  been  little  response  from  the  gov- 
ernment as  to  what  it  was  going  to  do.  I  be- 

lieve that  with  the  lack  of  consultation  and 

the  lack  of  sensitivity  to  local  feelings,  a  lot 

more  hostility  has  been  generated  and  opposi- 
tion has  been  encouraged.  I  think  there 

needs  to  be,  in  these  kinds  of  things,  some 

sympathy  for  local  feelings. 

There  was  one  thing  that  the  minister  did 

say  in  a  letter  that  he  wrote  to  the  clerk- 
treasurer  of  the  township  of  Tisdale.  I  would 
like  to  read  it  into  the  record  and  I  would 
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like  to  find  out  why  this  was  not  acted  on. 
This  is  what  he  said: 

I  recognize  that  there  is  a  question  of 

the  political  sensitivity  of  a  local  govern- 
ment, as  the  new  area  would  be  larger 

and  there  would  be  fewer  elected  repre- 
sentatives. If  this  is  a  problem  that  cannot 

be  overcome  with  an  equitable  system  of 

wards  for  a  single  consolidated  munici- 
pality, there  may  be  new  techniques  for 

the  creation  of  elected  community  coun- 
cils that  could  be  tried  for  the  first  time 

in  this  area. 

I  for  one  would  be  prepared  to  experi- 
ment with  these  techniques  to  ensure  that 

individuals  retain  an  active  forum  for  the 

presentation  of  their  ideas.  If  these  political 
systems  are  of  interest  to  your  councils  and 

residents,  I  would  be  pleased  to  have  mem- 
bers of  my  staff  attend  meetings  in  the 

area  to  explain  the  concept  and  to  report 
on  the  possible  use  of  such  a  system. 

There   were  no  meetings   of  his   officials   to 

explain  what  he  meant— 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  There  never 

are.  It's  a  facade. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  —and  there  is  nothing  in  this 

bill  to  suggest  that  that  was  given  considera- 
tion. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  We  have  had  to  listen  to  him 

primping  and  posturing  for  years  in  this 
House. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  I  don't  know  why  they  would 
even  go  so  far  as  to  say  that,  if  they  were 
not  willing  to  consult  and  discuss  it. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Whenever  do  they  do  it? 

Mr.  Ferrier:  There  is  now  opposition  from 
cottage  owners  in  the  outlying  areas.  They 
have  been  getting  away  pretty  easily  with 
local  road  taxes  and  with  a  small  land  tax 

payable  to  the  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources, 
and  of  course,  now  they  are  going  to  be 
paying  full  school  and  certain  municipal 
taxes  and  I  can  understand  why  they  would 
be  a  bit  uptight.  The  residents  in  many  of 

the  unorganized  townships  are  opposed,  be- 
cause they  feel  that  while  they  paid  school 

taxes  and  the  same  type  of  land  tax— in  some 
instances  as  cottage  owners,  the  local  road 

board  tax— now  they  are  going  to  have  to 
pay  much  higher  taxes. 

I  would  like  to  read  into  the  record  a 
letter  that  came  to  me  from  Mr.  Donald 

Cameron   of   Connaught,    Ont.,   which   is   in 

the    northeastern    corner    of    the    new    com- 
munity—it is  a  small  little  area.  He  says: 

Yesterday  a  reporter  for  the  Porcupine 
Examiner  asked  me  if  I  had  any  comments 

to  make  on  the  proposed  regional  govern- 
ment plan  for  this  area.  Well,  I  was  sitting 

last  night  trying  to  compose  my  thoughts 
on  this  subject  into  language  temperate 

enough  for  a  family-type  paper.  I  heard  the 
TV  newscaster  announce  that  legislation 
concerning  this  had  been  tabled  in  the 
Legislature.  I  do  not  know  what  your 
position  is  on  this  controversial  subject 
and  I  fully  realize  that  you  represent  all 
the  constituents  in  the  riding.  However,  I 
should  like  to  briefly  outline  my  view  of  a 

potential  area  of  injustice  in  this  plan. 

I'm  a  resident  of  Connaught,  German 

township,  moving  to  this  area  from  Tim- 
mins  many  years  ago.  I  thought  then,  that 
as  an  old  miner  of  uncertain  health,  if  I 
could  build  a  comfortable  home  equipped 

with  modem  conveniences,  I  could  predi- 
cate my  retirement  years  on  the  cheaper 

rural  living,  with  certainly  lower  taxes, 
plus  the  fixed  income  of  the  old  age 
pension  and  we  would  be  able  to  get  by  not 
too  badly. 

I  was  more  than  a  little  shocked  and 
dismayed  then  when,  on  June  12,  Mr. 
McKeough  stated  that  the  residents  of  the 
unorganized  territories  would  be  required 

to  support,  amongst  other  things,  the  Mc- 
Intyre  arena,  the  Timmins  library  and  so 

forth.  [I'm  not  sure  whether  or  not  that, 
in  fact,  is  as  it  is,  but  this  is  what  he  says 

anyway].  It  was  just  exactly  to  escape 
supporting  institutions  and  services  I  had  no 
use  for  and  no  interest  in  that  I  moved 
to  the  country  in  the  first  place. 

But  the  one  salient  feature  that  is 

always  ignored  by  the  disciples  of  the  all- 
in-the-family  syndrome,  the  one  thing  that 
is  always  glossed  over  by  the  proponents  of 

regional  government,  is  the  fact  that  proxi- 
mity is  the  key  to  utilization  of  com- 

munity services.  Just  how  in  the  name  of 
all  that  is  rational  do  you  relate  to,  identify 
with,  or  even  travel  to  community  places 
and  events  if  you  live  on  the  perimeter  of 
a  region  of  autonomous  government  with  a 
radius  of  30  miles  or  so? 

In  the  middle  of  the  winter,  with  the 
mercury  down  in  the  red  ball  to  boot,  it 
just  does  not  make  sense  to  me.  McKeough 
should  spend  the  winter  up  here.  The  plain 
fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the  smooth  func- 

tioning of  the   TV   set  is   of   greater  im- 
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mediacy  than  the  plans  of  a  recreation 
director  in  Timmins  to  the  residents  of 
Connaught.  That  is,  many  residents  of  the 
Connaught  district  are  at  the  bottom  of 
the  income  ladder. 

We  do  not  all  work  for  Ecstall.  The  in- 
crease in  taxes  that  will  inevitably  come 

with  the  change  in  municipal  status  will 
work  a  hardship  on  those  least  able  to 
defend  themselves.  May  I  hope  that  when 
you  are  participating  in  the  debate  on  this 
bill  that  you  will  draw  attention  to  the 
point  of  view  held  by  a  majority  of  the 
residents  of  this  area. 

Mr.  R.  G.  Eaton  (Middlesex  South):  I'm 
sure  you  will  send  him  a  copy  of  this. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  That  is  done.  Certainly  I'll 
send  him  a  copy  of  the  letter. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Why 

shouldn't  he? 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Why  shouldn't  I?  I  am  elected 
to  speak  for  them. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Exactly.  He  is  doing  an  ex- 
cellent job. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  I  don't  know  why  the  member 
doesn't  get  up  and  say  a  few  more  things 
for  the  people  of  his  riding. 

An  hon.  member:  It's  too  close  to  Chatham. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  I  suppose  that  is  right. 

Mr.  Eaton:  We  haven't  got  those  prob- lems. 

Mr.  Stokes:  The  member  is  going  to  get 
them. 

An  hon.  member:  The  Treasurer  will  fix  it. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  The  whole  question  of  this 
unorganized  area,  though,  is  one  that  I 
think  should  be  incorporated  into  the  muni- 

cipality. There  are  all  kinds  of  problems 
which  develop  for  residents  in  unorganized 
areas  and,  very  often,  there  is  nobody  to 
speak  for  them  and  nobody  to  do  very  much 
about  them.  There  are  problems  with  plough- 

ing the  roads  in  the  winter.  One  has  to  get 
in  touch  with  the  Ministry  of  Transpor- 

tation and  Communications  to  try  to  arrange 
for  a  shared-cost  agreement  whereby  the 
person  pays  50  per  cent  and  the  ministry  50 
per  cent. 

Mr.  Stokes:  That  is  what  one  calls  taxa- 
tion without  representation. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  That's  very  difficult  and  it  is 
hard  to  get  things  for  them.  I  feel  that  these 
people  should  be  under  some  municipal 
jurisdiction.  In  some  of  these  unorganized 
areas  there  has  been  fringe  development 
going  on  that  has  been  unplanned;  the 
standard  of  housing  is  not  up  to  par,  and  the 
situations  that  people  get  into  sometimes 
are  out  of  this  world  in  terms  of  roads  and 
the  kind  of  needs  they  have. 

At  present,  the  province  has  to  pay  for  the 
welfare  and  problems  of  homes  for  the  aged 
and  this  kind  of  thing.  I  think  these  people 
will  be  better  served,  in  the  long  run,  by 
being  under  a  municipal  jurisdiction,  having 
a  councillor— to  whom  they  can  relate  and 
with  whom  they  can  discuss  their  problems 
and  ask  for  consideration— to  represent  them 
and  to  put  forward  their  points  of  view.  I 
think  that  we  will  be  able  to  restrict  move- 

ment into  these  areas,  and  then  people 
wanting  services  by  an  overall  plan  that  will 
result. 

While  the  minister  said  that  he  did  not 

feel  that  there  would  be  many  services  pro- 
vided very  quickly  in  some  of  these  areas, 

yet  in  those  areas  that  are  almost  adjacent 
to  Timmins,  I  think  that  a  move  can  be 

afoot  to  actually  provide  such  things  as  sew- 
age and  garbage  removal  and  some  of  these 

things,  the  ploughing  of  roads  and  so  on. 
This  new  municipality  is  a  large  area  to 

administer.  It  is  supposed  to  be  1,000  square 
miles  and  the  minister  suggested  when  he 
spoke  to  us  in  Schumacher  that  this  was 
going  to  be  the  largest  municipality,  in 
terms  of  area,  of  any  municipality  in  North 
America.  So  I  suppose  I  am  speaking  on  be- 

half of  a  bill  that  is  going  to  make  us  the 
greatest,  or  the  biggest  anyway.  At  least  that 
is  some  distinction,  that  we  are  getting  this 
kind  of  attention. 

There  is  a  lot  of  unoccupied  territory  in 
the  townships  that  are  included  in  the  plan; 
there  are  a  lot  of  roads  to  keep  up;  a  lot  of 
services  to  provide.  I  think  that  it  is  going 
to  be  a  real  challenge  to  those  administering 
the  area  to  be  able  to  deal  with  these  prob- 

lems and  to  set  policy  and  to  provide  leader- 
ship so  that  certain  services  are,  in  fact,  pro- 

vided. 

The  minister,  in  making  his  statement, 
said  that  they  would  have  to  leave  out  seven 
townships  that  are  in  the  district  of  Timis- 
kaming  because  of  the  problems  of  the  land 
titles  office  down '  in  the  district  of  Timis- 
kaming  and  Haileybury,  and  that  we  cannot 
effectively  have  these  in  this  bill  and  in  this 

community.  Now,  when  the  provincial  secre- 
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tary  met  with  the  clerks  and  the  reeves  and 

the  mayor  of  that  area  on  Friday,  they  sug- 
gested to  him  that  they  still  wanted  those 

seven  townships  to  be  incorporated  into  the 

bill.  One  of  the  reasons  is  that  Langmuir  town- 
ship has  in  it  a  developing  mine  of  a  fairly 

large  zinc  and  nickel  body,  I  think  it  is,  or 
copper  and  zinc,  of  International  Nickel  and 
Noranda,  and  we  would  like  to  be  able  to 

get  taxation  revenue  from  the  concentrating 

and  office  facilities  of  that  particular  de- 
veloping mine. 

Now,  one  of  the  reasons  why  this  study 
was  engaged  in  in  the  first  place  was  to 
enable  us  to  derive  taxation  revenue  from 

the  mines  and  the  forest  products  industry 
that  are  out  in  the  unorganized  territory,  and 
yet  are  deriving  their  services  for  their  mines 
and  providing  residence  for  their  workers 

from  the  organized  municipalities.  So  this 
was  one  of  the  incentives,  to  consider  con- 

solidation in  the  first  instance.  With  the  de- 

velopment at  Ecstall  plant  of  a  large  con- 
centrator, and  now  a  zinc  refinery  just  being 

built  and  going  into  operation,  the  Kam- 
Kotia  mine  facilities  and  Wafer  Board— a 

large  forest  products  industry  that  will  be 

in  operation  soon— Mallette's  lumber  mill 
and  some  others,  plus  this  Langmuir  town- 

ship mine  if  we  can  get  it  in,  these  develop- 
ments will  all  generate  more  money  and  will 

help  to  provide  the  revenue  to  run  this  new 
municipality. 

Now,  a  great  deal  of  discussion  has  gone 
on  in  this  House  about  the  mining  revenue 
payments  that  go  to  mining  municipalities. 
It  is  a  type  of  payment  that  is  given  to 

mining  municipalities  because  they  can't  di- 
rectly tax  the  mining  properties.  A  good 

deal  of  work  has  been  done  on  this  by  the 
Association  of  Mining  Municipalities,  whose 
meetings  I  have  regularly  attended.  They 
have  succeeded  in  convincing  the  govern- 

ment here  that  they  need  to  increase  the 
mining  revenue  payments;  as  was  done  last 

year  on  a  three-year  phase-in  basis.  I  under- 
stand we  are  getting  a  little  more  this  year 

and  there  will  be  more  next  year.  So,  we  are 
rapidly  developing  a  better  taxation  base 
for  the  revenue  of  our  municipalities. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  it  is  only  in 
the  last  two  years  that  we  have,  in  fact,  got 
extra  mining  revenue  payment.  For  a  long 
time  the  member  for  Cochrane  South  was 

also  the  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs,  Wilf 
Spooner.  He  was  in  a  position  to  do  a  lot 
about  the  mining  revenue  payments  when 
he  held  that  portfolio,  and  he  never  did  very 
much.  It  was  only  after  he  was  out  of  office 

for  three  years  that  we  finally  got  the  gov- 
ernment to  start  doing  something  in  a  signifi- 

cant way  to  increase  those  payments. 

We  have,  in  fact,  got  some  extra  provin- 
cial money  because  of  these  mining  revenue 

payments,  which  will  help  a  good  deal;  and 
because  the  unconditional  grants  have  been 
raised  this  year.  I  understand  from  what  the 
minister  said  when  he  was  in  the  Mclntyre 
arena  that  night,  that  we  are  going  to  get 
some  extra  revenue  there. 

Extra  services  for  this  large  area,  which 
will  be  difficult  to  administer,  will  also  be 
needed  and  we  will  also  be  getting  some 

reasonably  greater  assistance  from  the  prov- 
ince to  help  us  in  this  regard. 

Now,  the  report  by  Ross  Pope  and  com- 
pany about  this  consolidation  was  a  very 

thorough  report  and  dealt  with  a  number  of 
issues.  Thanks  to  the  township  of  Tisdale  I 

got  a  report;  the  town  of  Timmins  didn't see  fit  to  provide  me  with  one,  but  Tisdale 
did.  Having  considered  the  taxation  revenue 
that  was  coming  in  and  the  extra  services 
and  demands  that  would  be  placed  upon  the 
new  municipality,  the  consultant  was  able  to 

suggest  that  with  the  exception  of  the  town- 
ship of  Mountjoy,  the  other  areas  would 

have  possibly  lower  tax  bills  to  pay;  so  that 
consolidation  could  work  without  an  increase 
in  taxes. 

Because  of  this  conclusion,  I  think  that  I 
was  attracted  to  this  study.  I  think  that  other 

people  in  the  town  of  Timmins  and  Mount- 
joy  felt  that  they  must  proceed  to  think 
further  about  this  study  and  to  go  into  it 
in  greater  depth.  Because  of  this  I  think 
that  it  is  reasonable  to  support  it.  We  can, 
in  fact,  expand  the  services  and  provide  for 
the  extra  needs  that  are  going  to  be  there, 
and  at  the  same  time  not  have  an  increase 

in  taxes.  I  think  that  one  is  led  to  support 
it  on  that  basis. 

Now,  in  this  bill  the  minister  states  that 
we  will  have  a  series  of  merged  areas  that 

will  enable  the  various  municipalities  enter- 
ing this  consolidation  to  charge  the  cost  for 

special  services  and  debts  that  benefit  a  par- 
ticular area  directly  to  that  particular  area, 

and  not  put  it  across  the  board.  I  think  this 
is  a  very  good  principle.  The  minister  in  his 
statement  said  that  legislation  will  provide 
for  a  system  of  transitional  adjustments  to 
safeguard  the  interests  of  the  taxpayer. 

For  this  purpose  the  identity  of  each  for- 
mer municipality  is  preserved  by  describing 

it  as  a  merged  area.  Each  former  munici- 
pality can  then  be  treated  separately  and  a 
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special  transitional  tax  rate  can  be  applied. 
This  transitional  adjustment  would  prevent 
any  severe  increase  in  taxes  in  any  particular 
area.  Any  such  adjustment  will  be  calculated 

by  the  minister  annually  during  the  transi- 
tional period  so  that  it  can  develop  in  ac- 

cordance with  local  circumstances  during  the 
first  five  years  of  the  new  city.  I  think  that 
is  an  important  feature  to  have  in  this  bill. 
I  would  say  that  we  are  pleased  that  the 
minister  has  seen  fit  to  have  it  in  there. 

A  consolidation  will  be  a  good  move, 
though  its  method  of  implementation  has 
been  less  than  ideal.  It  is  a  step  to  strengthen 
local  government  and  its  responsibility  for 
a  number  of  important  areas  of  decision 

making.  It  was  proposed  by  the  reeve  and 
council  of  Tisdale  that  a  two-tier  system 
would  suffice  to  do  the  job  rather  than  a 

one-tier  system.  But,  as  the  minister  pointed 
out  in  his  letter  to  the  clerk  of  Tisdale,  the 
area  is  not  so  diverse,  and  there  are  not  so 

many  municipalities,  that  it  cannot  be  effec- 
tively administered  and  dealt  with  by  a  one- 

tier  system.  The  minister  in  his  letter  says: 

It  is  my  intention  to  strengthen  local 
government,  by  assigning  to  elected  local 
representatives,  many  more  of  the  impor- 

tant responsibilities  that  are  now  adminis- 

tered by  non-elected  public  bodies.  In  my 
capacity  as  Minister  of  Intergovernmental 
Affairs  it  is  frequently  necessary  for  me 
to  remind  my  colleagues  of  the  important 
role  that  can  be  played  by  the  system  of 
local  government.  If  local  representatives 
cannot  assume  some  of  these  more  chal- 

lenging and  difficult  responsibilities,  it  will 
become  impossible  very  quickly  to  present 
a  credible  argument  by  the  retention  of 

local  self  government.  I  am  not  an  advo- 
cate of  a  system  of  elected  self-govern- 

ment that  is  occupied  with  little  more 

than  local  street  lighting  and  bylaw  en- 
forcement. 

I  commend  the  minister  for  this  position 
that  he  has  put  forward  here.  The  two-tiered 
system  would  sometimes  have  important 
decisions  made  by  appointed  people  rather 
than  by  local  elected  people,  and  I  do  not 
think  that  is  necessarily  good. 

This  bill  will  restore  and  provide  greater 
decision-making  to  the  local  politicians.  I 
feel  that  this  is  a  good  move.  Local  politicians 
should  have  a  greater  say  in  the  policy  and 
plans  and  development  of  their  own  area 
than  has  been  possible  under  the  kind  of 
municipal  government  that  we  have  had  in 
the  past. 

I  agree  with  the  fact  that  the  planning 

board  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  coun- 
cil, and  that  they  will  have  to  make  deci- 

sions as  to  the  zoning  of  land,  and  where 

sub-divisions  will  go,  and  if  a  shopping  mall 
can  go  here  or  there. 

I  understand  though,  in  Mountjoy,  that 
the  government  gave  approval  for  a  new 
shopping  mall  in  Mountjoy  township  about 

a  week  or  so  before  this  went  through.  Some- 
body was  able  to  twist  a  few  arms  and  get 

that  approval  before  this  kind  of  thing  went 

through.  I  don't  know  whether  that  was 
good  or  bad.  But  the  council  can  control 
development,  and  can  direct  growth,  and  can 
designate  the  areas  of  growth.  It  can  curb 
the  fringe  development  that  is  so  prevalent 

in  many  areas  that  are  unorganized  in  north- 
ern Ontario,  and  it  can  curb  some  of  the 

kind  of  social  problems  that  grow  up  around 
this  kind  of  fringe  development.  I  think  that 
it  is  a  wise  move  that  the  official  plans  that 
are  in  effect  now  will  be  revised,  and  that 

one  of  the  new  responsibilities  of  this  coun- 
cil will  be  to  devise  a  new  official  plan  for 

the  whole  area. 

I  think  that,  in  an  area  such  as  ours, 
where  we  are  competing  and  trying  to  get 

secondary  industry  and  provide  some  in- 
dustrialization that,  working  as  a  co-ordinated 

and  united  community,  we  will  be  able  to 

present  a  much  stronger  case  to  bring  in- 
dustry into  the  area.  It  will  not  be  one 

municipality  competing  against  another,  but 
we  will  be  working  together,  and  I  think 
this  is  important. 

Also,  the  bill  provides  that  there  will  be 
no  utilities  board,  but  that  it  will  also  be 
the  responsibility  of  council.  And  one  of  the 
things  that  this  consolidation  can  do  is  to 
equalize  the  Hydro  rates  throughout  the 
whole  municipality.  Mountjoy  township  has 
been  designated  as  a  rural  area  according 
to  the  terms  of  Hydro,  and  they  have  a 
much  higher  rate  than  the  urban  area  of 
Timmins  and  so  on.  The  new  municipality 

can  go  down  to  Hydro  now  and  say,  "Look, 
let's  have  one  rate  right  across  the  mu- 

nicipality." George  Gathercole,  in  letters,  has 
told  me  that  Hydro  is  waiting  for  con- 

solidation to  come  so  that  this  move  could 

be  made.  We  are  going  to  take  him  at  his 
word  and  we  want  to  have  equalization  of 
Hydro  rates  all  throughout  this  new 
municipality. 

Also,  in  terms  of  recreation  responsibilities 
being  delegated  to  council,  I  think  that  this, 
too,  is  a  good  move,  and  that  it  will  make 
more   of  the  council  sensitive  to  the  needs 
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for  recreation  on  a  co-ordinated  basis  right 
across  the  municipality  and  provide  for  the 
needs,  not  just  of  one,  but  for  all  the  people 
that  come  into  this  new  municipality. 

It  was  interesting  to  note  that  when  the 
minister  made  his  statement  in  Schumacher 

at  the  Mclntyre  arena  he  said  that  the  arena 
we  were  in  was  a  great  example  of  the  kind 

of  co-operation  that  existed  between  the 
municipalities.  Well,  if  there  was  ever  a 
faux  pas  committed  that  was  one,  because 
this  recreational  community  centre  has  been 
the  object  of  more  wrangling  and  debate 
and  bitterness  to  some  degree,  than  many 
things.  So  he  sure  created  a  faux  pas  when 
he  made  that  statement.  He  got  off  on  the 
wrong  foot  that  time. 

So  I  think  that  this  new  municipality,  be- 
cause of  its  added  responsibilities,  its  re- 

sponsibility for  more  things,  for  a  larger 
area,  can  speak  with  a  united  voice  when 
it  comes  down  to  this  government,  when  it 

goes  to  the  federal  government  in  its  bar- 
gaining and  negotiating  ability  with  senior 

levels  of  government  to  get  better  considera- 
tion. I  think  this  is  important.  Sometimes 

northern  municipalities  do  not  get  the  con- 
sideration they  deserve,  and  a  stronger  mu- 
nicipality should  be  able  to  hammer  home 

their  needs  and  their  requirements  and  make 
a  much  stronger  and  more  effective  case. 

This  new  municipality  can,  I  think,  ad- 
minister the  social  services  programme  in  a 

more  unified  and  co-ordinated  fashion.  Wel- 
fare is  provided  for  the  town  of  Timmins 

from  that  town,  and  the  other  three  mu- 
nicipalities have  their  welfare  on  a  district 

basis  out  of  Cochrane.  If  a  person  wants  to 
talk  to  the  welfare  representative,  or  to  the 
office,  he  has  to  make  a  long  distance  call 
to  Cochrane  some  70  miles  away.  Now,  you 
can  imagine  how  a  person  on  welfare  wants 
to  commit  himself  to  the  responsibility  of  a 
long  distance  phone  call. 

With  consolidation,  they  can  pick  up  their 
phone,  they  can  call  the  office  in  Timmins,  or 
they  can  go  and  present  themselves  there 
and  they  will  get  better  service.  The  Golden 
Manor,  the  home  for  the  aged,  is  already  a 
home  with  the  four  municipalities  involved, 
and  there  will  be  no  disruption  there. 

The  Children's  Aid  Society  of  Porcupine  gets 
most  of  its  grants  from  these  municipalities. 
It  too  will  not  suffer  any  dislocation.  Nor  will 
the  Porcupine  health  unit. 

Firefighting  will  require  a  good  deal  of 
adjustment.  As  Ross  Pope  points  out  in  his 
report,  there  will  need  to  be  new  equipment 
provided  and  there  will  need  to  be  some  new 

firehalls  built.  There  will  need  to  be  extra 

volunteers  and  so  on.  Now,  there  is  a  system 

of  mutual  aid  where  they  are  working  to- 
gether, and  I  think  that  this,  too,  can  provide 

better  firefighting  services  for  the  people  of 
the  new  community. 

There  will  probably  have  to  be  an  agree- 
ment with  the  Department  of  Natural  Re- 

sources for  the  control  of  grass  and  forest 
fires  because  there  is  a  large  forest  area 
within  this  municipality  and  we  expect  that 
this  kind  of  an  agreement  will  have  to  be 
worked  out. 

Now,  in  some  respects,  I  suppose,  one 
municipality  may  be  ahead  of  another  in 
terms  of  the  kind  of  services  it  provides.  In 
nursery  schools  and  facilities.  The  township 

of  Tisdale  provides  these  and  has  made  pro- 
visions for  them  and  has  a  fairly  well  de- 

veloped programme,  whereas  the  town  of 
Timmins  has  been  very  reactionary  at  this 

point,  and  while  they  have  a  small  pro- 
gramme for  those  who  are  involved  with 

Children's  Aid,  they  do  not  have  it  for  the 

general  public.  I  hope  that  Tisdale's  think- ing will  prevail  here,  and  that  the  reactionary 
thinking  of  the  mayor  and  some  of  the 
people  of  Timmins  in  this  regard  will  be 
overcome. 

There  is  one  area  that  I  am  a  little  bit 

perplexed  about,  and  I  don't  know  what extra  cost  it  will  entail  or  what  kind  of  help 

the  ministry  will  give  to  our  area.  It  con- 
cerns policing.  The  unorganized  area  and  the 

townships  of  Whitney  and  Mountjoy  are  now 
policed  by  the  Ontario  Provincial  Police,  and 

under  this  new  regime  no  doubt  the  munici- 
pality will  have  to  provide  much  of  the 

policing. 
The  minister  in  his  statement  said  that: 

Under  the  Police  Act  it  may  be  possible 
to  obtain  the  continuing  service  of  the 
Ontario  Provincial  Police  for  protection  in 
the  outlying  areas  of  the  municipality.  This 
may  be  required  on  a  transitional  basis  at 
least  to  permit  council  to  phase  in  the 
assumption  of  responsibilities  in  the  larger 
areas. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  That's 
going  to  be  a  problem. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  To  continue: 

Provision  already  exists  in  legislation  if 

required  to  allow  council  to  area-rate  police 
service  costs  with  the  approval  of  the  On- 

tario Police  Commission. 

Now  my  friend  from  Welland  South  has 
pointed  out  that  they  certainly  had  problems 
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in  the  Niagara  area  with  added  police  costs, 
and  I  would  just  hope  that  this  kind  of  thing 

doesn't  blow  up  in  our  faces  and  that  the 
ministry  follows  through  and  does  give  some 
assistance. 

The  representation  in  this  new  municipality 
will  be  a  mayor  elected  across  the  board 
and  14  councillors,  and  as  I  said,  this  is  a 

good  deal  more  responsibility  to  local  politi- 
cians. It  is  a  challenge  to  them,  to  their 

leadership,  to  their  ability,  to  their  vision, 
and  I  think  that  it  is  going  to  bring  more 

people  into  the  municipal  arena  in  our  area, 

and  I  think  that  people  who  may  have  hesi- 
tated before  may  rise  to  the  challenge  that 

is  presented  to  them  and  present  themselves 
for  office. 

When  the  minister  introduced  this  bill  and 
made  his  statement  before  the  orders  of  the 

day,  he  said  that  consideration  is  being  given 
to  the  councillors  being  chosen  in  the  wards 
and  then  elected  all  across  the  municipality. 
Well  I  said  at  that  point  that  this  would  add 

insult  to  injury.  It  wouldn't  work  and  he 
said,  "No,  I  don't  think  so  at  all."  Well,  the 
parliamentary  assistant  went  up  to  Timmins  on 
Friday  and  he  found  out  that  the  sentiments 
that  I  expressed  in  this  House  were  the  exact 

thinking  of  the  people  of  the  area  with  the 
exception  of  the  reeve  of  Mountjoy.  So  I 
understand  and  I  hope  that  he  will  clarify  this 
in  his  remarks  that  the  people  will  be  elected 
in  the  wards  by  the  people  who  live  in  those 
wards  and  that  Timmins  will  be  considered 

one  ward,  with  the  seven  councillors  to  be 

elected  at  large  in  the  present  town  of 
Timmins;  the  other  areas  also  are  wards  and 
will  elect  their  own  people. 

This  new  council,  when  it  assumes  office, 
will  have  to  think  in  terms  of  the  new 

municipality.  I  think  it  will  have  to  be 
guided  not  by  parochialism  but  by  the  new 
opportunities  and  challenges  for  the  whole 
area,  at  the  same  time  looking  after  the 
needs  of  each  particular  merged  municipality 
and  area  that  enters  into  this  consolidation. 

I  feel  that  the  mayor  will  have  to  be 
sensitive.  He  must  be  a  statesman;  he  must 
be  dedicated  to  making  the  new  city  work 
and  to  serving  the  people  rather  than  stirring 
up  the  old  animosity,  the  hostility  and  the 
reservations  that  people  have  had  in  the 
creation  of  this  municipality. 

I  believe  that  the  government  is  wise  in 

leaving  the  choice  of  the  name  to  the  resi- 
dents and  voters  of  the  municipality;  this 

will  be  decided  in  the  vote  that  is  held  on 

Oct.  2.  And,  of  course,  we  are  pleased  that 
the  province  is  going  to  pay  the  cost  of  the 

election  and  of  the  transititional  period  in 
which  that  newly  elected  council  is  in  office 
until  Jan.  1,  1973. 

There  is  provision  for  the  creation  of  a 
position  of  city  manager.  I  suppose  with  the 
large  area,  the  extra  responsibilities  and  so 
on  that  this  may  be  needed,  and  I  suppose 

we  all  know  who  that's  likely  to  be.  Under 
this  legislation  the  employees  of  the  various 
municipalities  are  provided  the  same  wages, 
fringe  benefits  and  this  type  of  thing.  I 
think  some  of  the  people  in  the  areas  other 
than  Timmins  are  somewhat  concerned  that 

the  people  in  Timmins  are  trying  to  get  all 
the  good  jobs  for  their  municipal  people  and 
let  the  lesser  jobs  go  to  the  other  area  clerks 

and  so  on.    I  hope  this  doesn't  take  place. 
I  am  pleased  that,  after  this  point  was 

brought  up  at  the  meeting  in  the  Mclntyre 
area,  the  minister  saw  fit  to  have  the  school 

board  boundaries  for  the  separate  and  pub- 
lic school  boards  coincide  with  the  boun- 

daries of  the  new  municipality. 

Just  two  or  three  weeks  ago  the  communi- 
ties came  together  to  vote  on  the  enlargement 

of  the  Mattagami  Valley  Conservation  Au- 
thority. The  representatives  from  the  town- 

ships of  Whitney  and  Tisdale  agreed  to  this 

enlargement,  which  at  that  point  was  lim- 
ited to  the  boundaries  of  the  four  existing 

organized  municipalities.  However,  it  was 

brought  up  by  Mayor  Del  Villano  that  the 
conservation  authority  should  really  consider 
the  watersheds  in  their  entirety  rather  than 

just  those  limited  areas  where  there  is  organ- 
ization. 

Perhaps  the  parliamentary  assistant  could 

respond  to  what's  likely  to  happen  to  that 
Mattagami  Conservation  Authority.  Will 
they  have  to  hold  another  meeting  to  further 

expand  the  boundaries?  Or  what's  in  store 
for  it? 

Some  of  the  roads  in  the  area  that  have 

been  provincial  roads  are  now  to  be  desig- 
nated as  connecting  links;  they  will  be  sub- 

ject to  90  per  cent  grants  from  the  province, 
while  the  local  municipality  will  have  to  pay 
10  per  cent  in  terms  of  any  work  to  upgrade 
them  and  so  on. 

Ross  Pope  suggests  that  the  Ministry  of 
Transportation  and  Communications  had 
given  a  general  commitment  that  they  would 
bring  the  standard  of  these  roads  up  to  an 
acceptable  level  before  turning  responsibility 
for  them  over  to  the  municipality,  and  I 

hope  that  this  will  be  done. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  are  now  getting  a 

good  deal  of  work  on  Highway  101,  which 
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will  come  in  from  Highway  67  right  into 

Timmins  and  will  be  all  in  the  new  muni- 

cipality. I  hope  that  that  is  kept  as  a  pro- 
vincial road  and  that  the  provincial  govern- 

ment will  pay  all  the  costs  of  the  construc- 
tion and  maintenance  and  snow  ploughing  of 

that  road.  There  will  be  problems  to  be 
worked  out  in  terms  of  the  extra  work  on 

these  roads,  and  so  on. 

The  area  also,  I  think,  could  expand  its 

housing  programme.  Timmins  and  Mount- 
joy  have  been  more  aggressive  in  providing 
Ontario  Housing  units  than  Tisdale  and 
Whitney.  This  consolidation  should  provide 

more  impetus  for  more  rent-geared-to-income 
and  senior  citizen  housing  in  our  areas  than 
has  been  present  heretofore.  I  would  hope 
that  one  of  the  first  things  that  can  be  done 
will  be  a  new  survey  by  Ontario  Housing 
of  the  needs  of  the  whole  new  municipality 
and  a  response  in  terms  of  new  housing  that 
we  will  need. 

I've  ranged  over  quite  a  wide  area  here 
in  discussing  this  bill  and  raising  some  of 

the  problems  that  concern  the  new  munici- 
pality that  will  come  into  being.  As  I  say, 

the  way  it  was  done  was  not  the  best,  but 
it  will  be  the  best  for  the  people  of  the 
area  in  the  long  run.  I  think  it  will  provide 
us  with  a  vehicle  to  improve  the  services  and 
to  give  us  a  greater  say  in  our  own  destiny. 
I  think  that  there  are  great  challenges  ahead. 
There  are  certainly  problems  to  be  tackled 

and  overcome.  Everything  won't  be  sweet- 
ness and  light. 

Knowing  the  calibre  of  municipal  politi- 
cians in  the  area  and  their  dedication  to  the 

area  and  its  good  government  and  their  love 
of  the  area,  this  new  municipality  will  be  a 
benefit  to  us  all  and  will  give  us  new  im- 

petus and  new  spirit.  We  are  going  to  build 
a  very,  very  good  life  up  there  and  we  are 
going  to  be  coming  down  here  expecting 

greater  co-operation  and  greater  service.  I 
hope  that  we  will  get  it.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  hon.  member 
wish  to  participate?  If  not,  the  hon.  member 
for  Ottawa  South. 

Mr.  Stokes:  That's  a  pretty  hard  act  for the  member  to  follow. 

Mr.  C.  Bennett  (Ottawa  South):  Not  very 
difficult.  Mr.  Speaker,  first  of  all,  I  want  to 
indicate  to  the  House  that  on  Friday  past 
we  had  an  opportunity  of  meeting  with  the 
municipal  leaders  in  the  Timmins  area  and 
reviewing  with  them  in  full  the  bill  that  is 

being  presented  to  this  House.  They  did 
have  suggestions  as  to  amendments  and  areas 
that  they  wished  changed.  I  am  pleased  to 
announce  that  there  will  be  several  amend- 

ments made  to  the  bill  on  second  reading. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  This  is 
second  reading. 

Mr.  Bennett:  First  of  all,  may  I  say  that 

they  inquired  as  to  the  possibility  of— 

Mr.  Singer:  When  are  you  going  to  make 
the  amendments? 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  will  make  the  amendments, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe,  in  committee  of  the 
whole  House  at  that  time. 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh!  That  is  different  from 
second  reading. 

Mr.  Bennett:  May  I  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
one  of  the  first  amendments  we  will  make 

at  the  request  of  the  local  people  is  to  add 
the  seven  townships  into  the  new  city  of 
Timmins-Porcupine. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  Too  bad 

you  wouldn't  do  that  in  the  Sudbury  bill. 

Mr.  Bennett:  May  I  also  say  that  in  the 
discussions  that  we  had  on  Friday  we  re- 

solved a  fair  number  of  the  problems  that 
the  member  for  Cochrane  South  has  indi- 

cated tonight.  We  have  a  request  from  the 
steering  committee  of  the  municipal  leaders, 
moved  by  the  reeve  of  Tisdale  and  seconded 
by  the  reeve  of  Whitney,  that  the  two  names 
that  will  appear  on  the  ballot  for  selection 
by  the  voters  come  Oct.  2,  will  be  the  city 

of  Timmins-Porcupine  and  the  city  of  Tim- 
mins. That  was  unanimously  accepted  by  the 

municipal  members  present. 

In  regard  to  the  representation  they  have 
between  themselves,  the  local  community 
decided  on  the  type  of  representation  they 
wished.  They  will  have  two  aldermen  elected 
from  what  will  be  called  the  new  area  of 

Mountjoy,  which  is  the  western  townships 
bordering  on  Mountjoy.  Tisdale  will  have 
three  representatives  and  the  only  request 
that  they  made  is  that  Schumacher,  and  the 
two  townships  to  the  south,  will  be  one  ward, 
with  two  aldermen  elected  from  the  balance 

of  Tisdale,  Murphy  and  Wark,  and  that  two 
aldermen  be  elected  from  the  area  of 

Whitney,  which  is  the  balance  of  the  town 

of  Whitney  and  the  unorganized  com- 
munities. Seven  aldermen  will  be  elected,  at 

large,  in  the  town  of  Timmins.  There  will 
be  no  ward  distribution  in  the  town  of  Tim- 

mins as  it  presently  exists.  The  fifteenth  mem- 
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ber  of  the  new  city  will  be  the  mayor  elected 
at  large. 

Mr.  Martel:  He  could  be  from  Moonbeam. 

Mr.  P.  G.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):  Are 
you  raising  their  pay? 

Mr.  Bennett:  May  I  answer  the  question 

that  has  been  raised?  For  the  hon.  member's 
information,  that  is  entirely  the  responsibility 
of  the  local  council  and  no  longer  rests  in 
the  Municipal  Act,  or  with  this  province. 

Mr.  Givens:  You  don't  need  enabling 
legislation? 

Mr.  Bennett:  That  is  correct. 

May  I  refer  to  the  meeting  that  was  held 
last  Tuesday,  between  the  Premier  (Mr. 
Davis)  and  four  or  five  representatives  from 
the  local  community  of  Timmins,  Whitney 
and  Tisdale— really  Tisdale  and  Whitney. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  There  was  nobody  from  Tim- 
mins there! 

Mr.  Bennett:  That  is  correct.  The  Premier 
indicated  to  them  that  he  had  said  that  they 

were  going  to  implement,  at  some  time,  con- 
solidation of  their  particular  area.  He  ex- 

plained very  fully,  and  completely  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  reeves  who  were  present, 
and  the  members  of  the  two  councils  that 

we  have  mentioned— Tisdale  and  Whitney— 
exactly  how  the  things  would  proceed,  and 
what  their  comments  would  be.  The  Premier 
offered,  if  they  would  organize  and  arrange, 
to  have  provincial  representatives  present  at 

a  public  meeting  to  explain  the  province's position  on  the  consolidation  and  the  bill 
that  was  going  to  be  presented  to  the  House 
last  week. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  That  is  after  the  fact. 

Mr.  Bennett:  It  was  indicated  to  us  that, 
if  they  wished  the  public  meetings,  they 
would  get  in  touch  with  us  and  it  was  left 
at  that. 

At  no  time  did  the  Premier  indicate  to 

them  that  it  was  too  bad  if  they  didn't  agree, 
because  this  was  going  to  be  the  way.  The 
Premier  indicated  to  them  very  clearly,  and 
very  distinctly,  that  this  government  was 
presenting  a  bill  to  this  House  on  the  con- 

solidation of  the  24  districts,  the  three  town- 
ships and  the  town,  and  that  this  govern- 
ment would  be  prepared  to  have  amend- 
ments made  to  the  bill  that  would  meet 

with  their  approval,  and  if  it  was  at  all  pos- 
sible, we  would  bring  them  in. 

As  I  have  indicated  to  you,  we  will  have 

six  amendments  to  this  particular  bill.  They 
are  all  at  the  insistence  and  suggestion  of  the 
local  people. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  They  were  opposed  to  the 
whole  concept. 

Mr.  Bennett:  May  I  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
certainly  the  cottage  owners  might  be  a  little 
fearful.  But  I  also  remind  this  House  that  the 

position  of  taxation  is  not  a  one-way  street. 
A  great  number  of  these  groups  and  organ- 

izations, and  people  in  cottages,  and  so  forth, 
have  made  full  use  of  the  facilities  that  have 

been  provided  by  the  townships  and  the 
town  of  Timmins.  It  is  obviously  about  time 
that  somebody  started  to  share  some  of  the 
expenses  with  that  municipality. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Well,  they  live  there  and  pay 
their  taxes  now. 

Mr.  Bennett:  That  is  perfectly  okay,  as  long 

as  service  is  being  provided  in  the  com- 
munity, or  the  surrounding  community.  Some- 

where along  the  line,  equalization  should  take 

place. There  isn't  injustice.  Maybe  the  injustice, 
Mr.  Speaker,  has  been  against  the  three  town- 

ships and  the  town  over  the  past  number  of 
years,  and  we  hope  to  correct  that  situation. 
I  add  at  this  point- 

Mr.  Martel:  Tell  that  to  the  Minister  of 

Transportation  and  Communications  (Mr. Carton). 

Mr.  Bennett:  —that  another  amendment 
that  we  will  bring  forward,  Mr.  Speaker,  will 

be  to  provide  for  safeguards  in  the  unorgan- 
ized communities,  and  the  road  system.  There 

will  be  municipal  subsidies  for  the  unorgan- 
ized communities,  recognizing  the  road  prob- 
lems they  have,  and  the  extra  cost  that  could 

be  absorbed  by  the  new  city  of  Timmins- 
Porcupine. 

Mining  revenue  payments  are  definitely  up. 
Our  calculations,  based  on  the  1972  facts  and 
the  assessments  of  mining  revenue  payments, 
would  appear  to  us,  at  this  time,  to  rise  in 
the  order  of  about  $222,000  in  the  year  of 
1973.  I  hasten  to  remind  you  that  I  said  it 
was  predicated  on  the  conditions  of  1972. 

I  think  some  of  the  services  that  the  new 

city  of  Timmins-Porcupine  will  experience 
certainly  will  be  better  general  planning.  The 
Province  of  Ontario  has  indicated  it  is  pre- 

pared to  assist  financially  and  with  staff  over 
a  three-year  period  to  help  the  community  in 
developing  its  new  official  plan. 
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As  the  member  for  Cochrane  South  men- 

tioned, any  surpluses  and  deficits  will  be  re- 
turned to  the  individual  community  which 

either  built  up  the  surplus  or  created  the 
deficit.  It  would  be  applied  back  against  their 
local  tax  position. 

I'd  like  to  correct  the  member  on  one  point 
he  made  about  Mountjoy  and  the  approval 

for  the  shopping  centre  that's  being  con- 
structed, or  might  be  constructed  there.  For 

the  member's  information,  it  was  not  the Province  of  Ontario  that  was  involved  in  it 

at  all.  A  decision  was  made  by  the  Mountjoy 
committee  of  adjustment  related  to  their  zon- 

ing bylaws,  and  it  was  not,  sir,  appealed  by 
the  province. 

Firefighting  responsibility— I'm  pleased  to 
add  here,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  responsibility 
for  forest  firefighting  will  be  retained  by  the 
Ministry  of  Natural  Resources  of  the  Prov- 

ince of  Ontario  and  the  cost  related  thereto 

will  be  a  provincial  responsibility  and  not 
transferred  to  the  new  city  of  Timmins- 
Porcupine. 

Policing— Definitely  with  the  policing  situa- 
tion we  realize  there  are  some  difficulties  in 

the  transferring.  We  have  not  specifically 
spelt  out  in  the  bill  how  the  policing  is  to  be 
transferred  at  this  time.  We  intend  to  bring 
in  an  amendment  to  the  bill  in  the  fall 

session.  That  is  to  allow  the  steering  com- 
mittee of  the  municipal  clerks  and  the  muni- 

cipal politicians  in  that  area  an  opportunity 
to  review  the  situation  as  to  exactly  how  they 
would  like  to  bring  the  police  forces  together. 
Secondly,  as  to  what  districts  in  the  new  city 
the  OPP  will  continue  to  patrol  and  police, 
when  we  have  that,  we  will  make  the  amend- 

ment to  the  bill  and  also  indicate  the  dis- 

tribution of  costs  related  to  establishing  a 
police  force  in  the  city  of  Timmins-Porcupine. 

Conservation  authority— We  have  not  made 
any  changes  at  this  time  because  we  have 

held  up  the  requested  change  until  the  con- 
solidation is  oompleted,  and  obviously  the 

conservation  authority  will  then  serve  the  area 
that  is  in  the  city  of  Timmins-Porcupine. 

OHC— The  member  spoke  about  OHC  pro- 
jects. I  hope  that  the  new  city  of  Timmins- 

Porcupine  will  show  some  very  aggressive 
signs  and  make  application  to  OHC  for  fur- 

ther development  in  their  community.  But 
that  is  something  that  the  local  council  will 
have  to  decide,  and  not  the  Province  of  On- 

tario. I'm  sure  they  will  assist— 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh  come  on!  You  don't  really believe  that  nonsense. 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  definitely  believe  that,  I 

would  say  to  the  member  for  Downsview,  be- 

cause it  is  the  municipalities'  responsibility, 

Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  but  who  has  the  money; 

and  they  are  not  going  to  get  any  money. 

Mr.  Bennett:  —to  make  application;  and  so 
we  leave  it  with  them.  If  they  are  an  aggres- 

sive community,  such  as  the  city  of  Ottawa- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Bennett:  —there's  no  difficulty;  they 
get  what  they  ask  for. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  member  doesn't  con  any- 
body on  that. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Well,  of  course,  some  others 

have  been  conning  a  lot  of  people  for  a  great 
number  of  years. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Bennett:  We  are  not  attempting  to  do 

it.  Experience  speaks  loud  and  clear,  I  think. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Deeds  not 
words. 

Mr.  Bennett:  May  I  say  something  in  con- 
clusion regarding  taxes  in  some  of  the  un- 

organized communities?  For  example,  in  the 
Muskoka  district  there  were  some  unorganized 
communities  where  their  taxes  fell;  they  did 
not  increase.  They  are  presently  paying  in  the 
unorganized  communities,  of  course,  provincial 
land  tax,  road  board  tax  and  school  taxes. 

They  will  now  pay  for  services  that  are 
rendered  to  them. 

The  new  city  of  Timmins-Porcupine  can 
declare  a  service  area  and  the  charges  re- 

lated to  the  services  of  the  area  will  be 

charged  back  again  to  the  people  in  that  par- 
ticular area.  So  whatever  cost  might  be  re- 

lated to  water  and  sewer  does  not  mean  to 

say  that  the  entire  new  city  of  Timmins- 
Porcupine  and  all  the  taxpayers  in  that  com- 

munity will  have  to  pay  it.  If  the  services 
rendered  to  them  are  declared  as  such  by 

the  council,  then  they  will  pay  for  that  serv- ice. 

I  conclude,  Mr.  Speaker,  by  saying  I  am 
pleased  that  the  opposition  party  seems  to  be 
in  favour  of  the  amalgamation.  We  now  seem 
to  have  full  agreement  by  the  municipalities 
and  the  townships  in  the  area.  It  appears  they 
will  work  extremely  hard  to  see  to  it  that 

the  bill— when  it  is  passed  by  this  House- 
is  implemented  to  its  fullest;  and  that  the 
taxpayers  in  their  community  are  represented 
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to  the  fullest  and  that  they  get  the  full  ad- 
vantage from  every  dollar  that  is  paid  into 

their  community. 

I  only  say  in  conclusion,  again,  that  the 
extension  of  services  to  the  new  city  and  the 
responsibility  of  the  local  council,  the  sub- 

sidies that  they  will  derive,  are  covered  under 
the  various  Acts  of  this  House  and  the  prov- 

ince is  there  to  try  and  assist  them. 

As  I've  said,  there  will  be  additional  pay- 
ments in  the  mining  revenue  payments  sit- 
uation. There  are  other  grants  that  are  being 

provided  to  them  in  the  initial  months  of  oper- 
ation, including  the  payment  of  their  elec- 

tion. I  may  say  that  the  government  will 
have  some  amendments  to  the  bill. 

Are  there  any  other  questions? 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third    reading? 

No,  committee  of  the  whole? 

Agreed. 

POLICE  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  163,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Police  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  very 
interesting  bill  which,  by  itself,  has  a  lot  to 
commend  it.  It  perhaps  provides  a  better 
means  of  arbitrating  police  grievances  about 
salaries,  work  conditions  and  that  sort  of 
thing  than  we  have  had  before. 

The  minister,  unfortunately,  passes  by  one 
of  the  most  serious  things  that  reflects  the 
relationship  of  our  province  and  of  our 
various  municipalities  with  police  organiza- 

tions across  the  Province  of  Ontario.  That  is, 
really,  the  substantial  role  played  by  police 
commissions  and  the  substantial  attention 

that  is  going  to  be  paid  by  municipal  police 
commissions  and  the,  Ontario  Police  Com- 

mission, to  the  decisions  of  this  newly  im- 
posed board. 

Certainly,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  must  deplore 
the  possibility  that  at  any  time  in  our  future 
our  personnel  charged  with  the  enforcement 
of  the  law— the  law  enforcers,  the  police- 
should  be  able  to  legally  go  on  strike.  To 
this  end,  this  bill  meets  a  reasonable  need 
and  sets  out,  to  the  greater  satisfaction  of 
those  people  who  represent  the  police  offi- 

cers in  Ontario,  a  reasonable  means  of  bar- 
gaining. 

What  has  happened,  in  fact,  Mr.  Speaker, 
is  that  we  have  passed  by  many  of  the  thorns 
that  attack  or  prick— the  problems  that  have 

existed  in  this  field  over  many  years.  I'd like  the  minister  to  tell  us  somewhere  along 
the  line,  what  does  he  do  with  a  municipality 
like  that  of— I  think  it  was  Pembroke,  one 
of  those  in  the  Ottawa  Valley— which  not  too 
long  ago,  and  for  a  period  of  years,  ig- 

nored the  council  of  that  municipality  and 

ignored  the  decision  of  the  board  of  arbitra- 
tion insofar  as  police  salaries  were  concerned? 

They  successfully  thumbed  their  noses  at 
the  deliberations  and  the  final  decision  of  that 
arbitration  board. 

I  don't  see  anything  in  this  Act  that  really 
delineates  the  final  authority  to  enforce  a 
decision  of  the  arbitration  board.  Much 

more  recently,  my  friend  from  Perth  (Mr. 
Edighoffer)  is  most  familiar  with  the  prob- 

lem that  existed  in  Stratford.  I  know  the  min- 

ister is  at  least  as  familiar  as  I  with  the  prob- 
lems that  existed  there,  which  have  been 

reported  in  the  press  in  recent  weeks,  about 
the  decisions  made  in  relation  to  police  pen- 

sions, which  the  local  municipality  felt  it 

couldn't  afford.  In  fact,  so  far  as  I  know- 
perhaps  my  friend  from  Perth  could  fill  us 
in  a  little  more  in  detail— they  have  not  as 
yet  been  implemented. 

What  puzzles  me  so  much  in  this  im- 
portant field,  is  that  the  minister  insists  on 

preserving  a  buffer  state  in  the  middle.  He 
preserves  it  with  the  Ontario  Police  Com- 

mission. He  preserves  it  with  the  local  police 
commission  and  these  people  seem  so  often 
to  operate  in  a  vacuum.  Somewhere  along  the 
line  the  police  and  the  bargaining  people 
on  management  side  come  together  and  the 
decision  is  made.  Most  times  it  is  accepted, 
but  when  you  get,  not  a  recalcitrant,  not  an 
obstinate  municipal  council,  but  a  council 

that  says,  "We  really  can't  afford  to  do  what 
the  local  police  commission,  or  the  Ontario 

Police  Commission"— in  the  event  that  the 
province  should  ever  say  the  Ontario  Police 
Commission  has  bargained  our  heritage  away, 

—"we  can't  afford  to  levy  taxes  to  pay  for  the 

decision  of  the  local  police  commission," what  in  fact  happens? 

I  deplore  at  this  stage  when  the  minister 
has  taken  what  I  think  by  and  large  is  an 

advanced  step,  that  he  hasn't  bothered  seri- ously to  wrestle  with  and  to  finalize  this  kind 

of  a  dispute.  Let's  admit  it,  we  have  put  in 
the  middle  of  this  bargaining  process  a  kind 
of  bastard  organization,  a  police  commission 



4354 ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 

that  can  so  frequently  attempt  to  enforce— 
and  often  does  enforce— its  will  on  the  local 
councils.  The  local  councils,  no  matter  what 
budgetary  considerations  they  have  to  take 
into  mind,  no  matter  what  kind  of  tax  rate 
they  have  to  wrestle  with,  have  to  deal  almost 
in  abstract  with  their  bargaining  with  the 

police. 
Now,  in  case  anyone  gets  me  wrongly 

quoted  in  this  regard,  I  believe,  and  I  have 
always  said  in  this  House,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
the  police  forces  throughout  the  whole  of 
the  province  have  to  be  well  paid,  well 
educated,  well  trained,  and  we  have  to 

recognize  that  they  are  entitled  to— because 
we  have  taken  their  bargaining  right  away 

from  them,  as  we  should— they  are  entitled 
to  as  good  a  going  wage  as  within  the  circum- 

stances we  can  pay  them.  But  I  think  we 
have  got  to  be  able  to  rationalize  that  with 
the  responsibilities  of  the  local  councils. 

So  I  ask  the  minister  as  he  brings  this 

Act  forward— and  the  Act  by  itself  is  not  bad— 
what  is  he  going  to  do  about  Pembroke, 
what  is  he  going  to  do  about  Stratford,  what 

is  he  going  to  do  about  many  other  muni- 

cipalities who  in  effect  say,  "We  don't  really 
care  what  you  bargain  about,  we  are  not 

going  to  pay,"  or,  "we  are  going  to  drag 
our  feet"?  The  Stratford  decision  was  made, 
what,  a  year  ago?  Last  fall,  and  the  thing 
is  still  dangling  in  the  air.  If  you  are  going 
to  bring  some  definitive  solutions  to  this  then 
surely  the  statute  should  delineate  the  method 
whereby  you  get  these  things  finalized. 

I  recognize  it  is  a  difficult  political  prob- 
lem for  the  government  and  the  government 

has  to  be  prepared  at  this  stage  to  have  the 
guts  to  say  that  there  is  a  definitive  solution 
about  police  problems  because  the  policing  of 
this  province  is  a  very,  very  serious  problem. 

Now,  why  isn't  it  in  this  statute?  Why  is 
this  minister  not  prepared  to  say  tonight,  as 

he  brings  forth  this  very  important  bill,  "This 
is  the  way  it  is  going  to  work  and  if  a  de- 

cision is  made  on  arbitration,  that  is  going 
to  be  it,  and  we  are  not  going  to  have  to 

fight  with  reluctant  municipalities"? 
And  if  they  happen  to  come  from  the 

Ottawa  Valley— and  that  was  the  classic  one- 
then  really  even  though  the  law  is  being 
broken  year  after  year,  and  the  one  in  the 
Ottawa  Valley  went  for  three  or  four  years, 
there  was  no  voice  out  of  government  that 

said,  "You  must  settle  this  and  the  statutes 
say  such-and-such."  It  just  dangled  and  the 
police  officers  affected  suffered,  the  com- 

munity suffered  because  they  lost  good  police 
officers,  and  there  was  no  definitive  solution. 

So  in  that  aspect,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  find  that 
this  bill  is  very  seriously  lacking.  It  may  well 
be  that  the  local  police  associations  and  the 
Ontario  Provincial  Police  Association  have 

said  this  is  a  good  bill  and  it  is;  to  that  extent 
it  is.  Rut  I  just  wonder  why,  when  we  are 

apparently  breaking  new  ground,  the  min- 
ister has  not  seen  fit  to  clarify  this  very,  very 

serious  problem. 

Then,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wonder,  too,  about 
the  duties  and  responsibilities  of  this  new 
board  that  the  minister  is  setting  up  in  this 
statute.  It  is  going  to  be  a  commission  known 
as  the  Ontario  Police  Arbitration  Commission, 
and  it  is  going  to  consist  of  five  members 
appointed  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in 
Council  of  whom  one  shall  be  designated  as 
chairman  to  hold  office  during  the  pleasure 
of  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council. 

As  I  read  through  the  statute,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  must  unfortunately  conclude  this  is  another 

place  for  parking  the  Tory  hierarchy  through 
the  Province  of  Ontario  because  really  they 
have  no  real  responsibilities.  What  are  they 
going  to  do?  They  are  going  to  make  up  a 
list  of  arbitrators.  I  would  be  very  surprised 
if  there  is  going  to  be  anybody  emerge  as  a 
member  of  this  new  great  and  important 

body— from  this  kind  of  noble  appointment- 
other  than  someone  who  has  been  well  tried 

and  found  deserving  within  the  Conservative Party. 

You  could  read  through  the  Act  until  you 
have  exhausted  all  of  your  imagination  and 
you  can  find  very  little  responsibility  in  these 

five  people  who  are  going  to  be  appointed— 
except  that  they  are  going  to  maintain  lists 
of  arbitrators.  They  are  not  responsible  for 
arbitrating.  They  have  been  given  no  real 
responsibility. 

We've  sat  here  in  the  last  days  of  this  ses- 
sion and  we  have  listened  to  minister  after 

minister  stand  up  and  say,  "I've  got  a  com- 
mission that  is  going  to  investigate  this"  and, 

"I've  got  a  group  that  is  going  to  investigate 
that"  and  we  listen  to  the  roll.  Very  often 
there  is  one  captive  Liberal  or  occasionally 

a  captive  NDP.  I  don't  know  that  they  have 
gotten  as  far  as  a  token  Waffle,  but  once  in 
a  while  there  is  a  captive  stranger  on  one 
of  these  groups. 

I  just  wonder  what  the  purpose  is,  other 
than  to  enable  them,  in  effect,  to  create  an 
Ontario  senate.  If  there  is  any  meaning  in 

creating  another  administrative  board— even 
though  you  call  it  the  Ontario  Police  Arbi- 

tration Commission— surely  one  would  expect 
that  they  would  be   a  working  group.   One 
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would  expect  they  would  be  a  group  who 
would  be  charged  with  the  very  important 
and  serious  task  of  arbitrating  the  various 
discussions  between  police  and  their  em- 

ployers, whoever  they  may  be,  insofar  as 
wages  and  working  conditions  and  pensions 
and  vacations  and  that  sort  of  thing  is  con- 
cerned. 

But  that  is  not  what  we  see  from  this  gov- 
ernment. What  we  see  is  yet  one  more  board 

that  will  be  controlled  by  appointment  by 
the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council— another 
group  of  captive  Tories  who  are  being  re- 

warded for  whatever  they  are  being  re- 
warded for.  They  will  have  titles  and  collect 

pay- what  is  it?  $100  a  day?  $150  a  day? 
Plus  expenses.  And  really  they  are  going  to 
achieve  no  effective  purpose. 

I  wonder  why  the  minister  hasn't  with 
him  tonight  his  colleague,  the  Minister  of 

Labour,  who  could  say,  "I  have  a  list  of 
tried  and  true  arbitrators  here"— it  may  be 
Mr.  X,  or  Mr.  Y,  or  Mr.  Z,  who  have  arbi- 

trated a  number  of  labour  disputes,  who  have 

sat  in  on  police  matters  and  so  on— "and 
these  are  the  people  I  am  going  to  appoint." 
But  I  defy  the  minister  to  come  before  us 
tonight  and  say  that  he  has  any  group  such 
as  that,  prepared  to  be  working  arbitrators 
in  so  far  as  this  commission  is  concerned. 

Let  us  not  kid  ourselves.  When  this  House 

has  gone,  Friday  or  Thursday  night— when- 
ever we  have  gone  on  our  way— if  one  is 

very  assiduous  he  will  be  able  to  extract  an 
order  in  council  which  will  appoint  five  true 
blue,  loyal  Tories.  They  will  be  the  Ontario 
Police  Arbitration  Commission,  whose  duty 
will  be  to  assemble  a  list.  I  say  that  is  dis- 
graceful. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  minister  can  shake  his 
head  backwards  and  forwards.  I  would  be 

quite  prepared  to  admit  I  was  wrong  if  the 
minister  was  prepared  to  stand  in  his  place 
tonight  and  tell  me  who  those  five  peopje 
are.  Tell  me  if  those  people  he  intends  to 
appoint  are  tried  and  true  labour  arbitrators, 
are  recognized  by  management  and  labour 
as  people  experienced  in  this  field.  If  the 
minister  is  prepared  to  do  that,  I  withdraw 
any  insinuations  I  might  have  thrown  at  him. 

But  I  don't  believe  he  is  able  to  do  it. 
I  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  this  Act,  while  it 

is  a  move  in  substantially  the  right  direction, 
lacks  these  two  very  important  facets.  First, 
there  still  is  no  answer  as  to  how  the  hard- 
pressed  municipalities,  which  have  not  got 
a  reasonable  break  in  so  far  as  their  sources 
of  revenue  are  concerned,   are   going  to  be 

able  to  face  the  levies  of  reasonable  arbitra- 
tion, which  are  important  to  them  to  pro- 
vide adequate  policing  in  their  areas.  It  has 

to  be  a  part  of  a  broad  scheme. 

From  Cornwall  to  Thunder  Bay,  Kenora 
or  Rainy  River  or  from  Toronto  to  Mooso- 
nee,  we  have  reason  to  expect  good  policing 
in  this  province.  And  if  the  local  revenues 
are  not  sufficient,  we  have  reason  to  expect 
that  this  government,  with  its  collection  of 
$7  billion  a  year,  will  sufficiently  supple- 

ment those  moneys  to  enable  all  the  areas 
of  the  province  to  be  properly  policed. 

We  have  reason  to  expect  some  overall 
plan  of  financing  to  be  presented  to  us.  It 

isn't  sufficient  to  say  there's  a  system  for arbitration  that  breaks  down  once  in  a 
while;  I  have  given  you  two  examples  of 
where  it  breaks  down. 

Secondly,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  think  we 
need  one  more  board.  It  is  going  to  be  a 
parking  place  for  several  deserving  or  un- 

deserving recognized  Tories  who  are  going 
to  prepare  lists  of  people  who  are  going  to 
arbitrate. 

With  those  views  in  mind,  I  say  that  this 
is  an  improvement.  I  have  talked  to  the 
police  people;  I  have  had  close  relations 
with  them  over  the  years,  and  they  believe 
that  this  is  a  substantial  step  forward;  sev- 

eral of  the  problems  they  have  wrestled  with 
over  the  years  might  well  be  solved  by  this 
legislation.  But  I  am  not  prepared  to  withr 
draw  the  kind  of  objections  that  I  have  to 
make  tonight  in  view  of  the  fact  that  they 
think  this  is  an  improvement.  I  say  we  have 
yet  several  steps  further  to  go,  and  the 
minister  has  yet  to  satisfy  me  that  in  this 
statute  he  is  prepared  to  go  the  full  way 
and  do  his  best  within  his  responsibility  to 

provide  adequate  policing  within  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Speaker,  when  the  great 
and  good  Province  of  Manitoba  is  moving 
toward  free  collective  bargaining,  the  prov- 

ince that  is  supposed  to  give  leadership  to 
this  country  is  moving  in  reverse  at  high 
speed  in  15th  gear  toward  the  very  opposite 
all  the  way  along  the  line. 

The  setting  up  of  this  new  commission, 
which  is  the  umpteen  thousandth  commis- 

sion—talk about  bureaucrats,  Mr.  Speaker! 
Sometimes  the  epithet  is  hurled  that  we 
socialists  are  setting  up  networks  of  com- 

mittees and  various  types  and  forms  of  bu- 
reaucratic organizations  and  commissions, 

but  nothing  could  surpass  this  government  in 
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its  momentum  and  power  in  the  proliferation 
of  committees  of  this  kind.  Every  Act  we 
pick  up  these  days  contains  a  new  one.  This 
one  has  very  little  power. 

Under  the  Arbitration  Act,  the  usual  pro- 
ceedings are  that  each  party  appoints  its 

own  arbitrator  and  the  two  together  appoint 
a  third.  And  there  are  special  provisions  if 
it  proves  unfeasible  or  impossible  for  people 
to  set  up  the  triumvirate  anywhere  along  the 
line.  If  you  are  going  to  appoint  a  full-time 
arbitrator,  then  simply  do  so.  What  is  the 
apparatus,  the  leviathan,  that  we  have  to  set 
up  all  around  it?  If  the  beast  snarls,  then  it 

doesn't  necessarily  have  to  have  feathers 
added  to  it  to  make  it  look  pretty? 
When  we  look  at  the  functions  and  duties 

of  the  arbitration  commission,  they  are  cer- 
tainly negligible.  They  are  supposed  to  do 

some  research  work;  they  are  supposed  to 
provide  arbitrators;  they  are  supposed  to 
set  up  a  list  of  part-time  arbitrators.  Surely 
without  all  that  apparatus,  that  particular 
kind  of  thing  can  be  done  with  fair  ease  by 
yourself  and  within  the  dimensions  of  your 
department  as  it  presently  exists? 

I  would  like  to  hear  the  reasons,  such  as 
they  may  be,  as  to  why  the  minister  has 
reverted  to  the  concept  of  a  single  arbitrator. 
If  he  is  going  to  impose  binding  arbitration, 

as  he  does  in  section  3  of  this  bill,  then  isn't 
it  foreclosing  the  issue  and  narrowing  it  to 
the  very  point  of  danger  to  settle  upon  a 
single  arbiter  on  top  of  that  particular  fore- 
closure? 

It  seems  to  me  to  be  a  very  dangerous 

move  on  the  minister's  part.  Instead  of  get- 
ting the  widest  feedback  and  input  to  the 

arbitration  process,  where  conciliation  ob- 
viously has  broken  down,  the  minister  has 

brought  everything  to  a  single  point.  I  sus- 
pect that  this  point  on  occasion  may  very 

well  draw  blood  ana'  the  minister  will  find 
that  he  has  caused  more  difficulties  in  pro- 

ceeding in  the  way  he  has,  than  in  any  other 
way. 

I  notice  too  in  the  course  of  this  legislation 
that  he  has  an  obvious  animus  or  penchant 
against  legal  counsel,  or  perhaps  these  exists 
somewhere  on  the  remote  horizon  some  form 
of  rationale.  In  one  section  where  the  com- 

mittees are  meeting  the  minister  is  very  care- 
ful to  state  that  they  may  be  accompanied  by 

on  legal  counsel  and  one  other  adviser. 

Is  there  a  special  reason  for  that?  Does 
the  minister  feel  the  room  would  be  too 
smoky  and  crowded  and  that  they  would  rub 
shoulders  in  a  way  that  would  breed 
animosity? 

It's  not  unusual  for  legal  counsel  to  have 
at  least  a  devil  or  a  junior  present  in  order 
to  assist  him  in  the  process  or  arbitrations 

and  ongoing  agreements.  It's  taken  for 
granted.  But  the  minister  has  gone  out  of  his 
way  to  do  this  in  very  specific  terms,  and  I 
wonder  as  to  the  benefits  and  reasons  that 
flow  from  that  curious  position. 

On  the  whole,  since  we  haven't  heard  very 
much  from  the  organizations  most  profoundly 
covered  in  this  regard,  I  see  no  reason  to  set 
ourselves  adverse  to  this  legislation.  On  the 
other  hand,  I  would  like  to  ask  before  sitting 
down  whether  the  hon.  minister  intends  to 
direct  this  out  to  a  committee  within  the 
circumscribed  time  left  before  us;  or  does  he 

simply  intend  to  propel  it  through  the  com- 
mittee in  the  House  and  let  the  matter  go  at 

that?  I  certainly  should  like  to  hear  repre- 
sentations from  the  affected  bodies. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
East. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  to  agree  with  the  hon. 
members  who  have  preceded  me  on  the  ques- 

tion of  establishing  another  body.  I  will  not 
review  all  the  legislation  at  hand,  but  only 
mention,  with  the  consent  of  the  Speaker, 
what  I  feel  the  minister  should  have  con- 

sidered in  the  Police  Act— and  I'm  extremely 
concerned,  Mr.  Speaker.  In  this  day  and  age 
we  are  attempting  to  teach  our  police  officers, 
give  them  the  proper  education  and  so  on,  so 
that  they  will  respect  civil  rights,  the  civil 
liberties  and  the  rights  afforded  under  various 
statutes  to  individuals.  And  yet,  on  the  other 
hand,  he  has  a  Police  Act  that  he  is  adminis- 

tering under  his  department  that  does  not 
treat  these  police  officers  fairly. 

I  would  suggest,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  the  min- 
ister, that  he  give  close  consideration  to  some 

of  the  other  flaws  in  the  Act  and  not  come 

in  with  just  bits  and  pieces  of  legislation. 
Obviously  the  minister  found  a  flaw  in  the 
Act  in  the  arbitration  procedure,  and  it  was 
so  obvious  that  it  begged  some  solution.  Most 
police  associations  across  the  province  are 
one  or  two  years  behind  bargaining  for  their 
other  contracts.  But  what  about  other  areas 
of  this  Act? 

You  see  the  minister  has  an  Act  there,  Mr. 

Speaker,  which  allows  a  police  chief  to  in- 
vestigate a  charge  against  a  police  officer,  to 

lay  a  charge  against  a  police  officer,  and  to 
act  as  a  judge.  Now  what  kind  of  justice  is 
that?  We  know  the  old  principle  that  justice 
must  not  only  be  done,  but  must  patently 
appear  to  be  done.  What  has  happened  to 
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that  principle?  How  does  the  minister  expect 
police  officers  to  respect  the  civil  liberties  of 
individuals  that  they  are  arresting  if  he  is  not 
prepared  to  do  justice? 

I  just  want  to  deal  just  very  briefly  on 
some  of  the  aspects  that  are  missing  in  that 
Act.  For  instance,  what  is  a  minor  or  a  major 
offence  under  that  Act?  Who  lays  a  charge 
of  a  minor  or  a  major  offence?  The  minister 
has  nothing  in  the  legislation— 

Hon  J.  Yaremko  (Solicitor  General):  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  a  point  of  order— it  is  not  that  I 

don't  want  to  listen  with  a  great  deal  of 
interest  to  the  hon.  member's  comments.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  some  of  those  comments  were 
made  during  the  discussion  of  the  estimates 
of  the  Ministry  of  the  Solicitor  General. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  But  I  would  submit, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  in  discussing  the  principle 
of  the  bill  which  is  before  us  on  second  read- 

ing, that  really  the  hon.  member  is  going 
astray.  I  do  not  think  it  is  within  the  rules 
of  the  House  that  because  there  is  an  amend- 

ment to  a  certain  portion  of  the  bill  that  the 

whole  Act— all  of  the  Act  which  is  being 
amended— can  be  debated.  I  am  subject  to 
your  ruling,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  intend  to  go 
any  further  into  the  Act.  I  only  brought  these 
matters  out,  Mr.  Speaker,  just  to  point  out 
that  I  am  not  satisfied  with  a  piece  of  legisla- 

tion, that  is  sort  of  a  Band-aid  approach  to 
amending  legislation. 

I  don't  intend  to  delve  any  further  into  the 
other  aspects  of  the  Act,  except  to  bring  to 

the  minister's  attention  that  there  were,  in 
my  opinion,  priorities  which  he  should  have 
considered.  If  he  felt  like  considering  the  Act, 

why  didn't  he  consider  it  in  more  depth,  in- 
stead of  just  bringing  in  a  piece  of  legisla- 

tion on  the  Act? 

I  don't  intend  to  go  further  but  what  I 
want  the  minister  to  give  strong  consideration 
to  is  the  principle  that  I  elaborated  earlier. 
If  he  wants  his  police  officers  to  do  justice 
and  if  he  wants  to  be  proud  of  his  forces,  as 
reasonable  people  who  respect  the  civil 
liberties  and  rights  of  individuals  that  they 
have  do  deal  with,  he  had  better  start  giving 
them  their  rights  and  do  justice  to  them. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Perth. 

Mr.  H.  Edighoffer  (Perth):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
might  just  add  a  word  or  two  in  this  debate. 
As   has   been   mentioned  previously  by   the 

member  for  Downsview,  I  feel  that  this 
legislation  has  been  somewhat  instigated  by 
the  case  which  has  been  before  the  city  of 
Stratford  in  recent  months. 

It  has  been  most  interesting  to  note  that, 

some  time  ago,  this  was  brought  to  the  at- 
tention of  the  then  Attorney  General  in 

charge  of  this  legislation.  He  advised  one 
of  the  municipalities  in  my  area,  by  letter, 
that  he  would  be  getting  in  touch  with  me 
to  see  what  could  be  done.  The  situation 

which  arose  in  my  area  pertained  to  arbitra- 
tion, which  allowed  the  municipality  to  be 

responsible  for  all  back  pension  payments. 
This  involved  thousands  of  dollars. 

Since  the  legislation  has  been  presented, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  sent  copies  to  all  of 
the  municipalities.  I  am  sorry  to  say  I  really 

haven't  had  any  quantity  of  written  reply  to 
the  legislation.  I  would  have  to  assume  from 
this  that  they  are  all  in  agreement  with  what 
is  contained  therein. 

However,  I  would  say  that  one  of  the 
newspaper  headlines  states  that  the  police 
arbitration  legislation  was  hailed  by  Strat- 

ford officials.  I  really  feel  that  the  case  in 
my  area,  which  affects  the  taxpayers  in  the 
municipality  of  Stratford,  and  which  has 
created  much  concern  in  many  other  mu- 

nicipalities since  then,  has  done  a  lot  to 
bring  forth  this  legislation.  The  only  ques- 

tion I  would  like  to  ask,  if  I  may,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is,  will  this  affect  the  present 
arbitration  award  in  Stratford  in  any  way 
in  the  future? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  participate?  If  not,  the  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just 
wanted  to  refer  back  for  a  moment  to  the 
remarks  of  the  member  for  Ottawa  East. 
The  points  that  were  raised  by  him,  of 
course,  are  very  valid  ones,  and  of  concern 
to  all  of  us,  here  and,  I  assure  him,  of  con- 

cern to  the  ministry. 
He  will  recall  the  announcement  that  I 

made  in  the  Legislature,  which  has  been 
hailed  by  a  great  many  people,  as  to  the 
setting  up  of  the  task  force  on  policing.  I 

won't  review  that  again.  I  made  the  an- 
nouncement; we  touched  upon  it  in  the 

course  of  the  estimates. 

That  task  force,  with  a  broad  representa- 
tion, will  be  examining  a  very  broad  range 

of  the  matters  coming  under  the  Police  Act. 
It  will  likely  be,  when  their  report  is  brought 
down,  that  there  will  be  substantial  amend- 

ments to  the  Police  Act,  to  the  regulations, 
and  to  practices  and  procedures. 
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However,  the  one  area  in  which  we  felt 
that  we  could  go  ahead  without  having  it 

gone  into  by  that  task  force— without  waiting 
for  that  task  force  to  go  to  work  upon  it- 
is  this  area.  We  were  able  to  bring  together 
the  parties  and  redevelop  a  bill  with  the 

input  of  all  of  the  parties.  I  can't  say  that 
there  is  100  per  cent  agreement  with  respect 
to  each  item,  but  with  the  respect  to  the 
parties  involved,  this  bill  does  represent  a 
very  close  consensus  of  opinion. 

The  department  of  the  new  ministry  had 
this  going  for  it,  that  both  the  minister  and 

the  Deputy  Solicitor  General,  although  ac- 
quainted in  a  general  way  with  labour-man- 
agement matters,  had  really  been  out  of 

touch  with  details  for  a  number  of  years, 
and  I  can  say  that  we  started  with  a  fresh 
page  completely.  And  starting  with  that  kind 

of  a  page  we  went  to  all  of  the  parties  con- 
cerned, and  to  all  of  the  expertise  available 

both  within  and,  I  think  to  a  degree,  in  an 
informal  way,  outside  of  the  government,  in 
order  to  come  up  with  a  package  which 
would  improve  on  what  was  taking  place. 

There  is  no  doubt  about  it  that  the  arbitra- 
tion procedures,  whatever  shortcomings  they 

may  have  had  in  the  last  few  years,  have 
reached  a  point  where  the  remuneration  paid 
to  police  officers  is  of  a  kind  that  will  attract 
to  the  force  the  men  with  the  standard  that 

we  hope  to  be  reached  for.  However,  there 
are  a  great  many  aches  and  pains  and 
frustrations  within  the  procedures,  and  often 

though  the  award  itself  may  have  been  satis- 
factory to  one  or  other  of  the  parties,  the 

prolonged  period  of  negotiation  and  bargain- 
ing and  appearing  for  the  arbitration  pro- 

ceedings just  wore  the  position  of  the  parties, 
and  especially  the  men  affected,  to  a  frazzle 
when  there  were  these  long  delays. 

When  I  heard  that  somebody  was  bar- 

gaining in  November,  I  said,  "Well,  that  isn't 
a  bad  time.  They  are  bargaining  well  in  ad- 

vance." Then  I  discovered  they  weren't  bar- 
gaining for  the  year  coming.  They  were  bar- 
gaining for  the  year  behind. 

That  is  the  kind  of  picture  that  we  were 
faced  with,  so  we  developed  a  new  approach. 
We  could  have  developed  the  approach, 
which  is  met  with  favour  in  some  sectors,  of 

setting  up  in  the  place  of  arbitration  a  tri- 
bunal, really  a  labour  court.  The  parties 

would  negotiate  and  having  failed  to  reach 
an  agreement,  they  would  then  move  into  a 
second  place,  a  structured  court  set  up  by 
the  minister. 

The  approach  that  we  took  was  to  keep  the 
responsibility,  as  long  as  possible  and  to  the 

greatest  extent  as  possible,  within  the  parties. 
So  we  have  cut  down,  we  have  improved  the 

time  elements  in  order  to  get  the  parties  to- 
gether with  respect  of  the  time  periods.  In 

fact,  the  total  time  period  means  really  that 

the  parties  will  be  enabled  to  begin  bar- 
gaining 4/2  months  ahead  of  the  time  avail- 

able under  the  present  Act. 

Then  we've  introduced  the  concept  of  the 
mediation  process.  The  responsibility  is  with 

the  parties  to  try  and  negotiate  an  agree- 
ment. We  have  tried  to  simplify  it  by  making 

bargaining  committees  available  on  both 
sides  so  that  they  are  not  frustrated  by  trying 

to  get  everybody  who  is  involved  together  at 
the  same  time.  That  often  has  led  to  delay 

because  holidays,  commitments,  all  of  that 
kind,  make  it  sometimes  difficult  to  bring 

everybody  together  at  the  one  time. 

So  we  have  made  it  easier  for  the  people 

to  get  together.  We  have  helped  them  to  get 
together  by  introducing  the  availability  of  a 
third  party,  and  that  availability  will  be 
made  through  the  Ministry  of  Labour,  whose 
resources  we  are  going  to  use. 

If  they  have  failed  to  reach  an  agreement 
they  move  on  to  the  next  step,  and  here 
again  the  next  step  involves  responsibility 
of  the  parties.  This  is  where  I  think  both  the 
member  for  Downsview  and  the  member  for 

Lakeshore  have  missed  the  whole  point  of 

the   concept   of   this   particular   commission. 

There  is  already  in  existence  an  Ontario 

Labour  Management  Arbitration  Commis- 
sion, OLMAC,  and  perhaps  we  could  have 

resorted  to  that.  But  because  we  are  still 

adhering  to  the  generally  accepted  philosophy 

of  keeping  the  police  matters  somewhat  sep- 
arate from  other  activities  because  of  their 

acknowledged  unique  position,  we  decided  we 

would  set  up  a  new  commission.  But  it  is  not 

the  Solicitor  General's  commission,  and  this 

is    the— 

Mr.  Singer:  Two  policemen,  and  two  man- 
agement and  one  independent  one.  They 

are  all — 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes,  it  is  representa- 
tive. We  have  five,  and  of  that  five,  four 

come  from  the  parties  who  are  affected  and 
the  minister  appoints  the  chairman.  The 
arbitrator  is  upon  the  recommendation  of 
the  commission,  which  means  in  effect  that 

the  arbitrator  is  appointed  upon  the  recom- 
mendation of  the  parties  who  are  to  be  af- 

fected. Indeed,  to  a  great  degree  the  Solicitor 
General  becomes  literally  the  instrument  of 

the  parties   and  this   is— 
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Mr.  Singer:  He  sounds  sincere,  but  some- 
how I  don't  believe  it. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
That  is  unparliamentary. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  don't  know  whether 
the  hon.  member  knows  me  too  well,  or  not 
well  enough. 

Mr.  Ruston:  We  all  know  him  too  well. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  This  relates  also  to  the 

duties  that  are  laid  down  upon  the  arbitra- 
tion commission  as  set  out  in  39(6)  and  their 

duties  are  significant.  The  member  for  Lake- 
shore  passed  them  off  as  not  having  any 
substance,  but  they  are  very  necessary  in  the 
development  of  a  total  system  in  order  that 
the  system  have  a  basis  upon  which  to  de- 

velop. There  are  things  which  have  been 
lacking  under  the  system,  and  much  of  the 

activity  has  been— 

Mr.  Singer:  This  can  all  be  done  by  a 
clerk,  though. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No.  No.  You  have  to— 

Mr.  Singer:  Maintain  a  list,  assist  the  ar- 
bitrator, sponsor  publications— sure,  it  can 

all  be  done  by  a  clerk. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No.  The  presentation 
that  we  made  to  the  Management  Board  goes 

beyond  that.  It's  the— 

Mr.  Singer:  There  is  not  one  of  those  five 

things  that  couldn't  be  done  by  an  intelligent civil  servant. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Or,  for 
that  matter,  an  unintelligent  civil  servant. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  costs  that  are  in- 
volved envisage  the  engagement  of  expertise 

in  this  field. 

Having  clarified  that  for  the  hon.  member 

I  know  he  will  get  up  and  he  will  say,  "I 
admit  my  error.  I  withdraw  all  the  insinu- 

ations," because  really  this— 
Mr.  Ferrier:  The  minister  sounds  more 

like  a  preacher  than  a  politician. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I'll  be  perfectly  honest with  the— 

Mr.  Singer:  The  member  for  St.  Andrew- 
St.  Patrick  (Mr.  Grossman)  would  say  that 
was  unparliamentary. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  would  be  perfectly 
honest  with  the  members  of  the  House,  it 
would  have  been  very  easy  for  me  to  have 

picked  up  the  ball.  You  know,  the  parties  fail 
to  reach  an  agreement  so  they  shift  the  ball 

into  the  Solicitor  General's  court  and  I  say, 
"Well,  just  a  minute.  I  will  have  you  in- 

volved—" 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  will  have  you  in- 
volved, and  a  good  deal  of  the  responsibility 

for  the  success  of  the  operation  will  depend 
upon  the  parties  that  are  involved.  Now,  if 

this  bill  doesn't  have  perfection  then  ex- 
perience will  show  what,  if  anything,  will 

be  lacking. 

But  the  Solicitor  General  isn't  the  only 
one  who's  going  to  be  responsible  for  the 
bill  working  out.  The  parties  themselves  are 
very,  very  much  involved  in  this  degree. 

With  respect  to  the  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore  and  the  concept  of  the  one  legal 

counsel;  there's  nothing  new  in  that.  That 
has  appeared  before  and  we've  just  carried it  over  into  the  new  bill  because,  quite 
frankly,  nobody  raised  the  issue.  Better  that 
one  counsel  get  well  paid  than  a  number, 
but  that  has  not  been  pointed  out  to  me 
as  a  problem. 

With  respect  to  the  point  raised  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Downsview  and  the  hon. 

member  for  Perth,  I  don't  know  the  answer 
to  it.  I  have  written  in  my  working  copy 
of  the  bill— and  it  has  been  written  in  there 
opposite  section  36;  that  is  section  3  of  the 

bill— I've  got  the  word  Stratford  written  in 
with  one- 

Mr.  Singer:  Pembroke?  Did  the  minister 
have  Pembroke,  too? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No.  Stratford  is  really 

the- 
Mr.  Singer:  Well,  Pembroke  sure  has 

seemed  to  have  faded  away. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  really  don't  know 
what  you  do  with  a  recalcitrant  municipality, 

especially  when  their  position  has  been  some- 
what held  up  in  a  court  of  law.  I  forget  some 

of  the  details  of  it. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  minister  should  get  the 
Treasurer   after   them. 

Mr.  Singer:  We  don't  like  the  bill— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  When  the  munici- 
palities have  the  opportunity,  as  they  will 

now  have,  of  having  an  input  before  the 
arbitration— Stratford  had  no  input  as  a 
municipality  before  the  arbitration-^here,  by— 
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Mr.  Singer:  Because  their  system  of  pay- 
ment for  police  is  not  adequate. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —here,  by  resolution, 
the  council  will  have  an  opportunity  of  hav- 

ing their  say- 

Mr.  Singer:   What  are  they  going  to  say 

that  they  haven't  already  said? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —before  the  arbitra- 
tion, so  that  perhaps  that  spirit  of  frustration 

which  may  have  led  them  to  the  kind  of 
action  they  took  will  not  be  evident. 

Mr.  Singer:  When  you  take  it  in  here  it 

doesn't  make  sense. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Again,  I  say  that  I 
am  hopeful  that  this  new  approach  will  re- 

move the  possibility  of  that  kind  of  position 
taking  place.  But  again  to  the  hon.  member 
for  Downsview,  a  significant  portion  of  the 

task  force's  terms  of  reference  is  the  costs 
of  policing  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  I 
underline  $1.75  per  capita  which  was  made 
available  through  the  government  this  year. 

That  isn't  the  answer,  but  we  are  hopeful that  the  task  force  will  be  able  to  find  us 
the  answer  for  the  other  things,  some  of 
which  the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  East 
touched  upon,  and  some  of  the  other  ans- 

wers. If  this  system  has  flaws  there  is  no 
reason,  when  the  Police  Act  is  being  reviewed 
as  it  will  be  in  the  future,  that  we  can  take 
a  second  look  at  this  particular  section. 

Mr.  Speaker,  before  sitting  down,  I  do 
bring  to  the  attention  of  the  members  of 
the  House  that  in  committee  of  the  whole 
House  I  shall  be  moving  an  amendment,  and 
this  again  is  in  keeping  with  the  philosophy 
of  trying  to  keep  the  action  with  the  parties. 
Section  35  provided,  that  in  a  rush  dispute, 
the  parties  could  have  the  matter  dealt  with 
by  their  own  selected,  single  arbitrator  and  we 
see  no  reason  really— no  valid  reason— for 
changing  it.  So  in  committee  I  will  move  an 
amendment- 

Mr.  Singer:  A  new  section? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —that  subsection  1  of 
section  33  as  set  out  in  section  2  of  the  bill 
be  amended  by  striking  out  the  ninth  to  the 
18th  lines  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof: 

Either  of  the  parties  may,  notwithstanding 
any  grievance  or  arbitration  procedure  estab- 

lished by  the  agreement,  notify  the  other 
party  in  writing  of  his  desire  to  submit  the 
difference  or  allegation  to  an  arbitrator,  and 
if  the  recipient  of  the  notice  and  the  party 

desiring  the  arbitrator  do  not  within  10  days 
agree  upon  a  single  arbitrator,  the  appoint- 

ment of  a  single  arbitrator  shall  be  made  by 
the  Solicitor  General  upon  the  request  of 
either  party  and  the  arbitrator. 

Mr.  Singer:  Let's  wait  until  we  get  in  com- mittee. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well,  I  just  wanted  to 

put  it  on  the  record. 
Mr.  Ruston:  Send  us  a  copy. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  That's  fine.  I  will  be 

very  pleased  to. 
Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 

bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  understand  the  bill  will  go 
to  committee  of  the  whole  House. 

Agreed. 

MUNICIPAL  ACT 

Mr.  Meen,  in  the  absence  of  hon.  Mr. 
McKeough,  moves  second  reading  of  Bill  201, 
An  Act  to  amend  the  Municipal  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  it  the  pleasure  of  the 
House  that  the  motion  carry? 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  Mr.  Speaker.  On  a  point 
of  order,  could  you  just  hold  on  a  minute, 

because  that  isn't  according  to  the  latest  list 
that  was  presented  to  me  at  6  o'clock.  Let's have  a  look  for  a  minute,  if  you  will  be 
patient  with  us.  Bill  201? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I 
could  just  explain  that  to  the  hon.  member;  I 
know  what  he  is  referring  to.  He  asked  which 
bills  we  were  going  to  call,  and  Bill  201  was 
listed  to  be  called  if  the  hon.  member  for 
York  East  (Mr.  Meen)  was  present  to  present 
it.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Speaker  is 
still  in  the  chair,  rather  than  go  into  the 
committee  of  the  whole  and  back  again,  I 
thought  it  would  be  advisable  that  we  deal 
with  a  bill  that  is  ready  for  second  reading. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  may  have 

been  listed— and  I  don't  quarrel  with  the  min- 

ister—it may  have  been  listed  on  the  minister's 
list,  but  it  certainly  wasn't  on  my  list  as  I extracted  it  from  the  minister. 

I  notice  this  bill  was  given  first  reading 

on  June  23  which  was  last  Friday;  I  don't 
think  it  appeared  in  our  books  until  today.  It 
would  be  my  thought  that  the  presentation 



JUNE  27,  1972 

4361 

of  this  bill  for  second  reading  at  this  point, 
just  after  it  has  been  printed,  is  hardly  fair 
to  the  members  of  the  opposition  to  allow  us 
a  reasonable  opportunity  to  consider  it  and 
to  present  whatever  thoughts  we  might  have 
about  it.  Perhaps  it  is  one  of  the  best  bills 
we  have  ever  seen,  but  some  of  us  might 
want  want  to  do  some  thinking  about  it. 

Therefore,  I  would  ask  the  acting  House 
leader  if  he  would  consent  to  defer  it  in  view 

of  the  recent  printing  and  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  as  late  as  6  o'clock  he  didn't  indicate  to 
me,  at  least  to  the  extent  that  I  oould  under- 

stand it,  that  it  was  likely  that  Bill  201  would 
be  called  tonight. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  First,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  advised  that  the  bill  was  printed  yester- 

day and  in  the  hands  of  the  members  yester- 
day. Thus  there  was  sufficient  time,  certainly 

as  much  time  as  we  are  going  to  get  on 
most  of  the  bills  which  are- 

Mr.  Lawlor:  No,  that  is  not  true.  These 
other  bills— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  the  Clerk  has 

advised  me  that  the  bill  was  printed  yester- 
day. If  I  am  incorrect,  I  stand  corrected.  Is 

the  consensus  that  we  should  not  call  this 
bill? 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  that's  what  I  was  telling 
you.  Let's  leave  it  for  a  day  so  that  we  can have  a  look  at  it. 

Mr.  D.  A.  Evans  (Simcoe  Centre):  Let's 
leave  it  for  a  couple  of  weeks. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  All  right,  we  have  no 
objection.  Do  you  want  us  to  leave  it  for  a 
couple  of  weeks? 

Mr.  Singer:  All  right— if  you  want  to  sit 
here  until  July  15! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can't 
guarantee  that  we  won't  get  to  it  sometime 
tonight,  because  there  is  only  so  much  busi- 
ness. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  if  you  want  your  legisla- 
tion in  time- 

Mr.  Lawlor:  You  can't  bring  your  legisla- tion up  and  not  give  us  a  chance  to  read  it. 

If  you  think  we're  going  to  rubber-stamp  it, 
you  are  mistaken. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  fifth  order,  House 
in  committee  of  the  whole;  Mr.  R.  D.  Rowe 
in  the  chair. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  If  you  can't tell  us  at  least  an  hour  in  advance  what  the 

heck  you  are  going  to  call— 
Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 

What  are  you  complaining  about? 

Mr.  Singer:  —how  do  you  expect  co-opera- 
tion from  us? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  What  are  you  com- 
plaining about?  I  just  called  the  order;  I 

even  changed  the  order. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  then  stop  complaining 
about  it! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Who  is  doing  the  com- 
plaining? 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Sarnia):  Well,  you 

know  you  are  obviously  wrong  and  the  mem- 
ber for  Downsview  is  right. 

Mr.  Singer:  As  usual. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Then  stop  making  so 
much  noise  about  being  right. 

ONTARIO  MUNICIPAL  EMPLOYEES' RETIREMENT  SYSTEM  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  162,  An  Act 

to  amend  the  Ontario  Municipal  Employees' 
Retirement  System  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  162,  An  Act  to  amend 

the  Ontario  Municipal  Employees'  Retirement 
System  Act. 
Any  comments,  questions  or  amendments 

to  any  section  of  this  bill?  If  so,  which 
section? 

This  is  Bill  162,  An  Act  to  amend  the 

Ontario  Municipal  Employees'  Retirement 
System  Act. 
Are  there  no  comments,  questions  or 

amendments? 

Bill  162  reported. 

REGIONAL  MUNICIPALITY  OF 

SUDBURY 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  164,  An  Act 
to  establish  the  Regional  Municipality  of 
Sudbury. 

Mr.  Chairman:  There  are  122  sections  in 

this  one.  Are  there  any  comments,  ques- 
tions or  amendments  in  any  of  the  first  20 

sections? 
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Mr.  C.  Bennett  (Ottawa  South):  Mr. 
Chairman,  part  I,  section  2  of  Bill  164,  re- 

lating to  the  boundaries  of  the  regional  muni- 
cipality of  Sudbury. 

There  was  a  request,  Mr.  Chairman,  at  a 
meeting  which  we  held  with  the  inter- 
municipal  committee  in  Sudbury  yesterday 
which  requested  two  minor  changes  in  boun- 

daries. I  could  read  the  amendment,  sir,  it 
is  rather  lengthy,  and  it  deals  with  boundary 
lines.  I  can  submit  the  motion  to  the  House 
quickly.  It  describes— if  we  go  over  to  the 
map— Dowling  township;  we  had  removed 
two  concessions  from  their  township  and  it 
has  been  by  agreement,  because  of  special 
lands  held  by  the  township,  that  one  of  the 
concessions  revert  back  to  Dowling  town- 

ship, and  that  the  second  concession  remain 
in  the  township  of  Fairbank. 
The  second  amendment:  There  are  three 

lots  on  the  sixth  concession  which  border  on 
Valley  East  and  Neelon  and  Garson.  The 
reason  that  we  are  now  incorporating  the 
three  lots  on  concession  6  into  Valley  East 
is  because  the  service  road  is  presently 
looked  after  and  maintained  by  Valley  East. 
This  was  at  the  request,  on  the  first  occasion, 
by  the  committee  in  the  Sudbury  area. 

Does  the  House  wish  to  accept  the  motions 
of  the  amendments  to  the  boundaries? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Could  I  have  a  copy  of 
the  amendments? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  These  are  quite  lengthy 
amendments.  Is  it  the  wish  of  the  House 
that  they  be  read  in  full,  or  will  you  accept 

the  member's  explanation  of  the  amendments? 

Mr.  M.  C.  Germa  (Sudbury):  I  sat  in  at 
the  meeting  with  the  hon.  member  on  Satur- 

day and  it  seems  to  be  precisely  what  was 
decided  at  that  meeting  on  Saturday. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Thank  you  very  much. 
Shall  the  motion  carry  then? 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  believe  there  were  two 

amendments,  weren't  there? 
Shall  these  sections  as  amended  then  stand 

as  part  of  the  bill? 

Sections  1  and  2,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  other  comments,  ques- 
tions or  amendments  on  any  other  section  of 

this  bill? 

Mr.    R.    Haggerty    (Welland    South):    Mr. 
Chairman,   I  would  like  perhaps  to   discuss 
part  VII  under  the  police- 

Mr.    Chairman:    Part    VII.     Is    there    any 
other  amendment  or  discussion  before  part 
VII? 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Yes,  I  was  just  wondering 
if  perhaps  the  minister  had  given  any  con- 

sideration to  bringing  in  the  tax  reforms  in 
the  cost-sharing  of  police  administration  costs 
in  the  regional  municipality? 

The  reason  I  mention  this  to  the  member 
is  that  the  cost  of  administration  of  the 

regional  police  in  Niagara  has  just  gone  sky- 
high,  and  it  is  getting  to  be  a  costly  tax 
burden  to  the  taxpayers  in  the  municipality. 
When  the  government  comes  in  and  shares 
the  cost  of  roads  on  a  50  per  cent  basis,  why 

can't  the  government  come  in  with  a  cost- 
sharing  programme  paying  50  per  cent  of 
the  costs  for  regional  police  forces  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario?  Has  the  government 
given  any  consideration  to  this  at  all  in  its 
tax  reform? 

Mr.  Benett:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  considera- 
tion given  to  it  is  the  standard  grant  for 

police  forces  in  regional  areas,  which  is 
$3.25  per  capita.  They  also  say  that  in  the 
Sudbury  area  we  do  anticipate  rather  a  sub- 

stantial increase  in  the  cost  of  policing, 
mainly  from  the  fact  that  the  forces  will 
have  to  be  upgraded  in  numbers  to  give 
adequate  service  and  protection  to  the  com- 

munity. The  added  cost  as  a  result  of  the 
police  effort  at  a  local  level  will  be  taken 
into  account  in  the  budgeting,  which  also  is 
used  for  the  rating  of  the  mining  revenue 
payment.  So  there  could  be  substantial  grants 
back  to  it,  other  than  the  $3.25  per  capita 
under  the  regular  formula  for  regional  gov- ernment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Will  that  section  stand  as 

part  of  the  bill  then? 

Agreed  to. 

Mr.  Germa:  Mr.  Chainnan,  I  don't  under- 
stand how  we  got  to  part  VII  so  rapidly. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Well,  which  section  did 
you  wish  to  discuss? 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  What 
is  going  on  around  here?  Mental  gymnastics 
or  what? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Which  section  did  the  hon. 
member  wish  to  discuss? 



JUNE  27,  1972 
4363 

Mr.  Germa:  I'd  like  to  go  back  to  part  I, 
section  9,  to  do  with  the  appointment  of 
the  chairman  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
in  Council— on  page  15. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right.  I  think  I  will 

allow  this,  because  it's  a  very  cumbersome 
bill  and— 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Well 

it's  a  cumbersome  government. 
Mr.  Germa:  Mr.  Chairman,  word  has  got 

round— I  just  wonder  how  much  truth  there 
is  in  it— that  the  government  has  already  de- 

cided who  the  regional  chairman  is  going 
to  be. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Not 
Gaston  Demers? 

Mr.  Germa:  I  won't  mention  his  name  in 
this  House. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Could  do  a  lot  worse. 

Mr.  Lewis:  How  could  you  do  worse? 

Come  on.  Name  one.  Oh  come  on,  you  can't 
appoint  me.  I'm  in  the  House.  I  ask  you  to 
name  any  other  person  in  the  province,  out- 

side the  House- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  The  member 
for  Sudbury  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Germa:  The  point  is,  Mr.  Chairman— 

the  ugly  rumour  I've  heard— is  that  the  per- 
son selected  doesn't  have  time  to  participate 

fully  in  the  job  as  chairman,  and  that  he 
wants  the  job  on  a  part-time  basis. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  typical. 

Mr.  Germa:  I  understand  that  the  govern- 
ment has  accepted  this,  and  this  has 

precipitated  them  to  appoint  a  city  manager 
because  the  chairman  who  they  have  selected 

doesn't  seem  fit  to  take  this  on  a  full-time 
basis.  I  would  like  the  hon.  member  just  to 
try  and  shoot  that  rumour  down,  and  shoot 
it  down  quite  soundly. 

Mr.  Martel:  Mr.  Chairman,  before  he  rises 
to  reply,  I  not  only  want  to  speak  to  this  but 
I  want  to  move  an  amendment,  so  that  we 
can  get  rid  of  the  nonsense  of  Bob  Desmarais 
becoming  the  part-time  mayor  of  the  city  of 
Sudbury.  This  would  allow  the  administrator 

to  become— you  know,  he's  not  an  executive 
officer,  he'll  be  the  king  pin. 

After  four  years  of  that  sort  of  nonsense, 
what  you  will  have  is  the  administrator  run- 

ning the  show  totally  and  the  chairman 

merely  a  figurehead.  We're  not  about  to  ac- 

cept this.  My  colleague  from  Sudbury  is  cor- 
rect. The  rumour  has  long  gone  around  Sud- 
bury that  Mr.  Desmarais  wanted  a  job  and 

the  government  wanted  him  to  have  the  job, 
but  he  would  accept  that  job  only  on  his 
terms.  These  terms  are  that  he  only  be  part 
time.  If  that  were  the  case,  you  might  as 
well  not  have  him  at  all— or  you  might  as 
well  move  in  and  have  an  election  from 

square  one,  and  get  someone  in  who's  going to  be  answerable  to  the  people. 

I've  listened  with  interest  to  that  side  of 
the  House  telling  us  the  great  interest  they 
have  in  local  people  settling  their  own  af- 

fairs. Yet  in  reality,  we  could  end  up  with 
a  part-time  chairman  paid  by  the  provincial 
government,  under  the  thumb  of  a  regional 
administrator,  also  appointed  by  the  govern- 
ment. 

In  view  of  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
move  the  following:  that  section  9(l)(a)  be 

added  to  read  as  follows:  "The  chairman  so 

appointed  shall  be  a  full-time  chairman." 
I  would  ask  that  the  government  support 

this  because  we  don't  need  a  part-time 
chairman.  If  the  government  votes  against 

this,  they're  saying,  in  reality,  it's  okay  to 
have  a  part-time  chairman.  We  just  don't  buy 
that.  The  government's  moving  now  to  get 
rid  of  part-time  politicians  at  the  provincial 

level  where  you  can't  be  a  member  of  this House  and  a  member  of  a  local  council.  So 

I'm  saying  that  you  can't  be  a  solicitor  in 
the  city  of  Sudbury  and  run  the  city  of  Sud- 

bury or  the  regional  area  on  a  part-time 
basis.  I  would  urge  the  government  to  ac- 

cept this.  If  we  are  going  to  deny  that  this 

isn't  the  case,  then  they  have  nothing  to  fear 
by  accepting  the  amendment.  I  would  ask 
that  the  Tories  accept  this  type  of  amend- 

ment to  ensure  that  we  don't  end  up  with  a 
fly-by-night  who  picks  up  the  largess  for 
four  years  and  leaves  the  power  in  the  hands 
of  a  bureaucrat. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Martel  moves  that  sec- 
tion 9,(l)(a)  be  added  to  read  as  follows: 

"The  chairman  so  appointed  shall  be  a  full- 
time  chairman."  Does  the  member  have  any 
comment? 

Mr.  Stokes:  Agreed. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  we  do  not 
agree  with  the  statement  that  it  should  be  a 
full-time  chairman,  because  we  look  at  the 
individual  as  being  interested  in  his  commu- 

nity and  working  in  the  interest  of  develop- 
ing a  strong  regional  council. 
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Mr.  Ferrier:  That's  why  he  should  be  full- time. 

Mr.  Bennett:  We  are  saying  that  we  be- 
lieve the  individual  we  are  appointing  will 

have  the  qualifications  and  the  capabilities 
of  directing  the  operation.  If  the  individual 
is  capable  of  doing  other  things  besides 
chairmanship,  all  well  and  good. 

Mr.  Martel:  Oh  nonsense! 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  That  is 
really  specious. 

Mr.  Bennett:  But  I  do  expect,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  the  individual  the  Lieutenant  Gov- 
ernor shall  appoint  within  a  reasonable  pe- 

riod of  time  will  please  the  members  of 
this  House  as  having  the  competence  and 
the  qualities  to  lead  the  regional  Sudbury 
area  into  greater  prominence.  We  are  not 
stipulating  a  full-time  chairman  by  any 
stretch  of  the  imagination,  any  more  than 
we  suggest  that  the  mayors  of  municipalities 
should  be  full-time  in  their  service  to  the 
community. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  He  is  full-time  now. 

Mr.  Martel:  He  is  full-time  now. 

Mr.  Bennett:  The  payment  is  established 
by  their  own  council  as  to  what  the  hon- 

orarium might  be  for  that  individual.  So  we 
are  not  suggesting  in  this  Act,  nor  have  we 
suggested  in  any  other  Act,  that  the  chairman 
of  a  regional  area  or  district  area  should  be 
full-time  in  his  service.  We  are  appointing, 
according  to  the  Act,  an  administrator— not 
a  city  manager,  if  I  may  correct  the  remark 
that  was  made.  We  think  that  the  adminis- 

trator will  strengthen  the  organization  in 
light  of  the  fact  that  there  has  never  been 
a  county  system  in  this  area,  and  that  a 
competent,  well  versed  individual  will  be 
appointed  by  the  government.  Mr.  Chair- 

man, we  do  not  accept  the  amendment  to 
section  9,  subsection  1. 

Mr.    Chairman:     Those    in    favor    of    Mr. 

Martel's  motion- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Order,  order,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Sud- 
bury. 

Mr.  Germa:  Just  a  rebuttal  of  what  was 

said  a  little  bit  earlier.  These  terms,  "city 
manager,"  "city  administrator"  or  "adminis- 

trator," are  interchangeable  terms.  They 
have  been  used  all  across  this  country  when 
the  problem  has  arisen  in  various   councils. 

To  say,  "We  are  appointing  an  administrator 
and  not  appointing  a  city  manager,"  is  just 
ridiculous,  because  they  are  one  and  the 
same  thing. 

When  you  appoint  a  city  manager  you 
are  taking  the  power  away  from  the  elected 
person.  The  whole  concept  of  democratic 
government  is  to  leave  the  power  in  the 
hands  of  the  elected  people  so  that  they 
will  be  responsible  to  the  electors.  But  when 
you  keep  taking  the  power  off,  and  if  you 
do  accept  the  concept  of  part-time— now  even 
being  mayor  of  the  city  of  Sudbudy  pres- 

ently, with  less  than  100,000  people,  is  a 
full-time  job.  We  pay  him  a  full-time  salary. 
We  pay  the  man  $21,000  a  year  and  we  ex- 

pect full-time  duty  from  him,  and  we  get 
it.  In  fact,  on  one  occasion  when  we  did  have 
occasion  to  appoint  a  mayor  —  when  the 
mayor  in  office  died  and  the  council  was 

appointing  a  replacement  —  we  demanded 
that  this  person  guarantee  council  that  it 
would  be  a  full-4ime  job  as  far  as  she  was 
concerned.  It  was  a  female  at  the  time.  And 

she  did  agree  that  it  was  a  full-time  job. 
Certainly,  I  know  there  is  nothing  in  legis- 

lation which  demands  that  it  be  full-time, 
but  I  think  this  is  what  we  expect. 

You  are  now  amalgamating  an  area  of 
approximately  150,000  people.  You  are  prob- 

ably going  to  pay  this  man— although  it  is 
not  stated  in  the  bill-$30,000,  plus  his  ex- 

penses. Now  for  that  kind  of  money  I  think 
it  is  only  fair  that  the  people  should  get  full- 
time  representation  and  all  the  power  should 
not  be  vested  in  the  city  manager  or  the  city 
administrator,  because  you  are  going  to  have 
to  pay  him  another  $40,000  anyway  to  pick 
up  the  slack.  So  for  this  reason  I  would  urge 
the  government  to  reconsider  this  position. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Nickel 
Belt. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  I  rise  in 
support  of  my  colleagues  from  Sudbury  and 
Sudbury  East,  because  at  the  present  time 
even  the  mayors  and  the  reeves  of  the  area 
municipalities  are  expressing  a  great  deal  of 

concern  that  they'll  be  able  to  carry  on  a 
full-time  job  and  continue  to  serve  on  two 
levels  of  councils,  both  the  area  and  the 

regional  council. 

While  I  appreciate  the  fact  that  the  chair- 
man of  the  regional  council  will  not  be 

serving  on  two  different  levels  of  government, 
his  duties  are  going  to  be  onerous.  He  is  go- 

ing to  have  an  enormous  number  of  meetings 
to  attend  and  I  assume  that  his  salary  will  be 
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commensurate  with  the  demands  of  his  time 
and  on  his  ability.  Therefore  I  urge  you  to 
accept  this  amendment.  I  see  nothing  at  all, 
no  logical  reason,  why  you  will  refuse  to 
accept  it. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  He  just  wants  to  slot  his  own 
boy  into  the  post. 

Mr.  Laughren:  The  fact  is,  what  you  are 
saying  when  you  say  you  refuse  this  is  that 
there  is  a  strong  possibility  there  will  be  a 
part-time  chairman,  and  I  would  ask  you 

to  name— maybe  there  is  one,  but  I'm  not 
aware  of  it— any  other  chairman  or  mayor  of 
a  city  representing  150,000  people,  a  govern- 

ment appointee  I  might  add,  who  has  a  part- 
time  job.  Are  you  going  to  restrict  the 
amount  of  time  that  man  spends  in  his  out- 

side job?  Are  you  going  to  state  that  he  must 
spend  so  much  time  in  his  job  as  chairman 
of  the  regional  council? 

If  this  man  is  going  to  run  that  council, 
since  in  future  years  it  will  be  an  elected 
position,  are  you  going  to  discriminate  now 
and  say  that  when  he  is  appointed  by  you 
that  he  can  be  part-time?  Are  you  going  to 
say  that  when  he  is  elected  by  the  people 

he'll  be  part-time,  then  he'll  be  full-time? 
I  really  doubt  that  you  have  thought  this 

thing  through  very  clearly.  It  is  totally  un- 
acceptable that  this  man  would  try  and  run 

a  city  that  size  on  a  part-time  basis.  I  re- 
iterate, I  urge  you  to  reconsider  and  accept 

that  amendment  that  my  colleague  for  Sud- 
bury East  has  proposed. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  want  to  ask  the  member 

whether  he  can  tell  us,  since  presumably  this 
bill  has  been  given  sufficient  scrutiny  by  the 
government,  considerable  scrutiny  by  the  gov- 

ernment, what  exactly  do  you  intend  to  pay 
the  chairman  under  section  9,  subsection  1? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman  I  have  no 
answer  to  the  question.  It  has  not  been  my 
responsibility  as  parliamentary  assistant  to  the 
Intergovernmental  Affairs  department  to  be 
involved  in  that  particular  section.  That  is  en- 

tirely up  to  the  Lieutenant  Governor  and 
the  Premier  of  the  province  (Mr.  Davis). 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  that  particular  section  ap- 
points a  chairman;  you  are  guiding  this  legis- 
lation through  the  House;  you,  therefore, 

have  to  answer  to  its  content. 

Mr.  Bennett:  That  is  correct,  Mr.  Chair- 
man,   I    think   if    the    member   would   read 

section  91  he  will  see  that  it  is  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  who  appoints,  not  the  parliamentary 
assistant. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  I  understand  the  Lieuten- 
ant Governor  appoints,  but  the  chairman  shall 

be  paid  out  of  the  consolidated  revenue  fund 
such  remuneration  as  the  Lieutenant  Gov- 

ernor in  Council  may  determine.  I  take  it  you 
have  not  yet  determined  it.  Is  that  what  you 
are  telling  me? 

Mr.  Bennett:  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Are  you  also  telling  me  that  you 
would  anticipate  that  the  chairman  to  be 
appointed  will  receive  less  than  the  present 
mayor  of  the  city  of  Sudbury? 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  have  no  remarks  to  make 

on  that  question,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  en- 
tirely up  to  the  Premier. 

Mr.  Martel:  What  are  you  doing?  We  want 
some  answers. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  have 
to  say  to  the  hon.  members  that  it  is  not  the 

Province  of  Ontario's  responsibility  to  set 
any  of  the  local  honorariums  that  are  paid  to 
municipal  politicians  in  the  Sudbury  area. 
Our  responsibility  will  be,  sir,  at  a  point  in 
time  to  determine  what  the  chairman  shall 
be  paid  for  the  Sudbury  regional  area. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Talk  about  pleading  the  fifth 
amendment. 

Mr.  P.  G.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):  You 
are  paying  him,  you  are  appointing  him. 

Mr.  Bennett:  We  have  not  come  to  that 
decision  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  but  section  9  of  the  bill 
says  quite  explicitly  that  from  1972  to  1976 
it  is  your  appointment  made  at  the  pleasure 
of  the  government  and  you  are  paying  that 
man  out  of  the  consolidated  revenue  fund  of 

the  province.  All  right,  now  it  becomes  abso- 
lutely clear,  it  is  ludicrous  to  suggest  that 

you'll  pay  the  chairman  anything  less  than 
you  are  now  paying  the  mayor  of  Sudbury. 
Which  means— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  didn't  say  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  are  you  going  to  contra- 

dict me?  Are  you  going  to  tell  me  that  you'll 
pay  somebody  less  than  that?  No. 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  have  not,  Mr.  Chairman, 
said  that  we  would  not  pay  the  chairman  less. 
If  that  is  an  interpretation  the  member  wishes 
to  take  it  is  up  to  himself. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  well,  I  will  certainly  take 

Mr.  Bennett:  We  have  not,  Mr.  Chairman, 
in  any  of  the  regional  bills  of  this  province 
stipulated  or  indicated  the  honorarium  that 
would  be  paid  to  a  chairman  of  a  regional 
community  and  we  are  not  doing  it  in  Sud- 

bury's case. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  but  precisely  what  you 

are  doing  by  refusing  to  answer  the  ques- 
tions—I mean  the  member  is  fencing;  he  is 

reduced  to  specious  arguments  because  it  is 
an  indefensible  proposition.  You  are  going  to 
make  a  political  appointment;  you  are  going 
to  accommodate  the  person  involved  who 

hasn't  the  time,  apparently,  to  give  to  the 
new  regional  municipality  what  it  should 
have  from  a  public  servant;  and  in  order  to 

compensate  for  this  man's  lack  of  time  and 
the  extraordinary  influence  that  he  exerts  with 
the  Progressive  Conservative  government  of 
Ontario,  you  are  also  appointing  a  city  man- 

ager, presumably  at  a  reasonably  good  in- 
demnity- 

Mr.  Laughren:  Thirty  thousand. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —thirty  thousand?  I'm  sure 
it's  something  in  that  vicinity— who  will  at- 

tempt to  do  some  of  the  work  that  the 
chairman  of  the  regional  municipality  should 

do.  That's  an  extraordinary  accommodation 
to  make  for  a  new  experiment— to  accom- 

modate a  friend  of  the  government  at  the 
expense  of  a  new  experiment  in  regional  gov- 
ernment. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  That's  a  pretty  good  salary 
for  a  part-time  individual. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  just  doesn't  make  any 
sense.  If  you  want  to  reassure  the  House, 
then  tell  the  House  that  Mr.  Desmarais  will 
not  be  the  new  chairman  of  the  regional 

municipality.  Tell  the  House  that  it  won't 
be  a  part-time  basis.  Assure  us  that  it  will 
be  full-time. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  you  render  the  bill 
ludicrous  if  you  suggest  that  the  chairman 
of  the  new  regional  municipality  of  Sudbury 
can,  in  fact,  be  a  part-time  chairman.  You 
mock  the  contents  of  your  bill.  You  ridicule 
it.  You  bring  it  in  as  a  major  experiment  in 
regional  government  and  then  you  say  that 
the  chairman  can  be  part-time.  That,  of 
course,  is  a  non  sequitur,  nonsense. 

Mr.  Givens:  You  ridicule  all  the  other 
mayors. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  you  ridicule  all  the  other 

mayors  in  northern  Ontario  who  work  for 
the  municipalities  full  time  and  you  refuse 
to  concede  the  political  dimension  of  what 

you  are  doing.  It  isn't  a  political  appoint- 
ment, in  the  technical  sense  that  it  is  being 

made  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Coun- 
cil. It  is  a  political  appointment,  in  the  sense 

that  you  are  accommodating  a  friend  of  the 

government. 
This  is  perfectly  all  right.  You  have  that 

right.  But  at  least  admit  to  us  and  explain 
publicly  what  you  are  doing.  Say  that  you 
are  going  to  compensate  for  his  extracur- 

ricular activities  by  paying  the  city  manager 
additional  money,  which  need  not  be  paid 
if  the  chairman  was  full-time. 

None  of  that  you  will  admit  to,  and  there- 
fore you  render  the  integrity  of  your  bill  a 

laughing  stock.  Nobody  in  the  "nickel  basin" is  going  to  believe  that  you  are  serious  about 
regional  government  if  the  first  chairman 
appointed  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in 
Council  for  four  years  is  a  part-time  chair- 
man. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Part- 
time? 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  absurd. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  assure 
the  hon.  members  of  this  House  that  the 
government  will  appoint,  through  the 
Lieutenant  Governor,  the  best  possible  per- 

son to  lead  the  Sudbury  regional  council. 
Nowhere  in  this  bill  have  we  indicated  that 

it  is  a  part-time  job  and  we  do  not  believe 
it  to  be  a  part-time  job,  but  we  are  not  pre- 

pared to  put  that  into  writing.  If  an  individual 
spends  a  great  number  of  hours  per  day 
working  for  the  regional  government,  I  do 

not  think  that  it's  within  the  right  of  this 
House  to  say  that  the  man  will  be  full  time. 

Mr.  Martel:  Sure  it  is. 

Mr.  W.  Newman  (Ontario  South):  Oh,  non- 
sense, you  doubt  his  integrity. 

An  hon.  member:  Oh,  come  on,  you  don't 
know  what  you  are  talking  about. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Would  somebody  like  to  give 
me  a  description  as  to— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  say  to  the  House  again, 
Mr.  Chairman,  we  do  not  accept  the  amend- 

ment to  section  9,  subsection  1.  The  govern- 
ment will  hire  the  best  possible  person  to 

lead  this  regional  government  for  the  first 
four  years.  It  is  no  an  experiment;  we  have 
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city  administrators  in  other  regional  areas. 
The  fact  that  in  this  particular  one  the  prov- 

ince will  make  the  appointment— we  think  it 
will  be  for  a  strong  government.  We  do  not 
anticipate  the  chairman  being  a  part-time 
individual.  But  I  reiterate,  if  the  individual 
has  the  competence  to  accomplish  the  work 
in  a  lesser  number  of  hours  than  other  peo- 

ple then  whatever  spare  time  he  has  is  to 
be  used  for  his  own  pleasure. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Oh,  come  off  that. 

Mr.  Givens:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can't  under- 
stand the  intransigence  of  the  parliamentary 

assistant.  He  denies  the  inferences  that  are 
being  drawn  today  when  you  say  you  are 
departing  on  a  new  experiment,  on  a  new 
revolutionary  concept,  in  the  Sudbury  region. 
You  refuse  to  accept  an  amendment  that  says 
that  this  guy  should  be  a  full-time  fellow. 
How  can  you  do  all  these  terribly  revolu- 

tionary things  that  you  are  talking  about  if 
you  are  going  to  appoint  what  you  say  is  a 
competent  man  to  devote  himself  part-time 
—and  if  he  is  a  lawyer  he  can  take  up  sub- 

division control  amendments? 

You  are  absolutely  wrong.  I  think  you 
should  accept  the  amendment,  and  this  party 
will  vote  along  with  the  member  who  made 
the  amendment.  You  are  absolutely  wrong. 
You  should  think  it  over.  You  should  con- 

sider it  and  don't  be  pigheaded  about  it. 
This  will  be  an  appointed  man— he  will  not 
be  elected. 

Even  if  you  don't  have  the  courage  or  are 
refusing  to  say  how  he  will  be  paid,  if  you 
are  prepared  to  tell  us  that  this  man  is  going 

to  get  $10,000  a  year,  I'm  prepared  to  ac- 
cept the  concept  that  he  should  be  a  part- 

time  fellow— a  dilettante  who  will  fiddle 
around  on  a  part-time  basis  with  the  future 
integrity  of  Sudbury. 

You  want  me  to  accept  that?  Then  say 
that  that  is  what  you  are  going  to  do.  But 
if  you  are  going  to  pay  this  man  $30,000, 
we  have  a  right  to  demand  that  this  man 
will  devote  his  great,  competent  services 
exclusively  to  the  development  of  this  new 

region.  Otherwise  don't  appoint  that  ad- 
ministrator, because  your  chairman  is  going 

to  be  a  lackey  and  your  administrator  is 
really  going  to  be  the  fellow  that  runs  the 
show.  If  that  is  what  you  want  to  do  be 

honest  about  it  and  say  so,  but  don't  try  to con  us. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  one  final  re- 
mark. I  asked  the  hon.  members  if  they 

could  show  me  within  the  Act  where  it  says 

that  the  individual  would  be  part  time.  It  is 
our  understanding  that  he  will  be  full  time, 
and  there  is  no  need  of  spelling  out- 

Mr.  Stokes:  Just  assure  us. 

Mr.  Givens:  Do  you  not  think— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order! 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  no 
need  of  spelling  out— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Does  it  say  the  Metro 
chairman  is  a  full  time  chairman? 

Mr.  Singer:  Come  on  now! 

Mr.  Bennett:  The  need  is  in  the  minds 
of  the  opposition  members,  Mr.  Chairman; 
because  we  have  great  confidence  in  the 
individual  that  we  will  appoint  to  lead  this 
administration. 

Mr.    Stokes:    You    are   repeating   yourself. 

Mr.  Bennett:  May  I  say  that  as  far  as  the 
question  of  salary  goes,  it  is  a  decision  of 
Management  Board  and  it  has  not  been 
dealt  with  by  that  board  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman- 

Mr.   Chairman:   The  member  for  Downs- 
view. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  surprised. 
You  know,  the  neophyte  member;  he  has 
great  experience  on  the  board  of  control  in 
Ottawa.  He  has  been  charged  by  his  bash- 

ful minister,  the  Treasurer  (Mr.  McKeough), 
who  is  so  shy  about  coming  forward  with 

the  defensive- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please! 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  all  right;  I  am  sorry. 
Perhaps  I  was  getting  a  bit  too  personal.  The 
hon.  member  who  is  charged  apparently  with 

the  responsibility  of  bringing  this  bill  for- 
ward, is  trying  to  tell  us  there  is  nothing  in 

the  Act  that  says  the  chairman  should  not 
be  full  time.  But  if  there  is  nothing  in  the 
Act  that  says  the  chairman  should  not  be  full 
time— and  if  we  take  the  hon.  member  at  his 
word;  after  all,  he  is  an  hon.  member  and 
if  he  says  it,  we  should  take  him  at  his  word; 
because  none  of  us  would  charge  that  he  is 

deliberately  misleading  the  House— then  the 
chairman  should  be  a  full-time  chairman. 
What  then  is  wrong  with  accepting  with  good 
grace  the  amendment  proposed  by  the  hon. 
member? 

If  that's  what  the  member  who  is  charged 
with  pushing  this   bill   through   the   House 
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says,  and  I  listened  to  him  very  carefully, 

and  that's  what  he  said;  he  said  the  chair- 
man is  expected  to  be  a  full-time  chairman. 

Then  what  is  wrong  in  accepting  the  amend- 
ment? 

Some  of  us,  Mr.  Chairman,  have  lived 
through  the  formative  stages  of  new  regional 
governments.  I,  for  one,  lived  through  the 
formative  stage  of  the  first  regional  govern- 

ment, here  in  the  Province  of  Ontario— the 
one  in  Metropolitan  Toronto.  I  know  that  we 
owe  a  very  great  debt  to  Frederick  Gardiner, 
who  made  this  thing  work  because  he  spent 
his  every  waking  hour  making  it  work. 

Mr.  Givens:  Night  and  day. 

Mr.  Singer:  And  it  is  not  going  to  work  in 
Sudbury  unless  we  have  that  kind  of  devo- 

tion and  that  kind  of  intelligence. 

Now,  if  the  government  is  serious  and  if 
the  words  of  the  hon.  member  mean  any- 

thing, then  let  him  accept  the  amendment. 
Let  him  say:  Yes,  we  will  write  in  the  statute 
that  the  chairman  be  a  full-time  servant  of 
that  municipality  and  that  he  devote  all  his 

time  and  all  his  energy." 

If  he  doesn't,  then,  Mr.  Chairman,  not- 
withstanding all  of  the  hedging  and  the 

fudging  that  he  does,  we  can't  believe  him 
and  we  can't  believe  his  minister,  who  he 
speaks  for.  Because  his  minister,  we  know, 
often  somehow  mistakes  the  facts,  whether 
deliberately   or  not  deliberately. 

Now,  it  is  a  logical  amendment.  It  is  a 
reasonable  amendment.  We  intend  to  support 
it  and  we  think  if  this  inexperienced  member 
who,  unfortunately,  is  charged  with  piloting 
a  bill  through  the  House  about  which  he 
knows  very  little,  has  any  intelligence  at 
all,  he  will  in  good  graciousness  accept  the 
amendment  and  offer  the  government  support 
to  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  would  just  like  to 
ask  the  hon.  member  for  Downs  view  as  one 
of  those  who,  of  course,  was  a  charter  mem- 

ber of  metropolitan  council— and  I  agree 
with  him  that  Chairman  Gardiner  did  a  won- 

derful job— perhaps  I  am  mistaken,  but  can 
the  hon.  member  tell  me  whether  the  Metro 
Act  states  that  the  chairman  must  be  a  full- 
time   chairman? 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  it  does  not. 

Mr.  Givens:  But  there  wasn't  an  appointed administrator  in  that  case. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please! 

Mr.  Givens:  There  was  no  administrator. 

Take  out  the  administrator  and  we  won't 
object. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  can't  hear  you,  Phil. 

Mr.  Givens:  You  don't  seem  to  be  listening. 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Okay! 

Mr.  Singer:  The  hon.  minister  from  St. 
Andrew-St.  Patrick  asked  that  question  be- 

cause he  knows,  as  I  do,  that  there  was  no 
permanent  administrator;  that  Mr.  Frost  made 

the  appointment— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Just  answer  that  ques- 
tion. 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  no,  now  let  me  explain. 
Let  me  explain.  I  was  there.  The  hon.  mem- 

ber was  there,  too. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  just  want  to  let 
everyone   know. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  all  right,  let  me  tell  you. 
Let  me  tell  you  what  was  there;  and  let  me 
tell  you  what  was  understood. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Another  red  herring. 

Mr.  Singer:  Now  let's  not  kid  ourselves. 
When  we  came  to  the  Metropolitan  Toronto 

crisis— and  that's  what  it  was— and  Mr.  Frost, 
who  then  led  the  government  said,  "What  are 
we  going  to  do  and  where  do  I  turn?"  He 
turned  to  Frederick  Gardiner  and  said,  "Will 
you  do  it?"  Frederick  Gardiner,  finally,  with 
reluctance  said,  "I  will  accept  and  I  will 
devote  all  my  time,"  and  we  knew  that.  The 
hon.  member,  who  was  an  important  alder- 

man on  the  city  council,  knew  that.  I  knew 
that  as  the  reeve  of  North  York,  and  all  the 
other  municipal  people  knew  that. 

I  say  there  was  nothing  written  into  the 
Metro  Act  that  we  would  have  an  adminis- 

trator. I  don't  understand  the  reluctance  and 
the  resistance  of  the  neophyte  member  from 
Ottawa  South,  who  is  trying  to  do  two  jobs, 
being  a  controller  and  a  parliamentary  assist- 

ant, who  doesn't  understand  the  resistance 
that  he  presents  to  this.  If  he  is  sincere  and 
if  he  really  believes  that  this  thing  is  going 
to  work,  let  him  accept  this  reasonable 
amendment. 

Mr.  Givens:  Take  it  back  to  the  minister. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Ready  for  the  first  amend- 
ment then? 
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Mr.  Bennett:  I  would  like  to  draw  to  the 
attention  of  the  member  for  Downsview  that 
the  chairman  of  the  Metro  regional  council 
was  also  at  the  time  of  the  appointment 
known  as  the  administrative  officer. 

Mr.  Singer:  What  kind  of  an  answer  is 
that? 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  am  only  trying  to  clear  up 
a  point  that  was  made. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please! 

Mr.  Martel:  He  has  two  bodies.  One  body 
is  one  place  and  the  other  someplace  else. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  hon.  member  weakens  as 
the  argument  goes  on.  What  sort  of  prodigies 
are  you  Conservatives  that  you  can  do  in 
three  hours  a  day  what  it  takes  the  rest  of 
us  mere  mortals  to  do  in  16? 

Mr.  W.  Newman:  We  are  not  all  as  verbose 
as  you  are. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Since  when,  Mr.  Chairman, 

was  legislation  devised  and  a  whole  elabo- 
rate Act  written  to  accommodate  the  whims 

of  one  man?  This  is  a  venal  piece  of  legis- 
lation when  you  compromise  the  future  of 

the  municipality  for  the  specific  wishes  of 
a  single  individual. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Sure,  that  is  what  you  are 
doing. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  You  bring  the  whole  thing, 
the  whole  theory  of  your  regional  govern- 

ment, into  disrepute,  and  you  can  ill  afford 
to  do  that. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  York 
North. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  like  to  speak  in  defence 
of  this  bill. 

Mr.  Givens:  It  needs  defence. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  The  proof  of  the  pud- 
ding is  in  the  tasting.  For  the  last  three 

years,  for  two  years  in  particular,  I  have 
had  criticism  from  the  official  opposition 
about  the  region  of  York,  especially  from 
the  former  member  for  Niagara  Falls  and 
the  member  for  Downsview.  The  region  of 
York  has  a  chairman  and  an  administrator. 

Mr.   Good:    Not  appointed  though. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  An  appointed  adminis- 
trator for  the  first  three  months  prior  to 

the   regional   government.   After  the— 

Mr.  Martel:  Three  months!  We  have  got 
them  for  four  years. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  Not  the  administrator. 
The  administrator  will  be  appointed  by  the 
regional  council  after  Jan.  1,  or  whenever 
it  comes  into  effect. 

Mr.  Martel:  We  have  got  the  two  of  them 
appointed  by  the  government  for  four  years. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  Are  you  talking  about 
the   chairman   or   the   administrator? 

Mr.  Martel:  Both  of  them  for  four  years. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  The  mem- 
ber for  York   North  has   the  floor. 

Mr.   W.   Hodgson:    Without  the  adminis- 

trator- Mr.  Chairman:  Order! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Will  you  call  the  chair  to 
order,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  Do  you  want  to  say 
something? 

Mr.  Lewis:   No,  when  you  deal  with  the 

matter- 
Mr.   Chairman:    Order,  please. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  Without  the  administra- 

tor in  the  region  of  York,  we  wouldn't  have the  successful  region  we  have  got  today  in 
the  former  York  county 

Mr.  Good:  He  was  appointed  in  the  bill, 

he  wasn't   appointed  in  the  Act. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  The  chairman  was  ap- 
pointed and  came  into  the  job,  and  I  am 

sure  the  same  thing  will  happen  in  Sudbury. 
He  will  devote  whatever  time  is  necessary 

to  running  the  regional  municipality  of  Sud- 

bury. It  will  be  a  full-time  job.  Don't  ever 
kid  yourself  it  won't  be. 

Interjections  by   hon.   members. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  The  hon.  member  who 

is  putting  this  bill  through  tonight,  doesn't know  whether  it  will  be  a  full-time  job  or 
not.  We  won't  know  until  it  starts.  My  guess 
is  it  will  be  a  full-time  job  and  whoever 
gets  appointed  as  chairman  will  treat  it  as 
such. 
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I  just  want  to  relay  to  the  official  opposi- 
tion over  there  that  I  have  been  kidded 

about  the  region  of  York  for  so  long  that 
it  would  never  work,  but  it  is  working  and 
it  is  the  best  region  in  the  Province  of  On- 
tario. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  questions? 
Order,  please.  Those  in  favour- 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  wait  a  minute,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. Lefs  get  back  to  the  controller  from 

Ottawa.  Can  he  give  us  an  absolute  guaran- 
tee that  this,  in  fact,  will  be  a  full-time  job? 

Mr.  A.  Carruthers  (Durham):  Why  should 
he? 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  It  will  be  a  full-time 

job. 
Mr.  Bennett:  I  give  the  member  the  assur- 

ance, Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  did  not  spell 
out  that  it  would  be  a  part-time  job. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  What 
kind  of  assurance  is  that? 

Mr.  Laughren:  That  is  not  what  you  said 
10  minutes  ago. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  very  neat,  but  it 
doesn't  answer  the  question.  I  might  have 
got  that  from  the  member  for  York  East 

(Mr.  Meen)  with— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  You  are  getting  repe- 
titious. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —a  whole  legacy  of  juris- 
prudence behind  him.  The  provincial  Treas- 

urer would  have  introduced  a  number  of 
memoranda  day  by  day  to  explain  how 
there  was  some  misunderstanding,  and 
whether  or  not  it  should  be  full-time  or 
part-time,  depending  on  which  civil  servant 
of  the  department  you  spoke  to.  But  from 
this  member,  who  has  considerable  munici- 

pal experience,  allegedly,  we  expect  an  an- 
swer which  is  a  little  more  concrete  than 

that. 

What  you  are  telling  us  tonight  is  that 
you  are  making  a  part-time  appointment, 
and  you  are,  in  fact,  to  use  the  words  of 
the  member  for  York-Forest  Hill,  you  are 

conning  the  Legislature.  You  shouldn't  be 
doing  that  in  guiding  through  a  piece  of 
legislation  in  your  early  experience  as  a 

parliamentary  assistant.  That's  not  the  kind 
of  thing  you  should  be  doing  in  this  House. 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  ( Timiskaming ) :  Words 
of  wisdom. 

Mr.  Lewis:  If  you  want  to  make  the  in- 
evitable impact  on  the  House,  then  level 

with  the  House.  Tell  us  that  you  know  who 
it  is  going  to  be,  and  that  he  is  not  ready 
to  accommodate  the  government  yet  by 

working  full-time.  So,  you  are  accommodat- 
ing him  and  appointing  a  city  manager  in 

the  process. 

But  it  won't  speak  well  before  October, 
1972— Isn't  that  the  date  of  appointment? 

Mr.  Martel:  Right. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oct.  16,  1972.  It  won't  speak 
well  for  the  parliamentary  assistant  to  find 
suddenly  that  the  man  is  part-time.  Why 
play  games  with  the  Legislature?  Why  not 
just  tell  us?  What  is  it  in  you  that  pro- 

hibits it?  If  not,  why  not  accept  the  amend- 
ment from  the  member  for  Sudbury  East 

which  is  as  explicit  and  direct  and  simple 
an  amendment  as  can  be? 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  will  place  the  question 
which  contains  the  amendment.  Those  in 

favour- 
Mr.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hap- 

pen to  be  one  of  those  rare  individuals  who 
has  a  great  deal  of  confidence  in  this  gov- 

ernment on  this  side  of  the  House  and  in 

the  type  of— 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  true. 
Mr.  E.  J.  Bounsall  (Windsor  West):  You 

are  right,  you  are  rare! 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  not  the  integrity  that  is 

in  question. 

Mr.  W.  Newman:  —of  appointments  they 
have  made  and  will  make  in  the  various 
regions  here  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  I 
have  a  great  deal  of  respect  for  the  integ- 

rity of  whoever  they  are  going  to  appoint 

because  I  know  they  won't  appoint  some- 

one— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  do  you  have  to  defend 
his  integrity?  Are  you  worried  about  it? 

Mr.    W.    Newman:    Realizing,    Mr.    Chair- 
man that  the  responsibility   of  this   govern- 

ment- Mr.  Lewis:  Do  you  know  who  it  is? 

Mr.  W.  Newman:  No,  I  do  not. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Chairman,  so  far 
the  regions  where  the  appointments  have 
been    made    by    the    Province    of    Ontario 
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through  the  Lieutenant  Governor  have 
worked  very  well.  We  are  looking  forward 
to  it  in  our  area  very  soon. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 

just  like  to  say  one  thing.  It's  an  insult  to 
the  intelligence  of  the  appointment  of  who- 

ever he  may  be,  to  try  to  pin  him  down  to 
a  full-time  job,  because  I  know  whoever  he 
is,  he  will  give  us  the  time  to  make  it  work, 
in  spite  of  you  people  over  there. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Ready  for  the  question. 
Order,  please.  Just  before  you  go  on,  may  I 
point  out  that  much  of  this  discussion  is 
certainly  hypothetical.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  Act  about  part-time  or  full-time. 

Mr.  Givens:  It's  not  hypothetical  because 
you  are  thinking  about  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  already  heard  the  mem- 
ber for  York-Forest  Hill.  The  member  for 

Ottawa  Centre  has  the  floor  now. 

Interjections  by  hon.   members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  This  is  hardly  a  hypothetical 

debate,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  view  of  the  in- 
adequate answers  of  the  member  for  Ottawa 

South.  The  government  has  been  saying  in 
legislation  which  we  have  to  deal  with  this 
week  that  people  who  serve  in  this  House 
should  be  full-time.  The  government  is  also 
saying,  in  effect,  that  senior  elected  repre- 

sentatives on  the  larger  municipalities  should 
also  serve  full  time.  They  are  paid  full-time 
and  it  is  made  out  very  clearly  that  they 
should  not  serve  in  the  federal  House,  they 
should  not  serve  in  the  Senate,  they  should 
not  serve  in  this  chamber,  nor  should  they 
serve  on  another  municipal  body  anywhere 
within  the  province. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  What  a  specious  ar- 
gument! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Is  the  government  now  going 
to  come  clean  and  agree  that  this  fellow 
should  be  full-time,  in  which  case  it  should 

accept  the  amendment.  It's  hardly  a  hypo- 
thetical question  by  the  way  in  which  the 

parliamentary  secretary  has  sought  to  evade 
the  House. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  discussion  is  getting 
very  repetitious. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Chairman,  whether  the 
discussion    is    getting    repetitious    or    not,    I 

don't  see  why  the  parliamentary  assistant 
has  to  be  as  intractable  as  his  boss.  It  is 
very  hard  to  emulate  Darcy  McKeough.  You 

can't  really;  it  would  take  you  many,  many 
years  to  approximate  his  intransigence. 

Let  me  ask  you  a  question:  Is  there  any 
other  regional  municipality  Act  in  the  Prov- 

ince of  Ontario  which  requires  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  chairman  and  a  city  administrator 

for  four-year  periods  by  government?  Do 
you  know  of  one? 

Mr.  Bennett:  There  are  provisions  in  the 
various  regional  bills  for  the  appointment  of 
a  chairman  and  the  appointment  of  an  ad- 

ministrator by  the  regional  council  at  their 
choice. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  the  regional  council. 

An  hon.  member:  Where  were  you? 

Mr.  Bennett:  This  is  by  the  regional  coun- 
cil. I  think  my  remarks  were  clear  and  very 

distinct,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  it  was  at  the 
appointment  of  the  regional  council.  In  this 
particular  region— and  we  have  explained  it; 
the  minister  explained  it— there  had  not  been 
a  county  system,  and  in  the  opinion  of  the 

government- 
Mr.  Martel:  That's  a  lot  of  crap! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It's  a  vote  of  non-confidence 
in  the  people  of  Sudbury. 

Mr.  Bennett:  In  the  opinion  of  the  govern- 
ment, Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  selected  to 

appoint  the  administrator.  It  has  been  dis- 
cussed with  the  people  in  Sudbury;  it  was 

raised  yesterday  at  our  meeting  in  Sudbury— 
Mr.  Martel:  Right. 

Mr.  Bennett:  —and  there  was  no  resistance 
brought  forward  by  the  local  representatives. 
It  was  raised  by  members  of  the  opposition 

party. 
Mr.  Martel:  They  were  overjoyed! 

Mr.  Bennett:  We  are  still  standing  our 
ground  on  the  interpretation  we  place  on 
this,  that  the  man  will  serve  with  all  the  time 
and  effort  necessary  to  make  this  a  very 
reasonable  and  forthright  regional  govern- 
ment. 

Mr.  Martel:  That's  necessary. 

Mr.  Bennett:  We  are  not  pinning  him 
down  to  full-time,  because  in  a  period  of 
2V2  or  three  years  if  he  finds  he  has  spare 
time,  that  time  should  be  for  his  use  as  he 
sees  fit. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  But  you  are  still  »not  answering 
my  question,  because  the  various  councils 
that  appoint  administrators  can  do  so  on  a 
year-to-year  basis;  that  is  stipulated  in  Acts 
as  well.  I  want  to  know  whether  there  is  any 
other  regional  Act  you  know,  or  the  mem- 

ber for  York  East  knows,  that  allows  for 
the  appointment  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
in  Council  of  both  the  chairman  and  the  ad- 

ministrator for  four  years?  Is  there  any  other 
Act? 

Mr.  Bennet:  I  am  sure,  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
member  must  be  able  to  understand  English. 
I  said  this  was  the  only  one  where— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Bennett:  If  you  would  listen  you  might 
hear  something.  I  said  that  this  was  the 
only  regional  bill  whereby  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  appoints  both  the  chairman  and 
the  administrative  officer,  and  we  explained 
why. 

Mr.  Lewis:  All  right.  Then  by  way  of  an 
observation,    Mr.   Chairman,   we    are   telling 
this  parliamentary  assistant  who  is  acting- 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  don't  mind  you  suggesting, 
but  not  telling. 

Mr.  Lewis:  All  right.  I  am  both  suggesting, 
informing  and  telling  you,  very  respectfully, 
that  the  reason  these  provisions  exist  in  this 
bill  is  because  you  are  going  to  allow  your 
chairman  to  be  part-time  and  he  is  going  to 
be  the  front  man  for  the  full-time  city  ad- 

ministrator. You  are  going  to  be  paying  a  lot 
more  public  money  than  you  need  be  pay- 

ing and  you  necessarily  debase  the  integrity 
of  the  regional  government  concept  in  Sud- 

bury in  the  process.  That  is  why  we  are 
going  to  divide  on  a  perfectly  sensible  amend- 

ment from  the  member  for  Sudbury  East. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Sudbury. 

Mr.  Germa:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  not  a 
hypothetical  argument,  and  there  is  evidence 
right  in  the  construction  of  the  bill  that  it 

isn't.  Just  to  prove  that  there  was  a  deal 
made  so  this  could  be  a  part-time  chairman, 
you  have  to  go  through  87  pages  before  you 
come  to  the  appointment  of  the  administrator. 
You  can  see  well  and  good  that  this  section 
of  the  bill  should  be  right  in  the  same  sec- 

tion where  they  were  appointing  the  chair- 
man. But  no,  it  comes  in  section  139— 

Mr.  Mattel:  You  bury  it. 

Mr.  Germa:  —which  is  87  pages  later.  It 
was    an   afterthought   to    accommodate    this 

man  they  have  in  line  for  the  chairman,  and 
it  lends  credence  to  our  argument. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  argument's  get- 
ting more  insipid  every  minute. 

Mr.  Germa:  Further,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
to  reject  the  concept  that  because  we  have 
not  had  a  county  form  of  government,  we 
are  not  capable  of  administering  ourselves 
through  our  elected  representatives.  We 
have  just  as  much  brains  and  just  as  much 
talent  up  there  as  they  have  in  those  areas 
of  the  province  where  the  countries  are  in- 
volved. 

In  fact,  our  problems  have  been  much 
more  magnified  than  they  have  been  in 
southern  Ontario  because  we  have  not  had 
the  financial  base  to  provide  ourselves  with 
the  services.  Yet  we  have  survived,  despite 
the  actions  that  this  government  took  against 
the  northern  part  of  the  province. 

I  will  not  accept  this  sort  of  administra- 
tion. By  appointing  the  chairman  and  the 

administrator  through  the  Lieutenant  Gov- 
ernor in  Council,  we  have  lost  complete  con- 

trol locally.  It  is  just  not  acceptable. 

Mr.  Martel:  Has  the  member  for  York 
North  got  one? 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Nickel  Belt. 

Mr.  Laughrcn:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
make  it  quite  clear  to  the  member  that  the 

reason  we  didn't  move  an  amendment  yes- 
terday, or  suggest  there  should  be  one,  was 

because  who  would  have  believed  or  who 
would  have  thought  that  you  would  dare 

appoint  a  part-time  chairman. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  And  a  Tory  hack. 

Mr.  Laughren:  It  did  not  even  enter  our 
minds  until  yesterday  when  the  word  was 
getting  around  just  who  was  going  to  be 

appointed. 
Mr.  Cassidy:  There  are  a  lot  of  Tory  hacks 

in  Sudbury. 

Mr.  Laughren:  So  don't  you  dare  say  in 
this  Legislature  that  the  members  who  were 
at  that  meeting  yesterday  voiced  no  objec- 

tion at  that  point.  It  was  with  disbelief  that 
we  first  learned  that  you  were  considering 

the  appointment  of  a  part-time  chairman. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right— and  an  ex-Tory  candi- 
date. 

Mr.  Givens:  Mr.  Chairman,  nobody  has 

mentioned  this  yet— there  have  been  mem- 
bers on  the  government  side  who  have  said 
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that  this  man  will  be  of  great  integrity  and 
honesty  and  so  on  and  devote  himself  to 
the  job— does  the  hon.  member  not  appre- 

ciate the  fact  that  if  you  appoint  this  man 

as  chairman  on  a  part-time  basis,  and  let's 
say  he  happens  to  be  a  businessman  or  he 
happens  to  be  a  lawyer— generally  it  is 
lawyers  who  get  these  appointments— you 
increase  the  possibility  of  this  man  having  a 
conflict  of  interest,  even  willy-nilly,  even 
if  he  is  not  a  venal  man,  even  if  he  has  all 
this  integrity? 

There  are  going  to  be  changes  taking 
place  in  this  municipality  of  such  basic 
proportions  —  rezonings,  plannings,  traffic, 
buying  and  selling  of  property— and  if  this 
man  happens  to  be  a  legal  man,  and  he  is  a 
part-time  guy,  then  he  is  bound  to  have 
conflicts  of  interest  every  day  in  the  week. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  is  a  legal  man. 

Mr.  Givens:  He  is  a  legal  man?  Then  to 
that  extent  he  is  going  to  have  to  refrain 
from— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  How  do  you  know 
who  it  is? 

Mr.  Givens:  —carrying  on  a  practice. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Bob  Desmarais. 

Mr.  Givens:  You  say  this  is  a  hypothetical 
question? 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well  they  don't  tell  you.  Why 
should  they  tell  you? 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Givens:  You  increase  the  danger  of 
this  man,  whoever  he  may  be— if  he  is  a 
man  peddling  pencils  on  the  main  street  of 
Sudbury  you  are  not  going  to  appoint  him, 
so  you  are  definitely  going  to  be  appointing 
a  man  of  affairs,  a  man  of  integrity,  a  man 
of  basic  community  acceptance,  a  man  who 
is  appreciated  in  the  community,  a  man  of 
political  background,  either  a  legal  man  or 
a  businessman  or  a  wheeler-dealer.  He  has 
to  be  a  wheeler-dealer  to  get  this  job— he 
has  to  have  some  influence  in  the  com- 

munity—and if  he  is  going  to  be  a  part-time 
wheeler-dealer  he  is  bound  to  get  caught 
with  his  hand  in  the  till,  and  you  are  going 
to  rue  the  day,  because  you  are  appointing 
him  for  four  years.  Four  years.  So  think  it 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  How  do  you  like  that?  A  man 
of  integrity  with  his  hand  in  the  till! 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  must  agree 
with  those  who  have  said  that  there  must 
surely  be  some  other  reason  for  appointing 
both  a  chairman  and  the  chief  administrator, 
other  than  the  answer  given  the  other  day 
that  there  is  no  county  system  in  Sudbury. 

In  my  view,  and  I  think  even- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  We  have 
an  amendment  before  us. 

Mr.  Good:  I  am  aware  of  the  amendment, 

Mr.  Chairman- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Well  please  speak  on  it. 

Mr.  Good:  Now  there  are  two  principles 

involved  here— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Do  you  realize  what  this  par- 
liamentary assistant  has  done  to  the  Legis- 

lature, Mr.  Chairman? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  He  has  made  some 

pretty  good  waves. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  member  for  Ottawa  Centre 
says  the  war  of  attrition  at  20  to  11  reduces 
the  Legislature  to  a  shambles. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Resign! 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please! 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  The  member 
for  Lambton  (Mr.  Henderson)  has  been  try- 

ing to  do  that  for  years. 

Mr.  Good:  There  are  two  points- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  two 
points  here  which  I  think  must  be  made, 
which  in  my  view  are  intolerable.  First  of 
all,  that  the  chairman  might  be  a  part-time 
appointee,  which  it  appears  very  likely  he 
would  be,  due  to  the  fact  that  the  admin- 

istrator is  going  to  be  appointed  by  govern- 
ment, which  is  an  entirely  new  concept,  and 

there  is  no  way  in  which  a  spirit  of— as  Mr. 
Gardiner  used  to  say— Metro-mindedness  can 
be  promoted  in  a  new  regional  government 
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unless  the  person  is  there  on  a  full-time  basis. 
He  is  going  to  have  to  eat  and  sleep  and 
live  the  whole  idea  of  establishing  regional 

government  so  that  the  local  parochial  in- 
terest can  be  broken  down. 

Secondly,  that  is  tied  so  closely  with  the 
fact  that  the  administrator,  who  is  also  going 

to  be  appointed  by  government— section  17 
says  that  the  regional  council  may  appoint 
the  chief  administrator,  subject  to  section  139 
which  gives  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in 

Council,  etc.— and  none  in  this  Legislature 
can  argue  the  fact  that  we  are  trying,  and 
trying  both  on  that  side  of  the  House  and  on 
this  side,  to  get  away  from  the  idea  that  the 
affairs  of  municipalities  are  going  to  be  run 
by  administrators.  We  are  doing  away  with 

special-privilege  bodies.  We  are  trying  to  get 
the  reins  of  control  of  government  back  in 

the  hands  of  elected  people  who  are  re- 
sponsible to  the  community. 

When  you  look  at  a  situation  which  seems 
to  be  a  natural  setup  for  the  Sudbury  regional 
government  to  be  run  by  an  appointed  ad- 

ministrator with  a  part-time  chairman  also 
appointed,  who,  first  of  all,  will  in  no  way 
have  the  political  influence  that  he  should 
have  for  being  appointed,  and  secondly,  he 
is  still  going  to  live  in  the  shadow  and  the 
background  of  the  administrator,  who  is  also 
appointed. 

I  think  it  is  most  important  that  there  be 
some  assurance  in  this  bill  that  the  chair- 

man, if  he  does  have  to  live  in  the  shadow 
of  the  appointed  administrator,  at  least  be 

a  full-time  person.  If  nothing  more,  he  can 
have  the  political  image  throughout  the 
whole  region  that  will  be  so  necessary  to  tie 
all  the  area  governments  within  the  region 
into  one  solid  regional  government.  That  is 
the  only  basis  on  which  any  regional  gov- 

ernment can  succeed,  if  parochial  interests 
are  gradually  to  disappear  and  the  whole 
thing  become  regionalized.  I  very  firmly  be- 

lieve that  with  impact  of  these  two  appoint- 
ments, your  whole  purpose  of  regional  gov- 

ernment is  going  to  be  defeated. 

So  I  respectfully  ask  the  member  for  Ot- 
tawa South  one  question:  Does  he  or  does 

he  not  have  authority  within  this  Legislature 
to  permit  any  reasonable  amendment  to  this 
bill?  My  judgment  would  be  that  neither  he 
nor  the  parliamentary  assistant  who  will  deal 
with  the  Waterloo  bill  has  one  iota  of 
authority  to  accept  any  amendments  so  this 
bill. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  member  for 
York  East  is  now  going  to  tell  the  member 
for  Ottawa  South  to  accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  you  ready  for  the 

question? 
Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Mr. 

Chairman- 

Mr.    Chairman:    The    member    for    Sand- 
wich-Riverside. 

Mr.  Burr:  Mr.  Chairman,  would  the  mem- 
ber who  is  piloting  this  through  the  House 

assure  the  House  that  if  this  turns  out  to 

be  a  part-time  job,  the  chairman  will  get 
only  a  part-time  salary? 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Thirty  thousand  bucks. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Ready  for  the  question? 

Mr.  Mart  el:  He  is  going  to  answer  it. 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  would  just  say  in  conclu- 
sion, Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  the  intention  of 

the  government  that  the  individual  we  will 
appoint  to  chair  the  Sudbury  area  will  be  a 
full-time  individual.  It  was  never  the  de- 

cision or  thought  of  the  government  that 

anyone  be  part-time.  May  I  say  to  the 
member  for  York-Forest  Hill  the  description 
he  offered  sounded  like  a  Liberal,  and  it  is 

not  the  intention  of  the  government  to  ap- 
point a  Liberal. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Ready  for  the  question. 

Those  in  favour  of  Mr.  Mattel's  motion  will 

please  say  "aye." 

All  those  opposed,  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion,  the  "nays"  have  it. 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  we  will  not  stack  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  saved  me 

asking  that  question.  Call  in  the  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please!  Mr.  Martel 
had  moved  that  a  section  9  (1)  (a)  be  added 

to  read  as  follows:  "The  chairman  so  ap- 

pointed shall  be  a  full-time  chairman." 

Those  in  favour  of  Mr.  Martel's  motion 
will  please  rise. 

Those  opposed  will  please  rise. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 

"ayes"  are  29,  the  "nays"  52. 
Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  motion  lost 

and  the  section  carried.  That  was  in  part  II 
of  the  bill.  Is  there  anything  else  in  part  II? 
I  notice  the  bill  is  divided  into  11  parts 
and  probably  that  is  the  best  way  to  handle 
it.  In  part  II,  the  member  for  Sudbury? 
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Mr.  Germa:  I  would  like  to  move  an 
amendment  in  the  next  subsection,  section 
9,  subsection  2.  I  move  that  in  subsection  2 
of  section  9,  in  line  five,  that  the  following 

words  be  deleted:  "or  any  other  person." 
Mr.  Chairman,  this  government  has  con- 

sistently said  that  they  want  the  power  to 
gradually  migrate  out  of  the  hands  of  the 
administrator  into  the  hands  of  the  elected 
person.  By  deleting  these  words  it  would 
guarantee  that  the  chairman  would  always 
be  an  elected  person  and  would  have  the 
confidence  of  the  people,  in  that  he  would 
have  first  been  elected  to  the  council,  or 
some  council  at  least,  and  therefore  would 
be  a  political  person  and  would  not  be 
drawn  from  the  ranks  outside  of  the  elected 

area.  I  think  unless  we  maintain  that  prin- 
ciple of  keeping  the  power  within  the 

elected  person,  I  think  we  are  going  to 
gradually  diminish  the  power  of  the  elected 
officer. 

For  that  reason  I  move  that  amendment. 

Mr,  Chairman:  Mr.  Germa  moves  that  in 
subsection  2  of  section  9,  in  line  five,  the 

following  words  be  deleted:  "or  any  other 

person.'' The  member  for  Ottawa  South. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  phrase- 

ology, "or  any  other  person,"  gives  the  new 
regional  council  the  autonomy  to  select  an 
individual  who  may  be  elected  to  that  par- 

ticular council.  Or,  on  the  other  hand,  they 
could  have  the  choice  of  going  out  and 
beyond  that  council  and  selecting  a  private 
citizen  of  the  community  who  has  not  stood 
for  public  office. 

It  is  a  clause  that  is  in  each  one  of  the 
regional  bills  that  have  gone  through  this 
House.  If  you  want  to  talk  about  power  of 
the  elected  person,  that  is  the  power.  They 
have  the  right  to  select  the  individual  by  a 
majority  vote  of  the  regional  members  of 
that  council  as  to  who  should  be  their 

chairman  for  a  two-year  period. 
So  I  say  that  this  is  the  independence 

they  have  and  this  is  not  the  position  of 
the  province  trying  to  dominate  over  coun- 

cil; exactly  the  reverse,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  really  mis- 
understand, or  fail  to  understand  the  parlia- 

mentary assistant's  concept  of  democracy  here. 

Interjections  by  hon.   members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  don't  think  you  guys  un- 
derstand it  either.  He  states,  Mr.  Chairman, 

that  a  person  who  has  not  stood  for  public 

office  may  become  the  chairman  of  a  re- 
gional council  of  Sudbury. 

This  is  not  in  the  first  year  when,  in  fact, 
somebody  who  is  exceptionally  talented  for 
the  job  might  have  to  be  brought  in  from 
outside.  No,  this  is  after  four  years,  in 
1977,  that  the  parliamentary  assistant  says 
that  there  may,  in  fact,  be  such  a  paucity  of 
talent  on  the  Sudbury  council  that  they  may 
have  to  reach  outside  their  own  members. 

It  is  another  slur  on  the  people  of  Sud- 
bury and  on  their  elected  representatives— 

simply  a  slur— and  shows  that  the  parlia- 
mentary assistant  has  absolutely  no  respect 

for  those  areas  where  he  is  sent  by  the 

Treasurer  in  order  to  go  and  do  Darcy's 
little  jobs.  Well,  he  has  gone  and  done  the 
little  job  up  there. 

As  he  says,  these  lines  have  been  in  the 
bills  that  have  come  before  us  before;  but 

it  is  time  that  they  were  taken  out— particu- 
larly in  view  of  the  way  in  which  the  gov- 

ernment has  set  up  the  chairmanship  and 
the  administratorship  in  the  way  in  which 
we  were  discussing  them  in  the  last  section. 

What  it  suggests  to  me,  in  fact,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, is  the  following:  That  four  years  from 

now  I  would  predict  that  there  will  be  many 

people  in  Sudbury  who  will,  in  fact,  be  look- 
ing very  hard  and  very  carefully  at  their 

regional  council  in  the  hopes  of  making 
major  changes  there  in  the  Sudbury  area 
and  ensuring  that  the  interests  of  all  the 
people  of  Sudbury  are  represented  by  the 

government. 
Now,  what  the  minister  is  trying  to  do 

is  to  leave  the  opportunity  for  the  rump  of 
the  old  guard  to  bring  back  one  of  their 
defeated  colleagues  from  the  previous  three 
or  four  years  on  council  and  install  him  as 
chairman  of  the  regional  council.  That  is 
just  an  unacceptable  principle.  The  lines 
were  wrong  to  begin  with;  they  should  have 
been  taken  out  in  earlier  legislation;  and 
this  is  the  time  to   take   them  out. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Sudbury 
East. 

Mr.  Martel:  Mr.  Chairman,  I,  of  course, 
concur  with  the  amendment  as  outlined  by 
my  colleague  from  Sudbury. 

Interjections  by  hon.   members. 

Mr.  Martel:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  are  going 
to  talk  about  continuity  in  representation  and 
ensuring  the  bill  moves  ahead  smoothly,  I 

don't  see  why  we  have  to  go  out  and  get 
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some  Johnny-come-lately  on  the  scene  to  fill 
an  appointment.  There  are  a  variety  of  ways 
that  you  could  fill  it  without  having  to  go 

outside  that  group  of  people  who  have  al- 

lowed their  name  to  stand  for  office.  It's  a 
very  easy  matter  to  select  one  from  the 
existing  regional  councils  and  bring  him  to 

the  fore,  rather  than  go  out  and  pick  some- 
one who  probably  has  not  even  had  the  in- 

terest to  run  for  council  before.  Otherwise 

he  would  be  in  the  category  of  those  run- 
ning. 

I  suggest  to  you  that  with  this  type  of 
clause,  you  can  bring  someone  in  who  has 

no  continuity— who  has  no  knowledge  of  the 
situation  whatsoever.  I  much  prefer  to  take 

my  chances  with  someone  who's  shown  an 
interest— who  has  run  for  municipal  office— 
than  someone  who,  because  he  has  a  few 
political  allies,  gets  selected  by  a  majority 
of  councillors  on  the  regional  council. 

I  say  that  it  must  come  from  one  of  the 

councils,  and  I  would  ask— and  I  see  the  boss 
is  here.  Now  he  can  give  you  his  blessing, 

which  he  couldn't  do  last  time.  We  mightn't 
have  had  that  hour-long  hassle- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He's  nodding  as  well. 

Mr.  Martel:  He's  nodding.  So  that  he  might 
just  condescend— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He's  just  about  to  give  you 
his  blessing. 

Mr.  Martel:  —to  allow  this  amendment  to 

go.  Because  if  we're  talking  about  repre- 
sentation by  election,  by  God,  that's  the  way 

it  should  be.  Those  people  who  are  going  to 
administer  that  bill  and  this  new  Act  should 

be  the  ones  to  do  it,  not  some  Johnny-come- 
lately. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Hasn't  your  parliamentary 
assistant  got  any  discretion  at  all? 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Nickel  Belt. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman. 
It  is  really  difficult  to  comprehend  why  the 
minister  would  be  so  concerned  about  ap- 

pointments in  the  Sudbury  area.  It  seems  to 

me  that  you've  got  the  chairman  already 
appointed.  You've  got  the  administrator  ap- 

pointed and  now  you're  also— it's  as  though 
you've  let  the  camel  into  the  tent. 

You're  saying  that  the  people  who  are 
elected  to  the  council  themselves  may  not 

be  appropriate  to  fill  that  position.  I  don't 
know   how   you    can   justify    that.    We   sup- 

ported the  principle  of  this  bill.  But  as  I 

see  the  position  you're  taking,  and  how  in- 
tractable you  are  on  these  points  that  we 

know  are  wrong,  and  you  refuse  to  budge 
an  inch  on  them— Why? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Because  we  believe 

you're  wrong. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman- 

Mr.   Martel:    The  people   of  the   Sudbury 

area  don't  think  so. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  the— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Don't  be  so  provocative  this time. 

Mr.  Bennett:  May  I  draw  to  the  hon.  mem- 

ber's attention  that  the  clause  is  an  optional 
one?  The  province  is  not  dictating. 

You  know,  you  can't  have  things  both 
ways.  We're  giving  the  regional  council  an 
opportunity  either  to  appoint  within  or  out- 

side its  body.  That  is  the  opportunity  they 
have.  They  select  the  individual  they  think 
can  do  the  job  best.  If  it  happens  to  be  one 
of  their  elected  people,  fine. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  no  way,  shape  or  form 

is  the  province  trying  to  dictate  to  the  muni- 

cipality. It's  exactly  the  opposite.  I  reiterate, 
it  is  an  optional  clause  at  the  discretion  of 

the  regional  council  and  not  at  the  discre- 
tion of  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Solicitor  General):  The 
amendment  would  hamstring  the  council. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Hamstring?  May  we  then 

expect  further  legislation  from  the  govern- 
ment which  allows  councils  to  co-opt  people 

into  their  number— which  allows  councils  of 

18  to  co-opt  another  six  or  seven  people?  Is 
this  the  principle  that  the  member  is  trying 
to  state? 

Mr.  A.  K.  Meen  (York  East):  Oh,  really! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  This  is  really  what  it  is.  If 

the  fellow  hasn't  passed  election,  the  new 
legislation  before  us  says  that  you  may  not 
appoint  a  mayor  or  a  member  of  a  board 
of  control  or  a  reeve  except  from  among  the 

members  of  that  council.  When  it's  good 
enough  for  the  appointments  to  mayor  and 

reeve  and  so  on,  when  there's  a  vacancy, 
why  isn't  that  good  enough  for  the  people 
of  Sudbury?  I  just  fail  to  understand  the 

minister's  principles,  if  he  has  any. 
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Mr.  Bennett:  I  think  if  the  member  would 

read  the  bill,  he'd  find  out  that  the  chair- 
manship is  always  an  appointment.  The  only 

difference  here  is  that  it  can  either  be  an 
elected  member  or  a  party  outside  of  an 
elected  council.  The  chairman  is  always  by 
appointment. 

Mr.  Martel:  He  should  be  from  the  outside. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Ready  for  the  question? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  point  I  was  raising,  if  the 
minister  was  listening,  is  that  according  to 
the  new  legislation,  when  vacancies  occur  at 
the  level  of  mayor,  reeve  or  controller,  ap- 

pointments shall  be  made  only  from  among 
elected  members  of  that  council  making  the 
appointment.  In  other  words,  what  this  gov- 

ernment is  saying  in  that  other  legislation— 
which  we  will  see  shortly— what  the  govern- 

ment says  is  that  in  order  to  get  to  senior 
office  in  a  municipality,  you  have  to  have 
passed  the  test  of  the  electorate  first.  You 
have  to  be  elected  as  an  alderman  in  order  to 
be  appointed  to  a  vacancy  as  mayor,  should 
one  happen  to  occur. 

It  seems  to  us  that  precisely  the  same 
principle  should  apply  in  the  case  of  the 
regional  legislation.  And  that  the  principle 
should  be  accepted  that  you  have  to  be 
elected  and  be  placed  on  the  regional  coun- 

cil first,  before  you  can  even  be  considered 
for  the  position  of  chairman. 

Mr.   Chairman:    Those   in   favour   of   Mr. 

Genua's  motion  will  please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion,  the  "nays"  have  it.  I  de- clare the  motion  lost  and  subsection  2  carried. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Mr.  Chairman,  before  we 
finish  with  section  2— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  2  was  carried  when 

that  motion  was  lost— subsection  2,  that  is, 
of  section  9. 

Mr.  Laughren:  I  am  sorry.  I  thought  you 
meant  the  entire- 

Mr.  Germa:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  deal 
with  subsection  3  of  section  9,  where  a  mem- 

ber of  the  council  of  an  area  municipality 

becomes  chairman  he  "shall  be  deemed  to 
have  resigned  as  a  member  of  such  council, 
and  the  seat  on  such  council  thereby  becomes 

vacant." 
Now,  this  inhibits  a  person  who  has  been 

elected  to  his  local  government  to  accept 
the  position  of   chairman.   You   see,   the  in- 

hibition is  throughout  the  bill,  that  a  person 
has  to  resign  from  his  elected  office  before 
he  can  accept  the  position  of  chairman. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Did  you  read  your  own 
amendment? 

Mr.  Bennett:  You  are  contradicting  your- 
self! 

Mr.  Germa:  That  is  not  a  contradiction, 

with  great  respect.  The  point  is— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  is  entirely  consistent. 

Mr.  Germa:  When  we  were  dealing  with 
subsection  1,  the  hon.  member  from  Ottawa 
South  said:  If  I  can  find  a  man  capable  of 
doing  it  on  a  part-time  basis,  then  he  is  the 
man  who  is  going  to  do  the  job  and  he  will 

do  it  on  a  part-time  basis." That  was  his  argument  in  subsection  1. 
Now,  here  he  contradicts  himself  and  says 
that  there  is  nobody  smart  enough  to  be  an 
alderman  in  Valley  East,  as  well  as  the  chair- 

man of  the  council.  You  see?  So  that  what- 
ever argument  he  wants  to  take  he  goes  on 

both  sides  of  the  fence. 

I  find  this  section  offensive.  I  pose  the 
question:  Why  would  a  man  elected  as  an 
alderman  of  one  municipality  not  be  able 

to  hold  a  position  of  alderman  of  that  mu- 
nicipality, as  well  as  the  regional  chairman? 

Mr.  Martel:  Because  it  is  only  a  part-time 

job. Mr.  Germa:  It  is  only  part-time;  you  said 
you  could  find  a  man  who  has  that  capability. 

Mr.  Martel:  He  has  to  be  like  you  Darcy, 
really  talented. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  other  comment?  Does 
the  minister  have  any  comment? 

Shall  section  3  stand  as  part  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Martel:  No.  Let  him  answer. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  assistant  is  going  to 
answer. 

Mr.  Bennett:  The  section  I  think,  is  ex- 
tremely clear.  A  few  moments  ago  the  NDP 

offered  an  amendment  that  would  make  the 
chairman  a  full-time  job  and  now  they  are 
wanting  to  know  why  he  could  not  hold  the 
two  political  positions.  I  think  that  it  is  self- 
explanatory,  sir,  and  that  is  why  provisions 
of  clause  3  are  in  this  Act. 

I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  some  of  the 
members  of  the  opposition  would  read,  I 
said  if  an  individual  is  capable  of  carrying 
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out  his  duties  in  a  shorter  period  of  time 
than  one  might  think  is  full  time,  then  that 
is  all  well  and  good.  We  say  that  clause  3 
surely  represents  the  fact  that  we  do  not 
think  it  is  a  possibility  to  control  two  poli- 

tical positions  and  do  the  chairmanship  job 
adequately. 

Mr.  Martel:  How  much  nonsense  can  come 
from   that   one  member? 

Mr.  Chairman:   Order,  please! 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  am  not  talking  from  expe- 
rience, Mr.  Chairman,  because  I  have  never 

been  the  chairman  of  regional  government. 

Mr.  Martel:  How  much  nonsense  can  come 
from  one  member? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Martel:  He  has  just  got  up  and  con- 
tradicted himself  again.  He  is  speaking  out 

of  both  sides  of  his  mouth  at  the  same  time. 

Mr.  Bennett:  No,  I  am  not  an  NDP. 

Interjections   by   hon.    members. 

Mr.  Martel:  One  minute  he  is  talking 
about  the  regional  chairman— and  you  want 
it  both  ways— if  he  has  enough  ability,  he 
can  handle  a  part-time  job;  and  you  carry 
it  with  your  majority.  Then  you  turn  around 
and  you  say,  with  respect  to  this  section 
of  the  bill,  that  we,  on  this  side,  have  been 
different.  We  have  not;  we  have  taken  the 
same  position.  We  still  think  the  chairman 
should  be  a  full-time  job.  We  probably  agree 
with  this  section;  but  it  is  the  double  stan- 

dard you  applied  in  section  1.  That  is  the 
game.  The  double  standard;  and  that  is  what 
you  want  now,  and  you  want  it  both  ways. 
You  run  off  the  mouth  both  sides  at  the 

same  time.  You  can't  suck  and  whistle  at the  same  time. 

Interjections   by   hon.    members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Don't  underestimate  him. 
He   can  do  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  think  that  is  unfair  to  you. 
I  think  he  is  capable- 

Mr.  Martel:  Possibly  you  can  suck  and 

whistle  at  the  same  time;  but  you  can't 
have  the  double  standard  and  then  try  to 
say  that  this  side  of  the  House  is  asking 
for  it.  We  are  asking  for  consistency;  and 

you  don't  want  to  give  it. 
I've  become  convinced  that  the  Treasurer 

now  comes  into  rule.  He's  oome  in  to  bring 

this  bill  in.  No  matter  how  good  the  amend- 
ments, the  parliamentary  assistant  has  been 

given  the  instructions  beforehand:  Drive  it 

through  the  House;  don't  accept  an  amend- 
ment good,  bad,  indifferent,  or  excellent. 

The  Treasurer  has  given  the  order  that 

everything  goes  as  it.  That's  what  you're here  for,  as  the  whipping  boy  to  see  that 
it  goes  through. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right.  The  administrator  sits 
in  the  front  row. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  assistant  sits  in  the  back. 

Mr.    Chairman:    Shall    subsection   3    stand 
as  part  of  the  bill? 

Agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Part  II.  Anything  further 

on   part    II? 

Mr.  Laughren:  Are  we  talking  about  the 
entire  part? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes.  Part  II  goes  up  to 

page  24,  I  guess. 
Mr.  Martel:  One  item  at  a  time  now. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Nickel 
Belt.  Which  section  are  you  thinking  of? 

Mr.  Laughren:  Unless  one  of  my  col- 
leagues has  something  before  section  27— 

Mr.  Martel:  Well,  I  haven't  quit. 

Mr.  Laughren:  —I'll  defer  to  them  before 
that,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Which  page  is  that  when 
we  get  to  it? 

Mr.  Laughren:   Page  23. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Page  23,  that's  still  in 
part  II,  yes.  Anything  before  section  27?  All 
right,  the  hon.  member  for  Nickel  Belt. 

Mr.  Martel:  He'll  quit,  if  I  can  find  it. 
Call  them  out  by  number,  Mr.  Chairman,  or 

I'm  going  to  have  to  go  back. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  move  an  amendment  that  section  27, 

subsection  7— 
Mr.  Lewis:  An  excellent  amendment. 

Mr.  Laughren:  —be  amended  by  adding 
after  the  figure,  1972,  the  following:  and 
shall  further  be  entitled  to  receive  all  rights 
or  benefits  whether  embedded  or  not  in  the 
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collective  agreement  with  any  and  all  repre- 
sented organizations  or  in  existing  bylaws  of 

the  various  municipalities,  and  that  all  such 
rights  and  benefits  shall  be  maintained  in 
force  for  the  life  of  any  collective  agreement, 
unless  replaced  by  mutual  consent. 

Speaking  on  that  amendment,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, at  the  present  time,  there  is  no  guar- 
antee that  employees  of  the  area  munici- 

palities, when  this  bill  comes  into  effect,  will 
have  the  kind— 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer,  and 

Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs):  Non- 
sense! 

Mr.  Laughren:  —of  guarantees  and  job 
security  that  they  should  have.  Indeed,  when 
you  talk  about  seniority,  they  have  none 
whatsoever  when  they  move  into  the  regional 

government.  I  think  it's  for  one  year  only 
that  they're  guaranteed  their  seniority.  That 
is  just  not  acceptable. 

These  are  the  people  who  are  going  to 
be  forced,  some  of  them,  to  pay  the  price  of 
regional  government  because  of  the  lack  of 

job  security  that  they'll  have  when  this 
becomes  law,  or  at  least  within  a  year. 

I  think  it's  incumbent  upon  the  govern- 
ment to  accept  this  amendment,  because,  if 

there's  any  group  of  people  in  the  Sudbury 
basin  who  are  going  to  be  responsible  for 
the  success  or  failure  of  this  regional  gov- 

ernment in  the  area,  it's  going  to  be  the 
people  who  work  in  those  area  municipali- 

ties. I  think  that  to  guarantee  them  the 
rights,  for  example,  that  the  police  have 
under  section  48,  is  not  asking  too  much  at 
all.  The  police  are  guaranteed  their  senior- 

ity and  all  benefits  that  they  have  up  to 

this  point  and,  not  only  that,  they're  guaran- 
teed a  bargaining  position  in  1972  even. 

So  I  would  suggest  to  you  that  you  accept 
this  amendment  in  order  to  protect  the  em- 

ployees of  the  area  municipalities. 

Mr.    Chairman:    Those    in    favour    of   Mr. 

Laughren's  amendment- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.   Chairman:   Yes. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  defer  to  the  hon.  member 
for  Sudbury  East. 

Mr.  Martel:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  sug- 
gest that,  when  we  debated  this  bill  on 

second  reading,  the  member  who  is  guiding 
this  so  well  through  the  House  indicated  in 
his  reply  that  he  had  spoken  to  the  unions 

and  they  were  happy.  CUPE  was  happy.  In 
fact,  he  said  it  in  Sudbury,  too,  I  believe, 
that  they  were  happy. 

The  only  thing  is  that  CPUE  came  to  see 
us  after  they  spoke  to  the  member  and,  on 

the  contrary,  indicated  that  they  weren't 
happy  at  all,  because  again  we  have  a  double 
standard. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  B.  Gilbertson  (Algoma):  They  must 
have  been  two-faced. 

Mr.  Martel:  In  section  48  of  the  bill- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Who  is  that?  Where  did  that 
come  from? 

Mr.  Martel:  The  member  for  Middlesex 

South  (Mr.  Eaton)— brilliant.  One  wouldn't  be 
surprised— and  the  member  for  Algoma. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Oh  Bernt,  you  are  not  get- 
ting into  this? 

Mr.  Martel:  But  there  is  a  double  standard. 
In  section  48  of  the  bill  you  give  the  police 
the  protection  of  their  seniority;  you  have 
it  written  in  the  Act.  And  yet  for  the  CUPE 

employees  you  don't  provide  the  same guarantee  for  seniority.  Now  why?  And  you 
talk  about  double  standards— and  we  get 
them  thrown  at  us  left,  right  and  centre. 

You  don't  know  the  meaning  of  bringing  it 
in  straightforward— and  stop  kidding  the 

troops;  you  just  don't.  You  provide  protec- 
tion; you  list  the  things  they  can  have— 

their  pension.  What  the  hell  good  is  a  pen- 
sion if  you  are  laid  off? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  pleasel 

Mr.  Martel:  Oh,  what  is  a  pension  if  you 

are  laid  off  at  45  and  you  don't  have  a  job? 
What  good  is  your  pension  to  you?  What 
good  is  your  medical  if  at  the  end  of  the 

year  you  don't  have  a  job,  despite  the  fact 
you  have  been  with  the  municipality  for 
20  years?  What  good  are  the  other  clauses 
in  here— sick  benefits,  if  your  pension  rights 

don't  guarantee  you  a  job? 
Yet  the  double  standard  prevails,  because 

in  section  48  the  police  are  guaranteed  this. 
In  fact,  the  bill  even  goes  further  than  that. 
It  says  when  the  first  meeting  will  be  held 
for  the  police  to  begin  negotiations.  You 

don't  even  go  that  far  for  the  union  people. 
Again  the  double  standard  throughout  the 
bill. 
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There  is  a  very  simple  amendment;  there 
is  one  that  CUPE  asked  for;  and  you  come 
into  the  House  and  you  tell  everybody  that 
CUPE  was  happy.  So  did  the  minister.  He 
said  CUPE  was  happy,  and  it  is  not  true. 

You  get  up  and  you  mislead  this  House 
and  say  they  are  happy;  and  yet  within  10 
minutes  after  they  left  your  office  they  were 
in  ours— they  were  very  unhappy.  In  fact, 

you  didn't  even  want  to  meet  with  them; 
they  had  to  send  a  telegram  to  you.  That 
is  how  interested  you  were  in  the  people 
who  were  actually  going  to  implement  this 
bill;  the  people  who  are  going  to  make  it 

work,  or  it  is  going  to  fail.  You  aren't  even interested  enough  to  meet  with  them. 
I  might  say  that  in  the  layout  for  the 

Greater  Winnipeg  bill,  it  is  written  in  that 
the  employees  will  be  invited  in  right  from 
the  first  phase.  I  might  add  a  little  step 
further.  Yesterday  in  the  city  of  Sudbury 
the  mayor  indicated  to  me  that  he  wanted 
to  bring  some  of  his  top  officials  to  sit  in  on 
the  hearing  to  have  the  bill  explained,  and 
that  was  denied. 

That  is  how  much  that  government  thinks 
of  the  very  people  who  are  going  to  be 
responsible  for  implementing  the  bill.  They 

couldn't  even  sit  in  as  observers;  you 
wouldn't  even  allow  CUPE's  top  man  to 
just  sit  in— not  comment  on  the  bill— but  he 

didn't  even  have  a  right  to  listen  to  the 
explanation  of  the  bill  on  how  it  was  going 
to  affect  the  members  of  those  locals  and 
those  who  are  not  organized. 

They  didn't  even  have  the  right  to  have 
their  top  people  sit  in  because,  in  fact,  they 
have  to  go  back  and  explain  and  allay  the 
fears  of  those  people  who  might  be  out  of  a 
job  at  the  end  of  year  one. 

I  say  to  you  that  if  you  can  give  the  police 
that  protection— and  I  am  all  for  it— then  you 
have  an  obligation  to  provide  that  same  pro- 

tection for  the  rest  of  those  employees;  be- 
cause some  of  them  are  going  to  be  hard 

done  by  to  maybe  get  another  job.  I  just  say 

you  can't  have  the  double  standard. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Sudbury. 

Mr.  Germa:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  matter 
should  not  be  taken  lightly.  It  is  going  to 
affect  a  large  number  of  people.  Now,  just 
from  my  own  municipality  of  Sudbury  there 
are  146  employees  in  the  office,  clerical,  tech- 

nical; in  the  manual  employees  there  are 
331;  and  in  our  transit  system  there  are  67 
employees. 

We  know  some  of  these  jobs  are  going  to 
become    redundant    and    these    people    are 

going  to  have  to  go  to  the  regional  govern- 
ment to  maintain  their  jobs  as  municipal 

employees.  There  is  no  reason  why  a  person 
should  lose  his  seniority  rights  because  of  an 
action  taken  by  this  government.  If  the  gov- 

ernment sees  fit  to  take  this  action,  they 

should  see  fit  to  protect  this  person's  senior- 
ity; because  in  the  case  of  a  working  man 

the  only  investment  he  has  in  his  community 
is  his  seniority.  He  has  no  investment  in  cash 
and  he  has  to  rely  on  his  pension  rights,  or 
his  pension,  when  it  comes  that  time  of  his 
life  when  he  has  to  rely  on  it.  And  this 
pension  is  going  to  be  dictated  by  seniority. 

Not  only  is  that  of  prime  importance,  but 
there  are  other  things  which  are  not  im- 

bedded. There  is  no  protection  against  pos- 
sible discrimination;  there  is  no  guarantee  of 

a  grievance  procedure;  there  is  no  guarantee 
of  his  union  security.  There  is  no  guarantee 

of  his  seniority  or  opportunity  for  advance- 
ment, job  posting,  leave  of  absence,  guaran- 

teed paid  holidays,  his  annual  vacation  after 
1973,  his  hours  of  work,  his  overtime  pre- 

mium, his  shift  differential,  method  of  pay- 
ment of  premiums,  hospitalization,  medical 

benefits,  group  insurance,  compassionate  leave 
—a  whole  list  of  things  that  these  people 

have  won  over  the  years  through  their  senior- 
ity and  through  their  union.  They  have  built 

this  up  and  it  hasn't  come  easy.  They  have 
had  to  pay  a  heavy  price  to  get  this  little  bit 
that  they  have  in  this  world. 

Just  with  one  sweep  of  the  pen,  just  by 
not  including  this  protective  clause  within 
this  bill,  all  of  this  could  be  wiped  out,  unless 
they  happen  to  have  a  sympathetic  local 
council.  We  know  in  the  case  of  Grimsby,  I 

believe  it  was,  that  they  didn't  happen  to 
have  a  sympathetic  council.  They  didn't  enter 
into  agreement  by  mutual  consent  and  a 
whole  bunch  of  people  were  damaged  in  the 
amalgamation  there.  So  I  would  ask  the 
government  to  reconsider  and  include  the 
amendment  in  this  clause. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Nickel 

Belt. 

Mr.  Laughren:  I  am  a  little  confused 
about  the  double  standards  as  are  my  two 
colleagues.  I  notice  An  Act  respecting  the 
City  of  Guelph,  June  17,  1971,  and  I  will 
quote  from  that.  This  is  section  1,  subsec- 

tion 3: 

On  the  dissolution  of  the  boards  and 
commissions  mentioned  in  subsection  1, 
the  employees  there  become  employees  of 
the  corporation  of  the  city  of  Guelph  and 
all  terms  and  conditions  affecting  seniority, 
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remuneration  and  other  benefits  in  force 

with  respect  to  its  employees  shall  be 
assumed  by  the  corporation  of  the  city  of 
Guelph. 

This  was  a  situation  in  which  the  employer 
was  changed  on  the  employees.  In  other 

words,  they  didn't  make  the  decision.  They 
didn't  decide  to  change  employers.  The  rug 
was  pulled  out  from  under  them. 

You  can't  just  say  then,  "Because  we  have 
decided  that  we  are  going  to  change  em- 

ployers on  you,  you  no  longer  have  the  pro- 

tection that  you  have  at  the  present  time." That  is  just  not  fair  and  it  makes  a  farce 
of  the  whole  collective  bargaining  process. 
Those  people  did  bargain  collectively  for  the 
rights  they  have  now  and  you  are  just  pulling 
it  right  out  from  underneath  them.  You  are 
saying  that  no  longer  is  it  in  effect  because 
we  have  decided  that  you  have  a  new  em- 
ployer. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

Mr.  Good:  I  think  we  should  draw  to  the 
attention  of  the  member  for  Ottawa  South 

that  the  city  of  Waterloo  prepared  a  private 
bill  to  do  away  with  the  community  services 
boards.  This  year,  when  it  was  first  referred 
to  the  legislative  council,  it  was  returned  to 
the  city  and  section  3  was  ordered  to  be  put 
into  the  bill  before  it  would  be  passed  by  the 
department.  This  section  is  similar  to  that  in 

the  Guelph  bill,  where  it  states  that  "all 
terms,  conditions,  affecting  seniority,  re- 

muneration and  other  benefits  in  force  with 

respect  to  such  employees  shall  be  assumed 

by  the  said  city." 
I  think  it  is  most  reasonable  that  when 

employees  are  changing  from  an  area  to  a 
regional  government,  or  perhaps  even  from 
one  area  of  government  to  another  area  of 
government,  or  they  become  part  of  a  merged 
municipality  and  have  a  new  employer  as 
under  the  Sudbury  bill  and  as  will  happen 
under  the  Waterloo  bill,  they  should  be  given 
the  protection  that  was  required  by  govern- 

ment. The  city  of  Waterloo  and  the  city  of 
Guelph  had  to  give  this  protection  to  their 
employees,  when  they  changed  from  being 
employees  of  the  community  services  board 
or  the  parks  board  or  whatever  to  the  munic- 

ipality of  the  city  of  Waterloo. 

I  think  the  comparison  here  is  most  appro- 
priate and  I  think  the  principle  is  exactly 

the  same  and  I  find  it  very  difficult  to  under- 
stand why  this  was  not  in  it.  The  matter  was 

brought    up    this    afternoon   at   the   regional 

government  meeting  with  Mr.  McKeough  in 
Kitchener.  The  only  explanation  he  could 

give  was,  "We  can't  protect  seniority  because 
in  a  merged  municipality,  if  there  should  be 
two  clerks,  the  new  municipality  may  find 
themselves  constrained  to  select  the  one  with 

more  seniority  when  they  really  want  the 

other." 

I  can't  buy  that  as  a  valid  argument  for 
sending  down  the  drain  the  whole  protection 
which  employees  under  one  jurisdiction  have 
gained  over  the  years.  They  find  that  all 
they  are  being  guaranteed  is  that  they  will 
be  employed  for  one  year  at  not  less  than 
they  were  employed  at  previously.  I  find  this 
protection   quite   inadequate. 
We  argued  this  in  all  the  other  regional 

government  bills.  These  regional  government 
bills,  as  has  happened  in  previous  years,  come 
before  the  Legislature  in  the  middle  of  the 
night  in  the  last  week  of  the  sitting  and  the 
government,  in  its  haste  to  get  these  bills 

through,  just  adamantly  says,  "No,  we  will 

change  nothing." I  think  there  has  to  be  serious  considera- 
tion given  to  this  in  the  light  of  the  decision 

of  this  government  to  make  the  cities  put  this 
in  their  private  bills  when  they  change  em- 

ployees from  community  service  boards  to 
municipal  employees. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Don't  tell  us  they  are  pro- tected under  the  Labour  Relations  Act  either. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
South. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  first  of  all, 
the  moment  that  I  found  out  that  CUPE 
wished  to  meet  with  us  I  was  prepared  to 
meet  them  and  did  so  last  week. 

Mr.  Martel:  Yes,  by  telegram. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Not  on  receiving  two  or 
three  telegrams  but  on  the  first  request.  I 
said  they  were  satisfied,  and  I  repeat,  Mr. 
Chairman,  when  they  left  our  office  after 
discussion  with  the  department  people,  the 
minister  and  myself,  they  were  satisfied. 
They  also  indicated  to  us  that  they  had 
not  had  any  problems  relating  to  employment, 
longevity,  and  so  on,  in  the  other  regional 
areas;  that  they  had  all  been  transformed 
without  any  difficulty  whatsoever. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  So  why  not  grant  it  in  the 
Act? 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  am  not  sure,  Mr.  Chairman, 
what  they  said  to  the  member  for  Sudbury 

East;  I  wasn't  privy  to  that  particular  meet- 
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ing.  I  also  say  to  you  that  there  has  not 
been  any  experience  in  any  of  the  regional 
areas— and  I  am  sure  that  the  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre  will  attest  to  that;  partic- 

ularly in  the  case  of  Ottawa-Carleton— in  the 
laying  off  of  any  employees.  The  amazing 
thing  in  each  one  of  the  regional  areas  has 
been  that  salaries  have  not  been  going  down, 
but  always  rise  to  the  level  of  the  highest 
paying  municipality  in  the  amalgamated 
areas. 

Mr.  Martel:  We  are  not  talking  about 
salaries. 

Mr.  Bennett:  We  said  that  we  wouldn't 
allow  people  to  attend  the  meeting  yester- 

day as  that  meeting,  as  the  member  will 
recall,  was  a  intermunicipal  committee  meet- 

ing and  we  were  there  on  the  invitation  of 
that  particular  group  to  review  the  bill  with 
them.  We  were  not  in  the  position  to  invite 
people;   they  were   there   at   the— 

Mr.  Laughren:  You  turned  them  down. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Because  you  brought  them 

in  so  late,  they  wouldn't  talk  to  anybody else. 

Mr.  Bennett:  And  Mr.  Chairman,  I  draw 
to  the  attention  of  the  members,  if  they  will 
recall,  one  of  the  reeves  happened  to  ask 
the  minister  exactly  why  the  meeting  was 
called— was  it  for  the  intermunicipal  people, 
or  for  other  political  people- 

Mr.  Martel:  It  was  a  Tory- 

Mr.  Bennett:  That  is  perfectly  okay.  He 
spoke  the  truth. 

An  hon.  member:  Still  a  Tory  hack. 

Hon.  J.  W.  Snow  (Minister  of  Government 
Services):    A    Tory,    but    not    a    hack. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  as  far  as  the 
Act    goes- 

Mr.   Martel:   They   don't   even  have  elec- tions around  there. 

Mr.  Bennett:  You  know,  someone  said 
something  about  the  Labour  Relations  Act; 
and  that  is  absolutely  right.  You  have  been 
drawing  the  comparison  with  the  police  force, 
and  there  is  a  great  difference  in  as  much  as 
that  the  police  force  is  not  protected  under 
the  Labour  Relations  Act.  They  have  their 
own  bargaining  unit  and  they  have  been 
given  the  right  in  this  particular  section  48 
of  the  bill.  But  under  section  55  of  the 
Labour  Relations  Act  there  are  provisions  for 

the  municipalities  that  amalgamate  or  other- 
wise intermingle.  The  Labour  Relations  Act 

or  board  can  deal  with  all  of  the  agreements 
that  are  in  force  and  effect. 

Mr.  Stokes:  But  do  it  in  the  Act. 

Mr.  Bennett:  And  I  say  to  you,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  it  is  not  the  intention  of  the 

government  to  amend  this  particular  section. 
We  believe  that  the  conditions  provided 
under  section  55  of  the  Labour  Relations  Act 
offer  and  afford  the  protection  necessary  for 
the  employees  that  are  presently  with  the 
groups  who  relate  to  section  7,  subsection  7 
of  page  24. 

I  might  also  mention  that  one  of  the  other 
things  relating  to  the  police  department.  It 
is  obvious  that  a  policeman  will  be  retained 
within  the  police  services,  while  other  em- 

ployees in  municipal  service— one  who  might 
be  the  clerk  of  one  of  the  townships  that 
now  is  being  amalgamated;  obviously  you  do 

not  need- 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Obviously  you  do  not  need 
two  or  three  clerks,  and  so  his  duties  could 
be  defined  in  some  other  area  of  municipal 

operations. 

Mr.  Martel:  He  is  going  to  become  a 
mechanic  somewhere  else. 

Mr.  Bennett:  And  those  are  extreme  dif- 
ferences. But  I  say  to  you  that  we  believe 

that  under  the  Labour  Relations  Act,  section 

55  there  is  adequate  protection  for  the  em- 

ployees. 
Mr.  Chairman:  Those  in  favour- 

Mr.  Martel:  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes. 

Mr.  Martel:  First  of  all,  if  the  member  who 
just  spoke  indicated  that  the  union  was  happy 

with— 
Mr.  Bennett:  I  said  satisfied,  Mr.  Chair- man. 

Mr.  Martel:  Satisfied;  all  right,  satisfied- 
call  it  what  you  want.  I  asked  someone  to 
deliver  this  to  the  member  so  he  can  in  fact 
read  it.  It  will  indicate  that  they  were  not 
satisfied.  That  is  a  lot  of  nonsense.  As  usual, 
he  sucks  and  whistles  at  the  same  time  he 
runs  in  red  herrings. 

I  didn't  talk  about  wages;  I  didn't  talk 
about  pensions,  except  that  they  would  lose 

them    if    they    didn't    have    the    one    thing 
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guaranteed— their  seniority.  I  want  you  to 
show  me  where  the  seniority  is  guaranteed. 
Some  of  those  municipalities— Dowling, 
Waters— do  not  have  a  union  and  they  are 
not  protected  by  any  collective  agreement 
under  the  Labour  Relations  Act.  I  want  to 

know  how  their  pensions,  or  how  their  senior- 
ity, is  protected. 

You  know,  I  used  the  word  "hell"  a  while 
ago  deliberately  to  get  all  the  "oohs"  and 
"aahs,"  just  to  show  you  the  principle  over 
there.  Because  everyone  was  flabbergasted 
and  said  it  was  terrible;  but  you  can  strip  a 
man  of  30  years  of  pension,  or  seniority, 
without  even  batting  an  eyelash  and  your 
sense  of  values  are  badly  imbalanced.  They 
are  hypocritical- 

Mr.  Gilbertson:  You  are  really  the  sympa- 

thetic one,  aren't  you?  We  have  just  as  much 
sympathy. 

Mr.  Martel:  That  isn't  even  for  real,  so 
don't  pay  attention  to  it! 

Mr.  Laughren:   What  is  it? 

Mr.  Martel:  You  strip  them  of  their  seni- 
ority like  that  and  you  ooh  and  aah  about 

the  word  "hell".  Where  are  your  principles, 
in  your  boots? 

Mr.  R.  G.  Eaton  (Middlesex  South):  We 
know  where  yours  are. 

An  hon.  member:  You  are  sitting  on  them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  At  least  we  have  some. 

Mr.  Martel:  When  you  answer,  you  tell 
me  where  seniority  is  guaranteed  for  those 
not  protected  by  a  collective  agreement  and 
those  not  protected  under  the  Labour  Rela- 

tions Act.  Where  is  it? 

Mr.    Chairman:    Those    in   favour   of   Mr. 

Laughren's  motion- 

Mr.    Martel:    On    a    point    of    order,    Mr. 
Chairman.   I   want  him  to   answer.   He  said 
those  men   had  their   seniority  protected;    I 
want  to  know  where. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  He  doesn't  have  to 
if  he  doesn't  want  to. 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  would  say,  Mr.  Chairman, 
under  section  55  of  the  Labour  Relations 

Act— and  that's  the  extent  of  my  answer. 

Mr.  Martel:  Yes,  those  who  have  a  col- 
lective agreement  are  protected.  What  about 

the  rest?  Or  don't  they  count? 

Mr.  Laughren:  Tell  us  about  the  employees 
in  Waters  and  Dowling! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  member  has 
answered. 

Mr.  Martel:  The  Minister  of  Revenue  can 

get  up  and  ooh  and  aah  about  "hell"— maybe he  can  answer  if  he  wants  to  get  into  the 
debate. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  don't  do  the  an- swering. 

Mr.  Martel:  If  the  minister  wants  to  get 
into  the  debate,  let  him  tell  me  where  the 
protection  is  for  them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  member  has 

given  the  answer. 

Mr.  Martel:  He  hasn't  given  an  answer; 
he  doesn't  know,  because  he  hasn't  got  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  all  right  then. 

What  are  you— 

Mr.  Ferrier:  You  don't  care! 

Mr.  Martel:  Let  him  get  up  and  admit 

that  he  hasn't  got  any  protection  for  those 
workers. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  He  doesn't  have  to 
do  that  either. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  should 
be  clearly  put  on  the  record  here  that  those 
municipal  employees  who  do  not  enjoy  any 
type  of  union  contract— and  there  are  many; 
there  were  people  right  within  the  city  of 
Waterloo  structure  when  our  community  ser- 

vice board  was  done  away  with,  when  it 
went  into  the  city  of  Waterloo,  who  had  no 
protection  of  any  union  contract.  That  was 
why  we  were  made  to  put  this  protection  in 
our  private  bill. 

The  same  thing  applies  here.  When  a 
regional  government  is  formed,  there  are 
many  municipal  employees  who  will  not  be 
affected  by  the  sections  of  the  Labour  Rela- 

tions Act.  I  think  the  member  for  Ottawa 
South  should  get  up  and  state  that  these 
municipal  people  who  do  not  enjoy  union 
protection  now  will  not  enjoy  any  protection 
of  seniorities  or  other  benefits,  as  he  sug- 

gests would  result  to  them  under  the  Labour 
Relations  Act.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  as  far  as  the 
agreement  goes  with  other  municipalities,  I 
am  not  sure  exactly  which  ones  are  covered 
by  an  agreement. 
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Mr.  Martel:  I'm  telling  you:  Dowling  and 
Waters  aren't! 

Mr.  Bennett:  Let's  say  that  our  legislation 
can  offer  the  greatest  protection  possible. 
There  is  one  other  factor  that  becomes  very 

important,  and  that's  the  common  sense  and 
decency  of  the  elected  officials  at  the  local 
level,  who  respect- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh  cut  it  out!  We  dealt  with 
that   common   sense. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Cut  it  out  yourself!  Your 
party  is  the  greatest  one  to  talk  about  pro- 

tection for  the  little  man- 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  felt  so  strongly  you  are 
willing  to  appoint  a  chairman.  That  is  how 
you  felt  about  common  sense.  Your  hypoc- 

risy speaks  for  itself. 

Mr.  Bennett:  That's  right,  Mr.  Chairman. 
We  intend  to  appoint  the  chairman  and  I 

can  assure  you  we  won't  look  to  the  NDP 
for  any  advice  or  suggestions. 

May  I  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may  be 
permitted  to  continue,  we  do  believe  that  the 
municipal  politicians  respect  the  employees 
they  have  in  their  employment? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh  come  on!  So  do  the  em- 
ployers in  the  private  sector,  but  they  still 

have  to  have  bargaining  agreements. 

Mr.  Martel:  Where  was  all  the  respect  for 
the  outside  workers? 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  am  sure- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Where  was  all  the  respect  for 
the  city  of  Toronto  garbage  men? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Some  of  you  would  be  well 
qualified  to  take  on  that  particular  occu- 
pation. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  He 
is  a  bright  boy.  He  should  go  back  to 
Ottawa. 

Mr.  Martel:  He  is  swell-headed. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  to  you 
that  as  far  as  we  are  concerned  section  55 

of  the  Labour  Relations  Act  offers  that  pro- 
tection, and  we  have  a  great  deal  of  faith  in 

the  local  politicians  in  protecting  the  em- 
ployees who  are  presently  in  their  employ- 

ment in  the  various  areas. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Those  in  favour  of— 

Mr.  Martel:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can't  buy that  crap. 

Mr.  Cilbertson:  Sit  down! 

Mr.  Martel:  Pure  and  simple,  I  lay  it  out 

as  straight  as  I  can:  I  can't  buy  that  crap 
about  generosity.  It's  never  boiled  down  to 
that  in  collective  bargaining  terms.  I  have 
never  seen  any  company  or  any  municipality 
giving  something  to  the  worker  out  of  the 
generosity  of  their  heart.  It  has  always  been 
fought  for. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Oh  no! 

Mr.  Martel:  Maybe  some  of  the  members 
opposite  might  read  some  labour  history.  It 
might  do  them  the  world  of  good.  That 
would  be  too  radical  for  most  Tories,  though; 

they  wouldn't  know  the  meaning  of  the  word. 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Martel:  You  just  surrender  the  rights 
and  ooh  and  aah  about  certain  things  and 

then  get  up  with— 

Mr.  Eaton:  You  wouldn't  know  what  work 
is,  having  been  in  a  classroom  all  the  time. 

Mr.  Martel:  Do  you  want  to  contribute  to 

the  debate?  If  you  want,  I'll  yield  and  you 
can  get  up  and  say  something. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Sit  down.  Let  him  speak.  He 
has  got  something  to  say. 

Mr.  Martel:  But  if  you  have  nothing  to 
say,  then  shut  up. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Let  him  speak. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Come  on,  he's  getting  frus- trated in  the  back  row. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right.  Ready  for  the 

question? 
Mr.  Martel:  No,  Mr.  Chairman.  The  mem- 

ber for  wherever  it  might  he- 

Mr.  Stokes:  Middlesex  South. 

Mr.  Martel:  If  the  member  for  Middlesex 
South  has  got  something  to  say,  I  suggest  he 
get  up  and  say  it.  And  if  he  has  nothing  to 
say,  then  I  suggest  he  shut  up. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Nice  language! 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Really  crude! 

Interjections   by   hon.    members. 

Mr.   Martel:   No,  I'm  talking  about  some- 
thing that  maybe  the   Minister  of  Revenue 

doesn't  understand.  Some  of  those  men- 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 
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Mr.  Martel:  —who  are  45  or  50  could  find 

themselves  without  a  job.  Doesn't  that  mean 
anything  to  you?  You  can  rely  on  the  gener- 

osity of  a  council  from  now  until  Hades 

freezes  over— I  don't  want  to  offend  your 
ears— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  You  said  Hades,  eh? 

Mr.  Martel:  Yes,  I  don't  want  to  offend 
your  ears  over  there.  Until  that  place  freezes 
over.  We  are  talking  about  a  man  who  might 
be  45,  50,  55,  who  could  be  without  a  job. 

That  doesn't  mean  much  to  some  Tories. 
I  would  hope  that  to  others  it  would,  and 
they  would  support  this  very  reasonable 
amendment. 

The  police  have  been  guaranteed  their 
seniority  in  this  bill.  My  colleague  quoted 
provisions  with  respect  to  Guelph.  Why  is  it 

any  different  in  our  area?  Why  aren't  those 
workers,  who  don't  have  a  collective  agree- 

ment, given  some  protection?  What  it  says 
at  the  end  is  that  even  there  this  will  only 
last  until— and  I  quote: 

"All  such  rights  and  benefits  shall  be  main- 
tained in  force  for  the  life  of  any  collective 

agreement  unless  replaced  by  mutual  con- 

sent." 
We  are  asking  that  things  will  prevail  as 

they  are  until  there  is  a  collective  agreement 
signed  protecting  the  seniority  rights  of  many 

workers  who  don't  have  any  protection  under 
the  Labour  Relations  Act  or  through  a  union 
agreement.  Is  it  asking  too  much  of  the 
government  to  protect  those  people!  Is  it 
really  asking  too  much  to  expect  you  people 
to  support  this  type  of  amendment? 

Mr.    Chairman:    Those    in    favour    of   Mr. 

Laughren's   motion- 

Mr.   Lewis:   Oh  come  on,  Mr.   Chairman, 
we  want  to  debate  this  for  an  hour  or  two. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Sudbury. 

Mr.  Germa:  The  member  for  Ottawa  South 

apparently  doesn't  realize  what  is  entailed 
here  when  he  says  he  wasn't  sure  or  he 
didn't  know  how  many  employees  were 
affected  or  what  municipalities  did  have  a 
bargaining   agreement. 

Maybe  I  could  impress  you  by  letting  you 
know  just  who  is  involved  here.  The  corpo- 

ration of  the  town  of  Dowling  does  not 
have  any  bargaining  agreement.  The  office  and 
clerical  employees  of  Balfour  and  Rayside 
are  not  represented  by  a  trade  union.  The 
town  of  Copper   Cliff— these   employees   are 

not  protected  by  a  trade  union.  The  corpo- 
ration of  the  town  of  Valley  East— the  office 

employees  are  not  protected  by  a  trade 
union.  The  corporation  of  the  town  of  Waters 
—no  employees  there  have  a  trade  union 
movement. 

Mr.  Lewis:  All  of  which  was  in  the  brief 
submitted  to  you. 

Mr.  Germa:  That  is  five  out  of  the  seven 
municipalities,  Mr.  Chairman,  which  are 
affected.  These  are  the  people  we  are  talking 
about,  and  I  am  surprised  that  the  person 
responsible  for  ramming  this  through  the 
House  has  not  apprised  himself  of  this  in- 
formation. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  What  good  is  section  55  to 
them? 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Ot- 
tawa Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the 
member  for  Sudbury  has  given  very  good 
reasons.  If  five  of  the  even  municipalities 
are  not  even  covered,  then  section  55  is 
certainly  of  no  use  to  them. 

I  took  the  trouble  to  ask  for  the  Labour 
Relations  Act  just  to  see  how  it  did  apply, 

since  the  parliamentary  assistant  had  men- 
tioned it.  As  he  pointed  out,  the  ba.sic  prin- 

ciple of  section  55  is  the  "successor  rights" 
principle.  Where  a  collective  agreement  exists, 

it  goes  on  when  you  sell  a  business  to  some- 
one else.  The  same  thing  applies  when  munic- 

ipalities merge  or  in  other  ways  intermingle 
their  employees,  to  use  the  language  of  the 
Act.  Or  for  that  matter  if  a  trade  union 
has  bargaining  rights,  but  has  not  signed  a 
collective  agreement,  then  its  certification  con- 

tinues under  the  new  Act. 

But  there  is  a  catch  to  all  this,  and  it  is 
a  catch  which  I  think  is  sufficiently  important 
to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the  House.  The 
fact  is  that  all  of  this  can  simply  be  canned 
by  the  Ontario  Labour  Relations  Board. 

Subsection  2  of  55,  which  refers  to  munic- 
ipalities, states  that  the  board  can  exercise 

the  same  powers  in  relation  to  municipalities 
as  it  can  to  businesses.  That  includes  the 

power  to  declare  that  the  person— in  this  case 
the  municipality— to  whom  the  business  was 
sold,  which  took  over  the  functions  and  the 
employ  of  the  previous  area  municipalities,  is 
no  longer  bound  by  the  collective  agreement 
referred   to   in    subsection    2. 

The  board  can  determine  whether  or  not 

the  employees  concerned  constitute  an  appro- 
priate bargaining  unit.   It  can  decide  which 
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trade  union,  or  unions,  or  council  of  unions, 
shall  be  the  bargaining  agent.  It  can  amend, 
to  the  extent  that  the  board  considers  neces- 

sary, any  certificate  issued  to  any  trade 
union,  or  council  of  trade  unions,  or  any 
bargaining  unit  defined  in  any  collective 
agrement.  In  other  words,  they  have  the 
powers  in  the  Labour  Relations  Board  to 
scrap  any  rights  that  might  come  through 
under  section  55  to  the  employees  in  the  two 
municipalities  out  of  the  seven  affected,  where 
a  trade  union  agreement  exists. 

I  would  suggest,  even  if  there  is  not  a 
great  deal  of  use  of  subsection  6  of  section 
55  by  the  Labour  Relations  Board,  that  when 
the  minister  asks  people  who  have  been 
working  for  10,  20  or  30  years  for  a  muni- 

cipality to  go  in  with  a  new  municipality, 

with  a  new  employer,  he  shouldn't  leave  a 
loophole  as  broad  as  this  one,  and  it  is  broad. 
Every  employee  in  the  new  regional  munic- 

ipality of  Sudbury  can  find  that  his  collective 
bargaining  rights  or  that  his  seniority  rights 
guaranteed  by  bylaw  are  nothing,  because  of 
the  disdain  of  this  government. 

I  appeal  to  the  assistant  to  reconsider,  to 
tell  us  that  maybe  hell  go  out  to  the  corri- 

dors and  consult  with  the  Treasurer  in  order 
to  get  an  amendment,  since  he  evidently 

doesn't  have  powers  to  make  one  on  his 
own.  If  he  wishes,  we  can  even  go  on  to 
another  clause  and  come  back  to  this  one 
while  he  gets  his  direction  from  on  high. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Those  in  favour  of  Mr. 

Laughren's  motion- 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  I  want  to  ask  the  parlia- 
mentary assistant,  has  he  any  authority  to 

allow  any  clause  in  the  bill  to  be  amended? 
Because  it  is,  in  fact,  quite  unusual  that 
anybody  piloting  legislation  through  the 
House  should  be  so  resistant  to  change.  The 
member  for  York  East  encompassed  various 
amendments,  minor  to  be  true,  but  changes 
in  wording,  certain  re-enforcements  in  the 
Act.  What  is  it  about  this  parliamentary 
assistant  which  allows  him  to  resist  any 
changes,  even  those  that  are  compelling  and 
logical,  let  alone  those  that  are  sometimes 
more  partisan  from  this  side? 

Mr.  Bennett:  The  answer  to  the  hon.  mem- 

ber's question  is,  first,  yes,  I  have  the  auth- ority to  entertain  amendments  to  the  bill. 

Secondly,  I'll  entertain  those  that  I  think  are 
reasonable  and  logically  put. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Show  us. 

Mr.  Lewis:  With  great  respect,  Mr.  Chair- 
man,   is    the    parliamentary    assistant    really 

suggesting  that  it  is  unreasonable  to  give 
some  assurance  of  continued  collective  bar- 

gaining rights  to  employees  not  presently 
represented  by  trade  unions  in  their  negotia- 

tions with  the  municipality? 

He  says  to  us  that  section  55  of  the  Ontario 
Labour  Relations  Act  will  apply  to  certain 
municipalities,  thereby  implying  to  us  that 
that  is  of  some  consequence  to  those  em- 

ployees; and  if  he  does  think  that  that  is 
of  some  consequence  to  those  employees, 
clearly  he  believes  that  they  deserve  that 
particular  consideration.  Why  then  does  he 
not  think  that  the  others  who  are  not  covered 
should  deserve  an  equal  consideration? 

Mr.  Bennett:  My  interpretation,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, is  that  under  section  55,  subsection  11, 

that  protection  is  afforded  to  them. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Not  for  the  ones  who  aren't covered. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Not  for  the  ones  who  are  not 
covered  in  collective  bargaining  agreements 
now. 

Mr.  Bennett:  My  interpretation,  Mr.  Chair- 
man—and I  stand  to  be  corrected,  but  on  the 

advice  that  has  been  given  to  me— that  that 
would  be  exactly  what  is  means. 

Mr.  Martel:  Since  when? 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  the  Ontario  Labour  Rela- 
tions Board  has  the  right  to  protect  workers 

who  have  not  previously  entered  into  collec- 
tive bargaining  arrangements  with  municipali- 

ties? I  don't  know  who  your  experts  are,  but 
I  know  a  little  about  the  Ontario  Labour 
Relations  Board  and  111  tell  you  they  would 
never  abrogate  such  a  right  to  themselves. 
They  never  have. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Ready  for  the  question? 

Mr.  Lewis:  No. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman- 

Mr.  Martel:  Let  me  answer- 

Mr.    Cassidy:    We    are    still    waiting    for 
answers  from  the  assistant.  I  would  just  like 
to  ask  him  if  he  could  elaborate  a  bit  on  a 
statement  that  he  made,  which,  as  I  thought 
about  it,   I   really  find  rather  amazing.   We 
were  talking  about  seniority  rights  and  about 
the   protection   of   seniority   rights,    and   the 

secretary   said,   "Well,   but  people  up   there 
told  us  specifically  that  there  might  be  a  con- 

flict of  seniority."  The  implication  was  that 
there   was   an   attempt  by   the   government, 
and  there  is  an  attempt  by  the  government, 
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to   avoid   any   conflict   of  seniority— in   other 
words,  to  fail  to  respect  seniority  rights. 

Admittedly,  when  you  bring  employees 
from  seven  municipalities  together  into  one, 

it's  not  as  easy  as  hiring  them  off  the  street. 
Of  course  not!  This  is  one  of  the  administra- 

tive problems  that  has  to  be  overcome  any 
time  you  have  an  amalgamation  of  a  munic- 

ipality, an  extension  of  a  municipality,  the 
creation  of  a  regional  government.  It  is  surely 
very  little  to  ask  that  the  trouble  be  taken 
in  order  to  iron  out  those  problems  in  a 
fair  and  just  manner  that  respects  seniority 
rights,  rather  than  suggesting  and  implying, 
as  the  parliamentary  assistant  does,  that  the 
seniority  rights  that  people  work  years  to 
build  up  can,  in  fact,  be  over-ridden  and  that 
the  government  will  do  nothing  to  protect 
them. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Ready  for  the  question? 

Mr.  Bennett:  I'm  not  quite  sure  that  I 
understand  the  hon.  member's  remarks  that 
they  brought  it  to  our  attention  about  the 
conflict.  I  made  an  example— not  a  statement 
of  fact  by  any  of  the  members  in  the  local 

municipalities.  So,  I'm  not  sure  that  what 
the  hon.  member  has  said  has  any  bearing 
on  the  remarks  that  I  made  previously. 

My  concluding  remark,  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
that  the  province  is  not  in  the  business  of 
establishing  collective  agreements  by  legisla- 
tion. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  assistant  wasn't  taking 
an  example  from  somewhere  else.  He  himself 
is  stating  that,  in  order  to  avoid  conflicts  from 
the  protection  of  peoples  legitimate  seniority 

rights,  he'll  throw  them  out.  That's  exactly what  the  assistant  said. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Ready  for  the  question? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Chairman,  before  the  ques- 

tion is  taken  then-^and  I  realize  it's  coming— 
I  just  want  to  put  on  record  with  respect  to 
the  parliamentary  assistant,  that  he  just 

doesn't  know  what  he's  talking  about.  He 
knows  so  little  of  what  he's  talking  about 
that  he  shouldn't  be  taking  this  clause  through the  House.  What  does  he  mean  that  the 

province  doesn't  provide  collective  bargain- 
ing rights  by  legislation?  The  whole  Labour 

Relations  Act  is  the  legitimizing  of  collective 
bargaining  rights. 

Section  55  in  that  Act  protects  two  of  the 

seven  municipalities  involved.  What  we're 
asking  you  to  do  is  to  protect  the  other 

five,  and  you're  absolutely  refusing.  For  what- 
ever reason,  you  refuse  to   grant  legitimacy 

to  the  working  arrangements,  seniority  rights 
and  other  rights,  which  those  workers  have 
in  the  other  five  municipalities. 

If  you  want  to  say  that  you  refuse  to  give 

them  those  rights,  then  simply  assert  it.  Don't 
pretend  to  enshrine  it  in  some  sophistic  clap- 

trap about  the  province  not  enshrining  collec- 
tive bargaining  rights  in  legislation.  You  have, 

particularly  as  a  province  through  various 
pieces  of  legislation,  made  collective  bargain- 

ing rights  a  matter  of  law. 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  said  collective  bargaining 

agreement. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We're  not  asking  you  to  en- 
shrine collective  bargaining  agreements.  We 

are  asking  that  certain  of  the  rights  which 
these  workers  have  entered  into  by  virtue 
of  their  employ,  not  by  virtue  of  collective 
bargaining  arrangements,  but  rights  that  they 
had  by  way  of  employ,  be  guaranteed  in 
the  intermingling  of  employees  in  the  new 

regional  municipality.  You're  saying  you 
simply  won't  do  that. 

It's  really  unprecedented.  I  don't  under- 
stand what  it  is  that  this  government  has 

against  the  regional  municipality  of  Sudbury. 
Are  you  penalizing  them  because  they  had 
the  effrontery  to  elect  three  New  Democrats 

to  the  Legislature?  Is  this  the  government's way  of  being  vindictive  towards  the  people 
of  the  Sudbury  basin,  that  the  elemental 
rights  that  you  write  into  other  pieces  of 

regional  government  legislation,  you're  deny- 
ing to  the  people  in  the  Sudbury  basin?  Yes, 

you  did  it  in  the  private  bill. 

Mr.  Good:  It's  not  in  any  regional  govern- ment. The  seniority  is  not  protected. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  I  know  the  seniority  isn't 

protected. 
Mr.  Cassidy:  It  should  be. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  they  do  it  in  the  private 

member's  bill;  of  course  they  do.  I  really  am 

uncomprehending,  Mr.  Chairman.  While  I'm 
speaking,  I  think  I  should  be  widely  consult- 

ing with  those  in  the  House  who  feel  strongly 
about  this  matter  and  seeking  a  plebiscite 
from  the  people  who  occupy  the  benches  as 
to  whether  or  not  we  should  divide  the 
House  on  this  vote. 

Mr.  J.  Dukszta  (Parkdale):  Yes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  see  a  clear  consensus,  wide 

and  universal.  If  you're  going  to  be  so  in- tractable in  your  position,  this  is  not  a  happy 
day    for    this    parliamentary    assistant   in   his 
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ordeal  by  fire,  which  is  scorching  him  head 
to  toe. 

Mr.  Bennett:  It  is  not  scorching  me  at  all, 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  can  assure  you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Ready  for  the  question? 

Mr.  Martel:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 

the  parliamentary  assistant  to  explain  the  in- 
terpretation again,  just  so  I  have  it  clearly, 

with  respect  to  the  protection  under  section 

55  for  those  people  who  aren't  protected  by 
a  collective  agreement.  I  am  not  sure  I 
understood  him  properly,  but  I  thought  he 
stated  that  they  did  have  the  protection, 

I  know  of  no  one  who  has  protection  and 

who  doesn't  have  a  collective  agreement.  In 
fact,  you  can't  even  get  arbitration  if  you 
don't  have  a  collective  agreement,  I  believe. 
Possibly  you  should  explain  that  for  us  again. 
We  will  give  you  a  second  kick  at  the  can, 
okay? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  I  have 
answered  the  question.  I  leave  it  at  that. 

Mr.  Martel:  No,  no,  you  will  not  leave  it 
at  that.  You  put  a  statement  on  the  floor  that 
these  people  are  protected  by  section  55. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  said  "the  goodwill  and 
generosity  of  the  municipality." 

Mr.  Martel:  No,  he  later  said  when  you 
were  talking  to  him— in  fact,  it  almost  floored 
you  when  he  stated  that— 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  are  right.  I'm  sorry. 

Mr.  Martel:  -those  who  didn't  have  a 
collective  agreement  would  be  protected 
under  article  55— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Subsection  11. 

Mr.  Martel:  Subsection  11,  yes-of  the 
Labour  Relations  Act,  and  I  want  him— just 
for  my  own  point  of  clarification— to  tell  me 

I  am  wrong.  I  don't  think  we  can  take  the 
vote  until  he  explains  that  little  discrepancy. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  a  good  point.  This  is 
an  interesting  moment  in  the  history  of  labour 
relations  in  Ontario. 

Mr.  Martel:  By  the  new  boys. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Ready  for  the  question? 

Mr.  Martel:  No,  we  are  not,  Mr.  Chairman, 
we  are  waiting  for  an  explanation. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  are  waiting  for  an  answer. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Sit  down! 

Mr.  Martel:  If  you  don't  want  to  be  here, 
go  home.  Just  go  home.  If  he  gets  up  and 

misleads  the  House  and  he  doesn't  know  the 
Act  then  he  shouldn't  be  there. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Martel:  Well  he  shouldn't  be  there, 
to  get  up  and  interpret  an  Act  wildly  like 
that. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Get  up  and  come  to  his  de- 
fence, Alec. 

Mr.  Chairman:  No  further  answer  appears 
to  be  forthcoming. 

Mr.  Martel:  Mr.  Chairman,  you  can't  allow 
that  to  stay  on  the  record  in  that  form? 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  has  the  oppor- 
tunity to  answer  as  he  sees  fit. 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  may,  Mr.  Chairman,  say 
that  I  will  take  the  remark  that  I  made  under 

advisement  and  request  an  interpretation  of 
section  55  from  our  legal  people.  May  I  go 

one  step  further  and  say  that  my  understand- 
ing of  section  55  is  what  I  .said,  but  I  will 

have  it  interpreted  and  bring  it  to  the  House. 
I  would  take  it  from  the  remarks  made  by 
the  member  for  Sudbury  East,  who  seems 

to  have  maybe  answered  the  question  him- 
self, inasmuch  as  if  there  is  no  collective 

agreement  there  would  not  appear  to  be  any 

seniority  rights  either,  because  only  agree- 
ments protect  the  seniority,  but  I  said  I 

would  check. 

Mr.  Martel:  Mr.  Chairman,  what  in  fact 

the  amendment  says— and  I  will  read  it  again 
for  him  so  he  will  understand  it.  It  is  very 
simple: 

The  union  shall  further  be  entitled  to 

receive  all  rights  and  benefits,  whether 
embedded  or  not  in  a  collective  agreement 
with  any  and  all  represented  organizations 
or  in  existing  bylaws  of  various  munici- 

palities, and  that  all  such  rights  and  bene- 
fits shall  be  maintained  in  force  for  the 

life  of  any  collective  agreement  unless 
replaced  by  mutual  consent. 

What  we  are  saying  is  that,  either  under  the 
collective  agreement  or  the  bylaws  under 
which  they  are  hired,  they  receive  the  same 
protection  until  a  collective  agreement  can 
be  arrived  at  by  whatever  union  might  be 
involved.  It  is  a  relatively  simple,  self- 
explanatory  amendment.  It  is  not  entangled 
with  legal  jargon.  I  am  not  a  legal  beagle. 
All  I  am  saying  is  that  it  is  a  very  straight- 

forward amendment  to  protect  the  seniority 
rights  of  the  workers,  pure  and  simple. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Nickel 
Belt. 

Mr.  Laughren:  I  am  beginning  to  wonder 
if  the  parliamentary  assistant  is  not  confus- 

ing something  here.  All  we  are  saying  is  that 
the  employees  be  protected  with  the  seniority 
they  have  now.  We  are  not  saying  that  we 
establish  new  bargaining  for  them.  We  are 
just  saying,  protect  the  workers.  They  are 
already  protected  now  under  bylaws  of  the 
various  municipalities,  and  all  we  are  saying 
is  we  want  that  continued  and  we  want  their 

seniority  to  be  protected.  We  are  not  asking 
him  to  set  up  a  bargaining  agent  for  them. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  do  you  resist  that?  You 
say  you  want  something  reasonable;  is  not 
that  thoroughly  reasonable?  Why  do  you 

resist  that?  Do  you  consider  that  an  un- 
reasonable request?  You  do?  Well,  let  the 

record  show  that  the  parliamentary  assistant 
thinks  it  unreasonable  that  those  employees 
in  the  various  municipalities  affected  should 

be  protected  in  the  present  rights  they  have 
guaranteed  by  bylaw  or  practice.  It  would 
be  very  interesting  for  the  people  in  Sudbury 
to  know  that. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Ready  for  the  question? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  Mr.  Chairman! 

I  would  just  like  to  say  to  the  parliamen- 
tary assistant  I  heard  him  say  a  minute  ago 

that  in  effect  he  would  admit  that  he  was 

wrong  in  his  interpretation  of  section  55  of 
the  Labour  Relations  Act,  but  that  he  would 
seek  some  more  advice  from  his  legal  people 
in  order  to  get  a  clarification  and  a  better 
understanding  of  labour  laws  in  the  province. 

Now  if  that  is  the  case,  then  I  would 

suggest  very  seriously  to  him,  particularly 
since  this  is  the  first  bill  that  he  has  tried 
to  pilot  through  the  House,  that  he  stand  the 
clause  aside  for  now  while  he  seeks  that 

legal  interpretation,  because  he  is  simply  not 
qualified  to  judge  whether  or  not  the  govern- 

ment is  prepared  to  accept  this  amendment. 

He  doesn't  know  what  the  state  of  law  con- 
cerning this  particular  clause  actually  is. 

In  terms  of  this  House,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
would  be  a  conciliatory  gesture  that  I  would 
have  thought  would  greatly  increase  the 

assistant's  presently  small  stature  in  this  place, were  he  to  take  that  clause  down  and  check 

on  a  legal  opinion  before  submitting  this 
amendment  to  the  vote. 

Mr.  Givens:  That's  a  tricky  member,  he 
checks  nothing. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Ready  for  the  question? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Will  you  stand  the  clause 
down? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  just 

say  that  I  feel  that  I  am  in  a  position  to 
indicate  whether  we  are  prepared  to  accept 
the  amendment,  and  this  item  has  been 
discussed.  It  was  discussed  yesterday  in 
Sudbury. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  don't  even  understand 
the  law.  How  can  you  tell? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please! 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  referring 

to  an  amendment.  I  am  not  referring  to  sec- 
tion 55  at  the  moment.  I  said  I  would  get  a 

clarification  of  the  interpretation. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is  the  whole  foundation 

of  your  position. 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  said  quite  clearly  that  we 

had  discussed  this  in  Sudbury.  We  have  dis- 
cussed this  within  the  department  and  in  the 

preparation,  and  it  has  been  suggested  by 
CUPE.  It  has  been  refused  by  the  minister 
and  by  the  employees  and  it  has  been  refused 

by  the  government. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Ready  for  the  question? 

Those  in  favour  of  Mr.  Laughren's  motion 

will  please  say  "aye". 
Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay". 

In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 
Mr.  Lewis:  What  do  you  mean,  in  your 

opinion  the  "nays"  have  it.  The  "ayes"  clearly 
had  it! 

Why  are  you  always  a  foil  for  the  gov- ernment? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  May  we 
stack  this  one  with  any  future  votes? 

Mr.  Lewis:  No! 

Mr.  Chairman:  Call  in  the  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order.  Mr.  Laughren  had 
moved  that  section  27,  subsection  7  be 
amended  by  adding  after  the  figure  1972  the 
following: 

And  shall  further  be  entitled  to  receive 

all  rights  and  benefits,  whether  embedded 
or  not,  in  a  collective  agreement  with  any 
and  all  represented  organizations,  or  on 

existing  bylaws  of  the  various  municipali- 
ties, and  that  all  such  rights  and  benefits 

shall  be  maintained  in  force  for  the  life 
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of  any  collective  agreement  unless  replaced 
by  mutual  consent. 

Those  in  favour  of  Mr.   Laughren's  motion 
will  please  rise. 

Those  opposed  will  please  rise. 

Order,   order. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 

"ayes"  have  26,  the  "nays"  50. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  motion  lost 

and  subsection  7  is  part  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  L.  C.  Henderson  (Lambton):  An  un- 
lucky number— 13  on  each  side. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  Any  other 
comments,  questions,  or  amendments  to  this 
particular  part  of  the  bill? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  The  mem- 
ber for  Sudbury  East,  on  which  section? 

Mr.  Martel:  Mr.  Chairman,  section  27, 

subsection  9.  Again  the  same  arguments  pre- 

vail. I'm  not  sure  we're  not  going  to  go 
through  it  for  another  hour  and  a  half.  I 

feel  as  strong  as  hell,  and  I'm  not  anxious 
to  go  home.  I  like  it  here.  There  is  no  use 
sleeping  tonight. 

Mr.  Henderson:  Remember  how  George 
McCabe  acted?  The  same  as  you  are.  He  is 
not  here  any  more. 

Mr.  Martel:  I  move,  Mr.  Chairman,  sec- 
tion 27,  subsection  9  be  amended  by  adding 

after  April,  1972,  in  the  last  line,  the  fol- 
lowing: 

and  shall  further  be  entitled  to  receive 

all  rights  and  benefits,  whether  embedded 
or  not,  in  a  collective  agreement  with  any 
and  all  represented  organizations,  or  in 
existing  bylaws  of  various  municipalities 
and  that  all  such  rights  and  benefits  shall 
be  maintained  in  force  for  the  life  of  any 
collective  agreement  unless  replaced  by 
mutual  consent. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Who  wrote  that? 

Mr.  Martel:  I  wrote  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Martel:  I  copied  it  from  somewhere. 

Interjections  by  hon  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please,  Mr.  Martel 
moves    that    section    27,    subsection    9    be 

amended    by    adding    after    April,    1972,    in 
the  last  line,  the  following: 

and  shall  further  be  entitled  to  receive  all 

rights  and  benefits,  whether  embedded  or 
not,  in  a  collective  agreement  with  any 
and  all  represented  organizations,  or  in 

existing  bylaws  of  various  municipalities 
and  that  all  such  rights  and  benefits  shall 
be  maintained  in  force  for  the  life  of  any 
collective  agreement  unless  replaced  by 
mutual  consent. 

Those  in  favour  of  Mr.   Martel's— 
Mr.  Martel:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  reason  I 

moved  this,  is  that  the  minister  indicated 
downstairs  that  if  he  had  been  here  he  would 

have  accepted  the  previous  amendment.  Here 
is  his  opportunity  now  to  accept  the  same 
amendment  only  two  clauses  later.  I  would 
hope  that  the  minister  would  be  true  to  his 

word  in  the  basement  and— 

An  hon.  member:  Don't  hold  your  breath. 

Mr.  Martel:  —accept  that  amendment  to 
subsection  9  of  section  27. 

Interjections    by   hon.    members. 

Mr.  Martel:  All  it  does,  Mr.  Minister,  is 

protect  the  seniority  rights  of  the  men  until 
a  collective  agreement  is  reached.  That  is 
not  asking  too  much  of  the  minister  on  behalf 
of  the  workers  is  it? 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  is  good  enough  for  the 
basement  is  good  enough  for  the  chamber. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  those  in  favour  of  Mr. 

Martel's  motion  will  please  say  "aye."  All 

those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In   my   opinion   the   "nays"   have    it. 
I  declare  the  amendment  lost  and  sub- 

section 9  stands  as  part  of  the  bill.  Any  other 

comments,  questions,  or  amendments  on  sec- 
tion 27,  or  28? 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  think  you  are  right. 

Mr.  Martel:  You  double-crossed  us. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  It  wouldn't  be  the  first 
time. 

Mr.  Chairman:  In  part  III,  regional  water- 
works system,  any  comments,  questions  or 

amendments  on  that  part? 

Mr.  Martel:  Would  the  chairman  tell  us 

how  long  we  intend  to  go  tonight? 

An  hon.   member:   All   night. 

Mr.  Henderson:  We  have  lots  of  time. 
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Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  We  have  lots  of  time. 

Mr.  Martel:  Would  the  chairman  ask  the 
House   leader? 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  don't  know. 

Mr.  Martel:  To  3,  4?  I  would  like  some 
indication  on  how  long  to  carry  this  thing. 

An  hon.  member:  We  will  work  in  shifts. 

Mr.  Martel:  Maybe  the  House  leader,  who- 
ever the  House  leader  is,  would  indicate  how 

long   this    charade    is    going   to    go   on. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  Shall  part 
III  stand  as  part— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Maybe  it  will  stop 
as  soon  as  the  hon.  member  stops  making 
a   fool    of    himself. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  have  got  more 
support  from  my  colleagues  than  you  have 
got  from  yours  right  now. 

Mr.   Martel:    I    don't   give   mine   a  fish. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  We  are  on 
part    III. 

Part    III   agreed   to. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Are  you  talking  about  fish 
in   the   waterworks? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Part  IV,  regional  sewage 
works.  Any  comment,  questions,  or  amend- 

ments   on    that    section? 

Part  IV  agreed  to. 

Part    V— planning. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  not  carried,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  page  27,  which  section? 

Mr.  W.  Newman:  Here  comes  Hopalong 
Cassidy. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Part  IV,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  the— 

Mr.  Martel:  How  did  you  get  past  IV? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  slipped  it  by. 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  section  33,  part  IV, 
am  I  right? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  right,  Mr.  Chairman, 
section  33,  subsection  1  and  2.  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  parliamentary  assistant  if  he  could 

explain  the  thinking  of  the  government  be- 
hind the  decision  to  do  away  with  any  form 

of  citizens  advising  the  Sudbury  planning 
area  as  to  the  existence  of  a  separate  plan- 

ning board.  What  is  the  rationale  behind  this 
decision  to  take  this  over— in  effect,  to  have 
the  councillors  in  the  new  regional  council 
advising  themselves?  This  has  not  been  the 
intention  in  the  Planning  Act  or  the  practice 
in  the  Planning  Act.  It  is  quite  different,  in 
fact,  than  the  practice  in  other  parts  of  the 

province. 
Mr.  Bennett:  I  take  it  the  member's  re- 

ferring to  clause  33,  subsection  4.  Is  that  the 
one? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Subsection  2,  if  the  assistant 
was  listening. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  planning 
responsibilities  rest  entirely  with  the  regional 
council  of  Sudbury.  The  Sudbury  regional 
council  will  be  the  planning  board,  but  they 
do  have  the  authority  under  subsection  5  to 
appoint  advisory  committees  to  the  planning 
board.  They  do  not  have  the  authority  of 
what  we  presently  know  as  a  planning  board 
under  a  municipal  situation.  They  are  ad- 

visory only.  They  could  be  members  of  the 
local  council,  or  they  could  be  citizens  of  a 
local  area  who  are  on  the  advisory  com- 
mittee. 

The  planning  board  is  the  regional  coun- 
cil. It  may  have,  as  in  Ottawa-Carleton,  the 

right  to  extract  from  its  own  council  a  plan- 
ning committee  which  reports  back  to  the 

whole  council. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Can  you  explain  what  powers 
precisely,  what  funds  and  what  technical 
assistance  these  advisory  committees  will 
have?  Will  they  simply  sit  out  there  in  left 
field,  or  will  they  have  some  powers  with 
which  they  can  effectively  work? 

Mr.  J.  R.  Rhodes  (Sault  Ste.  Marie):  In 

right  field. 

Mr.  Bennett:  The  advisory  committees,  Mr. 

Chairman,  will  be  exactly  that— advisory- 
indicating  to  the  council  what  they  think  is 
the  right  thing  for  their  particular  community 
in  the  regional  area.  The  assistance  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  is  both  financial  and 
administrative,  in  assisting  them  to  prepare 
over  the  next  three  years  their  official  plans 
for  submission  to  the  minister  at  the  end  of 
1975. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I'm  sorry.  In  other  words,  the 
council  will  get  the  assistance;  is  that  right? 
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The  advisory  committees  will  simply  be  left 
with  no  technical  assistance  and  no  means  of 

putting  an  input  into  the  plan?  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  Bennett:  As  far  as  the  planning  com- 
mittee goes,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  will  be  a 

decision  of  the  regional  council  to  come  to  as 
to  exactly  what  assistance  they  wish  to  afford 
the  planning  advisory  committees  which  they 
will  establish.  Our  concern  at  the  moment  is 

to  assist  the  planning  board  of  the  Sudbury 
area  to  get  on  with  the  official  plan  and  to 
assist  it  in  the  financing  of  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  What  powers  does  the  gov- 
ernment intend  that  the  Lieutenant  Governor 

in  Council  should  delegate  to  the  regional 
council  under  the  Planning  Act?  What  powers 
of  approval  from  the  minister  will  go  to  the 
regional  council? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  those  are  de- 
cisions that  will  be  made  after  December, 

1975,  when  the  official  plan  has  been 

approved.  Until  that  time,  the  planning  re- 
sponsibilities that  are  ministerially  controlled 

will  continue  to  be  until  the  official  plan  has 

received  the  minister's  approval.  Then  he  will indicate  the  authorities  that  will  be  vested  in 

the  regional  planning  board. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Surely  you've  had  enough 
experience  with  regional  government,  20 
years  or  so,  to  know  to  some  extent  what 
powers  the  regional  government  will  have 

and  won't  have.  Can  you  not  be  more  explicit 
than  that?  It's  not  good  enough  to  say  you 
can't  explain  this  section  because  it  won't 
take  force  for  three  or  four  years.  It  seems  to 

me  that  we're  being  asked  to  put  it  into  legis- 
lation tonight,  or  to  pass  it  in  clause-by-clause 

study  tonight.  We  should,  therefore,  get  an 
explanation  now,  rather  than  having  to  wait 
till  June  27,  1977. 

Mr.  Mart  el:  You  hope  and  pray. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  part  V  stand  as  part 
of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Could  we  not  have  an  expla- 

nation from  the  assistant?  That's  not  ade- 
quate. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  I've 
already  explained  that  the  delegation  of 
authorities  which  are  presently  vested  in  the 
minister  will  be  transferred  from  the  minister 
to  that  regional  area  at  the  end  of  1975,  or 
upon  the  approval  of  the  official  plan  of  the 
Sudbury  regional  area.  They  are  open  for 
negotiations    between    the    minister   and    the 

regional  council.  There  might  be  areas  which 
they  prefer,  and  that  they  think  they  would 
be  qualified  to  handle  and  the  minister  would 
be  prepared  to  negotiate  with  them  for  the 
transfer  of  powers  at  that  time. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Does  this  mean,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  all  powers  will,  in  fact,  be  avail- 

able to  the  regional  council,  that  are  now 
held  by  the  minister  or  that  some  powers 
now  held  by  the  minister  will  be  delegated 
to  the  regional  council? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't  think 
that  at  any  time  did  I  say  that  all  of  the 
powers  that  are  presently  vested  in  the  minis- 

ter would  be  transferred.  I  would  never 

want  to  leave  that  impression  with  this 
House. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  You  said  that' 
Mr.  Bennett:  I  beg  to  differ  with  the  mem- 

ber that  I  said  that  there- 

Mr.  Good:  You  goofed  very  badly. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  You  said,  "they  could  have 

what  they  want  of  me,  but  they  didn't  want." 
Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman:  I  think  that, 

if  they  would  refer  back,  I  said  that— 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  He  passed  you  a  note  and 
told  you  you  were  wrong. 

Mr.  Bennett:  No,  I  would  tell  the  member 

that  they  did  not.  The  note's  very  clear. 
There  are  no  regional- 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  You  know  and  I  know- 

Mr.  Bennett:  —plans  that  have  yet  been 
completed  anywhere  in  this  province,  and 
there  has  been  no  transfer  of  authority  from 
the  minister  to  any  regional  government. 
There  has  been  no  agreement  set.  I  said  that 

the- 
Interjections    by   hon.    members. 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  said  that  the  authorities 

that  are  at  present  invested  in  the  minister 

related  to  planning  were  open  for  negotia- 
tions for  transfer  of  responsibilities  to  the 

regional  areas.  That  was  the  decision  to  be 
made  by  the  minister  at  the  time  and  recom- 

mended through  the  Lieutenant  Governor. 

Interjections   by   hon.    members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  What  sanctions  does  the  gov- 
ernment have  if  the  regional  council  does 

not  complete  and  forward  to  the  minister  its 
official  plan  proposals  by  Dec.  31,  1975? 
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Mr.  Martel:  What  about  health? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  it's  intended 
that  the  official  plan  will  be  ready  by  the  end 
of  1975.  If  for  some  unforeseen  reason  it  is 
not,  then  I  would  imagine  that  it  is  in  the 
power  of  the  minister  to  give  an  extension 
on  the  time  for  approval. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  What  if  the  minister  is  not 
satisfied  that  the  regional  municipality  is  pro- 

ceeding at  a  reasonable  pace  towards  com- 
pletion of  the  regional  plan?  Obviously  if  it 

is  two  or  three  months  or  something  like  that 
nobody  is  going  to  object.  But  we  have  had 
an  instance  here  in  this  city  where  a  metro- 

politan or  regional  form  of  government  has 
delayed  submitting  its  official  plan  to  the 
minister  for  more  than  20  years,  and  where 
the  government  has  refused  to  take  any  action 
whatsoever. 

It  seems  to  us  that  there  ought  to  be  some 
better  guarantee  than  that  in  this  bill.  It 
should  be  seen  as  a  precedent  for  all  of  the 
regional  governments,  in  order  to  ensure 
that  they  do  proceed  with  reasonable  speed 
to  creating  the  official  parliament. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  What  action  would 
you  suggest? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Are  you  carrying  the  bill? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  am  just  asking. 

Mr.   Lewis:   You  withhold— 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Let  him  speak. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  withhold  certain  moneys. 

That's  the  answer  if  they  don't  have  the— 
well,  just  read  my  private  member's  bill.  It 
is  all  laid  out  very  carefully. 

Interjections   by   hon.    members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  two  reasons. 
First  of  all  I  indicated  that  the  province  was 
providing  administrative  persons  for  the  Sud- 

bury area  as  well  as  financing  for  the  plans. 
Those  were  the  two  incentives  that  we  see 
for  them  getting  on  with  the  plan.  It  is  in 
the  interest  of  the  committee  to  have  it.  I  have 
no  doubt  that  they  will  try  to  advance  it 
as  quickly  as  possible.  It  relates  to  develop- 

ment and  expansion  of  their  communities. 
Without  an  official  plan  they  are  pretty  well 
locked  in. 

Secondly,  the  Province  of  Ontario  does 
have  the  authority  under  the  Planning  Act 

to   step   in   and   do   the   entire   official  plan 
itself. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well  why  don't  you  step  in and  do  it  in  the  case  of  Metro  Toronto  then, 

if  you  do  have  the  power  to  do  it  in  Sud- bury? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Secre- 
tary for  Resources  Development):  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Biggest  nitpicker  in 
the  House. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Not  at  all.  No.  The  minister  is 
trying  to  tell  this  House  that  the  province 
will  do  in  Sudbury  what  it  dare  not  do  in 
Metro  Toronto. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Why  don't  you  stop  the 
court  jestering? 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  not  the  court  jester— it  is 
Damon  Runyon. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  part  V  stand  as  part 
of  the  bill? 

Part  V  agreed  to. 

Part  VI,  health  and  welfare  services. 
Part  VI  agreed  to. 
Part  VII,  police. 

Part  VII,  agreed  to. 

Regional  road  systems? 

Mr.  Martel:  Hold  on. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Sudbury 
East  on  part  VIII,  page  36. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Martel:  You  can  cover  the  waterfront 
on  this  one. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Martel:  I  just  wanted  to  speak  on  this 
section  in  general,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Lewis:  This  is  the  longest,  continuous 
claptrap  meeting  on  record. 

An  hon.  member:  If  only  the  doll  is  sublet, 

it's  "Guys  and  Dolls." 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Martel:  Yesterday,  in  Sudbury,  we 

asked— Mr.  Bullbrook:  You're  full  of  humour. 

Mr.  Martel:  —for  an  explanation  of  what 
criteria  would  be  used  with  respect  to— 
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Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

An  hon.  member:  Chop  him  dead. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Tell  them  to  go  out  into  the 
corridor  and  have  their  private  conversation 
out  there. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Sudbury 
East  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Martel:  I  wasn't  sure,  Mr.  Chairman, for  awhile. 

Yesterday  in  Sudbury,  we  tried  to  elicit 
from  the  parliamentary  assistant  the  criteria 
which  would  be  used  with  respect  to  the 
designation  of  highways.  There  has  to  be 

some  pattern  that  you  used  in  the  other  re- 
gional governments  to  designate  certain  roads 

as  municipal,  some  which  remained  in  the 

Ministry  of  Transportation  and  Communica- 
tions, some  which  were  considered  arterial. 

The  answers  which  were  forthcoming  weren't 
very  plausible,  and  I  am  wondering  if  either 
the  minister  or  the  parliamentary  assistant 

have  some  answers  tonight;  possibly  the  min- 
ister himself  might  indicate  what  type  of 

criteria  has  been  used  to  designate  these 
roads. 

Because  of  the  nature  of  the  Sudbury  area, 
we  have  many  roads  we  are  going  to  take 

over  that  are  under  local  roads  board  juris- 
diction and  are  really— 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  I  didn't  think  there  were 
any  highways  in  Sudbury. 

Mr.  Martel:  You  didn't  hear  me  use  the 

word  "highways."  I  said  roads.  I  wouldn't 
call   them   highways.   That   would   be— 

Mr.  Ferrier:  If  they  are  not  highways  why 
give  them  that  status  they  do  not  deserve? 

Mr.  Martel:  I  don't  want  to  give  them  the 
status  they  don't  have;  I  called  them  roads 
deliberately. 

Interjections   by    hon.    members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please!  The  hon. 
member  for  Sudbury  East  will  continue. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  a  point 
of  order.  The  Minister  of  Government  Services 

is  not  in  his  seat;  now  why  do  you  permit 
that? 

Mr.  Chairman:  That  is  not  a  point  of  order; 

the  member  for  Sudbury  East- 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Not  a  point  of  order?  Cer- 
tainly it  is  a  point  of  order!  It  is  the  most 

valid  point  of  order  in  this  Legislature.  Now, 

why  do  you  permit  him  to  speak  when  he  is 
not  in  his  seat?  You  have  to  stop  that! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  He  is  the  landlord  of 
these  buildings. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  He  owns  the 
buildings. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  It  looks  as  though  Billy  Davis 
has  put  on  weight  again. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  It  is  the  landlord's  privi- 
lege. 

Mr.  Martel:  In  view  of  the  types  of  prob- 
lems which  we  are  going  to— 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  It  is  really;  landlord's  privi- 
lege. And  we'll  remember  that. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Martel:  Maybe  the  minister  will  give 
us  that  explanation  on  the  designation. 

The  other  point  is,  of  course,  we  are  going 
to  take  in  a  large  number  of  unorganized 
townships.  These  are  going  to  bring  with 

them  miles  and  miles  of— and  I  won't  even 

call  them  roads,  because  they  aren't. 
What  type  of  financial  assistance,  over  and 

above  the  normal  grants,  does  the  minister 
anticipate  providing  to  the  municipality  to 

improve  or  bring  up  to  any  type  of  standard 
the  many  miles  of  road  that  are  in  the  local 
roads  board  area? 

In  fact,  that  single  item  in  itself  could 

prevent  the  new  regional  government  of  Sud- 
bury even  getting  off  the  ground  in  any 

adequate  fashion,  because  of  the  terrain,  and 

so  on,  and  the  fact  that  so  many  roads  are  in 
unorganized  townships.  Possibly  we  could  get 
some  indication  as  to  the  criteria  and  the 

amount  of  capital  we  might  anticipate? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  offer 
the  explanation  to  the  member  for  Sudbury 

East  that  as  far  as  regional  roads  are  con- 
cerned—and I  explained  this  yesterday  in 

Sudbury— it  was  not  the  decision  to  designate 
roads  either  in  the  local,  regional  or  provin- 

cial responsibility  until  the  council  is  formed. 

We  suggested  that  steering  committee 
should  sit  down  now  and  try  to  find  the 
criteria  that  would  be  established  in  the 

north.  There  is  no  sense  in  saying  there  is 

one  criterion  that  can  suit  the  entire  prov- 

ince; because  it  obviously  doesn't  apply. 
The  fact  remains  that  the  position  is  that 

the  regional  government  has  the  right  to 
negotiate  with  the  Ministry  of  Transportation 
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and  Communications  for  the  final  establish- 
ment of  roads. 

Mr.  Martel:  The  final  decision  rests  with 
who? 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  beg  your  pardon? 

Mr.  Martel:  Who  does  the  final  decision 
rest  with,  though? 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  would  hope  that  the  final 
decision,  Mr.  Chairman,  would  be  a  negoti- 

ated position  between  the  regional,  local  and 
Ministry  of  Transportation  and  Communica- 

tions. They  do  have  the  right  for  appeals.  I 
grant  you,  and  I  am  aware  of  the  fact,  that 
under  a  section  of  the  bill  it  gives  the  Lieu- 

tenant Governor  the  right  to  designate  certain 
roads  away  from  the  Ministry  of  Transporta- 

tion and  Communications  to  the  regional  or 
local  government.  But  the  department  is  here 
to  see  that  the  fair  play  is  exercised.  In  most 
cases  there  has  been  agreement  on  the 

acceptance  of  roads.  As  well,  our  grants  sys- 
tem helps  to  defray  the  cost  of  what  addi- 

tional roads  might  be  taken  over. 

Mr.  Martel:  Could  the  parliamentary  assist- 
ant then  explain  what  type  of  financial 

arrangements  might  be  forthcoming  if  cer- 
tain roads  were  handed  off  to  a  municipality 

that  did  not  want  them?  What  if  the  govern- 
ment, by  final  decision,  determined  it  went 

to  the  municipality?  Would  there  be  addi- 
tional grants  available,  or  would  there  be  the 

traditional  type  of  grants? 

Mr.  Bennett:  There  are  grants,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, available.  There  is  the  transitional  grant, 

which  is  at  the  discretion  of  the  minister, 
which  relates  to  added  costs  or  uprise  in 
expenses  by  the  municipality;  and  there  is 
the  transitional  grant,  as  I  mentioned  before. 

Mr.    Chairman:    Shall  part  VIII   stand   as 
part  of  the  bill? 

Agreed. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Part  IX,  the  regional  waste 
disposal. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Can  the  minister,  or  can  the 
parliamentary  assistant— I  was  trying  to  work 
out  how  we  could  shorten  that  in  the  House. 
It  is  very  difficult  to  say.  The  only  thing  I 
could  come  up  with  in  an  abbreviated  form, 

was  "Pass".  Can  he  explain  why  local  gar- 
bage collection  is  such  an  intimate  function 

that  it  is  left  with  the  local  municipalities? 
Maybe  I  am  unsympathetic  in  suggesting 
though  that  this  can  equally  well  be  done  on 

a  regionau  basis;  and  since  the  region  pro- 
vides the  waste  disposal  sites,  it  provides 

the  supervision  and  so  on,  since  it  has  a 
fairly  large  work  force,  is  there  any  reason 

why  it  can't  provide  this  service  on  an  over- all basis.   Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Martel:  Bail  him  out,  George! 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  re- 
port to  the  member  that  the  intermunicipal 

committee  recommended  this  procedure  and 

the  government  adopted  the  recommenda- tion. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well  the  parliamentary  as- 
sistant didn't  answer  the  question,  which  is 

why  is  this  considered  to  be  such  an  inti- 
mate function  that  it  is  always  left  with  the 

area   municipalities? 

Mr.  Givens:  What  other  function  have  you 

got  for  the  lower  tier? 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  am  sure  the  member  has 
read  the  bill  and  he  knows  what  functions 

rest  with  the  lower  tier.  I  again  say— 

Hon.  Mr.  Mceough:  In  York-Forest  HKill 

you  wouldn't  take  that  function  away  now, 
would  you? 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  again  say,  Mr.  Chairman, 

that   the- 
Mr.  Givens:  That  is  because  Mr.  Grossman 

is  there  and  we  have  to  collect  his  garbage. 

Have  you  still  got  that  old-style  garburator 
there? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Again  I  would  repeat  to  the 
member,  that  after  the  recommendation  of 
the  intermunicipal  committee,  again  I  repeat 
to  the  member,  it  was  the  decision  to  leave 
it  to  the  local  level. 

We  felt  that  one  or  two  disposal  areas  in 
a  community,  or  whatever  number  they  feel 

is  necessary,  would  seem  to  be  logically  con- 
trolled from  a  regional  point  of  view.  Because 

not  only  do  municipalities  dump  in  a  disposal 
area  but  it  is  also  available  to  private  firms; 
and  that  is  the  decision  we  went  along  with 
in  the  intermunicipal   committee. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  assistant  has  not 
answered  why! 

What  is  it— for  example,  local  roads;  the 
little  side  roads,  for  example;  the  decision 
about  whether  to  put  in  a  sidewalk;  whether 
or  not  to  fill  a  pothole  and  so  on.  It  leaves 

something    meaningful   to    the    area   munici- 
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pality;   but  the  question  of  garbage  on  the 
other  hand  is  just  not  the  same  thing  at  all. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Area  municipalities  are  able 
to  determine  what  sections  of  the  particular 
area  they  serve  should  be  served  by  garbage 

collection.  It  was  on  the  advice  and  sugges- 
tion of  the  local  municipalities;  they  felt  they 

would  like  to  retain  the  service  and  in  light 
of  that  view  expressed  it  has  been  left  with 
them. 

Mr.  Martel:  Is  the  chairman  aware,  or  is 

the  parliamentary  assistant  aware,  that  Bal- 
four and  Rayside  do  not  have  a  place?  They 

have  to  haul  their  garbage  miles. 

The  city  of  Sudbury  is  now  running  out  of 
fill  for  a  landfill  site  and  they  are  having 
terrible  problems.  The  provincial  government 
is  now  paying  $4.50  per  head  for  Norman 
township;  the  town  of  Capreol  has  to  haul 
to  Valley  East.  Balfour  and  Rayside  are 
hauling  to  Valley  East;  and  Levack  is  going 
to  haul  to  Valley  East! 

Mr.  Stokes:  Ship  it  down  to  southern 
Ontario! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Why  don't  you  ship  it  to Ottawa  South? 

Mr.  Martel:  Now  what  are  you  talking 

about,  that  they  wanted  their  garbage  col- 
lection? If  you  want  you  could  bring  it  all 

to  Toronto;  it  would  be  a  logical  place  to 

put  some  of  it!  But  why  you  are  saying— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  We  were  going  to 
ship  some  up  to  Sudbury. 

Mr.  Martel:  You  tried  that  this  spring.  You 
wanted  to  send  it  by  the  carload,  no  less! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order! 

Mr.  Martel:  Why  the  regional  municipality 
would  request  this  when  they  are  having  so 
much  difficulty  at  the  present  time  in  even 
getting  proper  landfill  sites  is  just  amazing. 

In  fact,  they  don't  have  the  facilities  or  the 
space  available  to  do  it;  neither  does  the 
city  of  Sudbury  for  that  matter. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  part  IX  stand  as  part 
of  the  bill?  The  member  for  Waterloo  North, 

Mr.  Good:  It  is  a  poor  hour  of  the  night 
to  open  a  new  subject,  but  in  relation  to  the 
municipal  waste  disposal;  procuring  and  op- 

eration of  the  land  disposal  site  is  under  the 

regional  government  to  be  financed  by  levies 

in  the  general  budget  of  the  region,  with 
levies  from  the  areas  which  will  be  based  on 

equalized,  weighted  assessment. 

Now  I  am  asking  here  whether  the  Depart- 
ment of  Municipal  Affairs  ever  consulted  the 

Department  of  the  Environment  on  the  best 
method  of  operating  land  disposal  sites?  I 
personally  do  not  feel  that  paying  for  waste 
disposal  sites  on  an  assessment  basis  is  the 
proper  method  for  the  regional  municipality 
to  collect  their  operating  costs.  I  think  if  we 
are  ever  going  to  do  anything  in  lessening 
the  amount  of  waste  that  has  to  be  disposed 
of  in  landfill  sites,  it  has  to  be  on  a  monetary 
incentive  basis. 

In  these  regional  governments  there  would 
have  been  a  tremendous  opportunity  here  to 
build  into  the  bill  certain  incentives  that  the 

region  could  put  into  the  areas,  by  saying, 

"If  you  separate  your  garbage  and  bring  your 
cardboard  and  paper  in,  we  will  not  charge 

you  any  tonnage  charge  for  those  separated." We  could  have  got  into  the  recycling  business 

very  easily  if  there  had  been  monetary  incen- 
tives built  in  from  the  region  to  the  area 

municipalities,  instead  of  just  saying  "On  an 
assessment  basis,  you  are  going  to  have  to 

pay  so  much  of  the  cost  of  operating  this  fill." 
And  another  thing,  it  will  never  be  done 

in  a  single  municipality  because  there  isn't the  amount  or  the  scale  there  in  one  central 

location.  But  here  we  had  a  real  good  oppor- 

tunity to  get  into  something  entirely  new— 

An  hon.  member:  There  goes  Darcy. 

Mr.  Good:  —Something  which  could  have 

been  developed— 

Mr.  Givens:  There  he  goes,  there  he  goes. 

Mr.  Good:  —something  which  could  have 
been  a  first  for  recycling  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Shame! 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to 
ask  the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  South  if  the 

Ministry  of  the  Environment  was  consulted 
at  all  in  the  setting  up  of  the  waste  disposal 
section,  or  if  any  thought  had  ever  been 
given  to  any  type  of  operation  other  than 
paying  for  the  cost  on  an  assesment  basis? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  the 
committee  rise  and  report  progress. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Lewis  moves  the  com- 
mittee rise  and  report.  Shall  the  motion  carry? 

An  hon.  member:  No. 



JUNE  27,  1972 4397 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  those  in  favour  of  Mr. 

Lewis's  motion  will  please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 

Mr.  Singer:  All  right,  let's  vote  on  it,  for 
goodness'  salce. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  want  to  stay  here  and 
vote  while  this  bloody  nonsense  goes  on? 
You  can  do  it  through  the  night. 

An  hon.  member:  We  don't  have  any  bloody nonsense. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  can  meet  in  the  fall.  We 

don't  have  to  go  through  this  absurdity  night 
after  night.  To  the  devil  with  it!  Enough  is 
enough  for  tonight.  I  am  serving  notice  on 
you  now,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  are  going 
to  move  that  we  rise  and  divide  this  House 
incessantly  if  need  be. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  This  is  a  bunch  of  nonsense. 
You  can  meet  some  other  time,  not  at  1 

o'clock  in  the  morning. 
Mr.  Chairman:  Call  in  the  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please! 
Mr.  Lewis  had  moved  that  the  committee 

rise  and  report. 

Those  in  favour  of  Mr.  Lewis's  motion, 
will  please  rise. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Are  we  having 
a  vote? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please!  Order! 
Those  opposed  will  please  rise. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  No  we  didn't.  Just  rising! 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order! 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 

"ayes"  are  22;  the  "nays"  are  46. 

Mr.  Reid:  Getting  closer! 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  are  still  in  business. 
Any  further  discussion  on  part  IX? 

Mr.  Singer:  The  minister  wants  to  get  up 
there;  let  the  minister  get  up. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  will  yield  to  the  House  leader, 
Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  specific- 

Mr.  Chairman:  May  I  establish  something 
first? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Pardon? 

Mr.  Chairman:  May  we  just  establish  some- 
thing first? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  further  discussion 
on  part  IX,  the  regional  waste  disposal? 

Mr.  Lewis:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  would  yield  to  the  House  leader  to 

make  a  motion,  or  I  will  make  another  mo- 
tion myself. 

I  simply  want  to  know  what  his  intentions are. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  I  would  reiter- 

ate— 
Mr.  Cassidy:  Can't  even  look  after— 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  —your  question,  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  there  any  disposition  to  pass 

part  IX? 
Mr.  Chairman:  We  should  have  an  item; 

we  need  an  item  or  business  in  between; 
anything! 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  indicated  that  we  had  more 
to  say  on  the  last  three  sections;  much  more! 

Mr.  Chairman:  Oh,  I  am  sorry.  I  didn't hear  that. 

An  hon.  member:  Go  ahead  and  speak. 

An  hon.  member:  Go  ahead  and  say  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Chairman- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please! 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  the  commit- 
tee rise  and  report. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh  boy,  oh  boy! 

Some  hon.  members:  Oh,  oh! 

Mr.  Chairman:  Just  before  we  place  the 

motion  then,  we'll  finish  to  the  end  of  part VIII.  Is  that  understood? 

Mr.  Singer:  We  have  certainly  gone  a  long 
way  in  the  interests  of  the  people  of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  the 
committee  rise  and  report. 

Shall  the  motion  carry? 
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Some  hon.  members:  No! 

Mr.    Lewis:    It   would    serve   you   fellows 
right  if  we  divided. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.    R.    Gisborn    (Hamilton    East):    That's 
really  parliamentary! 

Mr.  Singer:  That  shows  where  the  power 
lies. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  I  was  starting  to 
enjoy  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  What  have  we  got,  one 
left?  What  have  we  got? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  have  really— 

Mr.  Stokes:  It  works  both  ways. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That  is  the  way! 

Mr.  Singer:  There  are  some  Hitler  and 
Mussolini  speeches  you  fellows  should  look 
at. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please! 

Mr.   Singer:   We   are  great! 

An  hon.  member:  We  have  more  time. 
Read  them  and   quote  them  to  usl 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  yes! 

Interjections  by  hon.   members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please!  Shall  the 
motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  the  whole  House  begs  to  report  one  bill 

without    amendments    and    progress    on    the 
second  bill,  and  asks  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downs view):  There  is  a 
little  platform  up  there;  the  minister  could 

speak    outside! 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 

want  to  say  this  before  I  move  the  adjourn- 
ment of  the  House,  that  the  situation  that 

developed  might  well  be  part  of  my  own 
responsibility.  I  had  arranged  that  a  certain 
time  would  be  reached,  and  I  informed  most 
members  of  the  committee  of  that  downstairs. 

Unfortunately,  the  motion  that  came  before 
the  House  and  created  a  division  was  moved, 
about  the  time  that  I  was  at  the  front  door 
as  a  matter  of  fact.  When  the  bell  started 

to  ring  therefore— 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Well, 

why  then— 
Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Now  just  a  minute! 

Therefore  I  will  accept  the  responsibility 
for  that  situation  and  I  want  members  to 
know  we  met  until  that  time  downstairs. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  Resign,  resign! 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Not  for  the  member,  I 

won't. Mr.  Singer:  We  will  certainly  bring  the 
minister  some  flowers  tomorrow  morning. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  appreciate  the  mem- 

ber's nobility;  but  I'll  watch  for  the  rock 
in   the   middle   too. 

Mr.  Roy:  We  have  lost  confidence  in  the 
House  leader! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  1:30  o'clock,  a.m. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 

The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 

Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  must  say  that  we  have  a 
rather  unique  situation  today  in  that  there  are 
no  visitors  with  us. 

Statements  by  the  ministry. 

PROPOSED  NHA  AMENDMENTS 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Mr.  Speaker,  at  this  time  I  would  like  to  make 
a  statement  on  the  proposed  amendments  to 
the  National  Housing  Act,  introduced  in  the 
House  of  Commons  on  June  12,  and  the 

possible  effect  of  these  amendments  on  hous- 
ing in  Ontario.  As  members  are  probably 

aware,  these  amendments  provide  for  a  num- 
ber of  new  and  expanded  programmes, 

several  of  which  require  provincial  participa- 
tion for  their  effective  implementation. 

The  bill  incorporating  the  amendments  is 
largely  enabling  legislation.  It  sets  out  the 
policy  directions  for  the  programmes.  It 
authorizes  the  Central  Mortgage  and  Hous- 

ing Corp.  to  provide  money  under  certain 
conditions  and  it  permits  CMHC  to  enter 
into  agreements  where  necessary  with  the 
provinces  to  carry  out  specific  programmes. 

What  I  propose  to  do  today  is  to  give  some 
general  observations  on  the  proposed  federal 
housing  policy,  to  report  to  you  on  the  pre- 

liminary discussions  which  we  have  had  with 
federal  representatives,  to  discuss  the  con- 

sultation the  province  has  had  with  its  muni- 
cipal representatives,  and  to  urge  additional 

federal-provincial  consultation  before  these 
amendments  are  passed  by  Parliament. 

As  the  Hon.  Ron  Basford,  the  federal  Min- 
ister of  State  for  Urban  Affairs,  has  pointed 

out,  the  new  federal  policy  is  designed  to 
make  available  alternative  approaches  to  the 
provision  of  housing  and  to  make  more 
adequate  housing  available  for  people  of  low 
incomes.  The  government  of  Ontario  wel- 

comes these  new  approaches,  and  fully  sup- 
ports the  objective  of  providing  improved 

housing  for  low-income  Canadians. 
It  has  become  increasingly  evident  of  late 

that  we  cannot  rely  solely  on  the  techniques 
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of  the  past  to  provide  housing  and  an  accept- 
able housing  environment  sufficient  for  the 

demands  of  today.  Nor  can  we  fail  to  respond 
to  the  obvious  requirements  of  those  whose 
needs  cannot  be  met  by  the  operation  of  the 
private  housing  market.  The  concern  of  the 
government  of  Ontario  in  this  regard  has  been 
amply  demonstrated  for  some  years  through 
the  public  housing  and  other  programmes 
operated  by  Ontario  Housing  Corp. 

The  first  point  that  I  would  like  to  make 
regarding  the  federal  amendments  is  their 
potentially  significant  impact  on  a  broad 
range  of  provincial  policies  and  interests 
which  go  well  beyond  housing.  These  include 
such  matters  as  regional  and  urban  develop- 

ment, provincial-municipal  fiscal  and  plan- 
ning arrangements,  income  suport  and  income 

redistribution,  and  our  policy  on  federal- 
provincial  shared-cost  programmes. 

A  second  and  equally  important  considera- 
tion is  that  income  distribution  as  well  as 

housing  costs  vary  considerably  from  region 
to  region  within  Canada.  Housing  prices  in 
Ontario,  and  particularly  in  the  large  urban 
areas  where  the  need  for  housing  is  the 
greatest,  are  well  above  the  national  average. 
We  are,  therefore,  of  the  opinion  that  if  the 
objectives  of  the  federal  housing  proposals 
are  to  be  met,  these  proposals  must  be  suffi- 

ciently flexible  to  permit  each  province  to 
meet  the  needs  of  its  residents. 

Our  third  area  of  concern  is  with  the  con- 

spicuous absence  of  an  overall  long-term 
funding  commitment.  The  lack  of  such  a 
commitment  is,  in  our  opinion,  a  major 
obstacle  to  effective  long-term  budgetary,  eco- 

nomic, and  community  planning. 

Also,  we  believe  that  the  NHA  amend- 
ments, as  they  now  stand,  fail  to  set  out 

clearly  the  federal  role  in  programmes  requir- 
ing municipal  participation  and  consultation. 

As  the  Premier  (Mr.  Davis)  stated  at  the 
conference  of  first  ministers  in  November, 

1971,  the  government  of  Canada  is  convinced 
that  the  implementation  and  administration  of 

such  programmes  must  be  a  joint  provincial- 
municipal  responsibility,  with  the  federal 
government  acting  through  the  provinces  in 
all  cases. 
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Because  of  the  significant  implications  of 
these  amendments  for  Ontario  and  for  the 

other  provinces,  we  recognize  and  urge  the 

need  for  meaningful  federal-provincial  con- 
sultation, both  at  the  ministerial  and  official 

levels. 

As  far  as  Ontario  is  concerned,  we  have 

had  very  useful  meetings  with  federal  offi- 
cials and  brief  ministerial  conversations  with 

Mr.  Basford.  We  believe,  however,  that  fur- 

ther consultation  on  policy  issues  is  neces- 
sary. 

To  this  end  my  colleague,  the  provincial 
Treasurer  (Mr.  McKeough),  wrote  to  the 
Hon.  Ron  Basford  on  May  25,  recommending 

that  the  federal  government  convene  a  min- 
isterial meeting  on  the  current  amendments. 

The  other  provinces  were  sent  copies  of  this 
letter  and  to  date  several  have  expressed 

written  support  for  Ontario's  recommenda- 
tion. On  May  30,  Mr.  Basford  replied  that 

he  was  willing  to  consult  further  with  the 

provinces,  but  expressed  reservations  con- 
cerning full-scale  federal-provincial  discus- 

sion on  housing  until  all  views,  including 

Ontario's,  have  been  submitted.  While  we  do 
not  question  the  right  of  the  federal  gov- 

ernment to  introduce  housing  legislation, 
designed  to  implement  its  priorities,  when 

such  legislation  specifically  provides  for  pro- 
vincial participation  and  the  commitment  of 

matching  funds,  the  government  of  Ontario 
believes  that  the  principles  and  details  of 
those  programmes  should  be  discussed  at  a 
full  federal-provincial  meeting  of  appro- 

priate ministers. 

We,  therefore,  urge  the  federal  govern- 
ment to  reconsider  its  views  on  the  need 

for  a  multilateral  federal-provincial  meeting 
of  ministers  at  this  time.  In  view  of  provin- 

cial interests  and  concerns  of  these  pro- 
posals, the  Ontario  government  is  proposing 

that  the  NHA  amendments  be  placed  on  the 
agenda  of  the  annual  meeting  of  provincial 
Ministers  of  Municipal  Affairs  in  August.  We 
hope  that  this  will  result  in  a  constructive 
exchange   of  views   among  the  provinces. 

In  developing  its  position,  the  government 
of  Ontario  is  giving  the  fullest  consideration 

to  the  views  of  this  province's  municipalities. 
Shortly  after  we  received  the  federal  details, 
we  sent  to  our  municipal  representatives  the 
same  information  and  invited  their  com- 

ments. At  the  June  9  meeting  of  the  pro- 
vincial-municipal liaison  committee,  we  re- 

ceived some  preliminary  views.  The  muni- 
cipal representatives  are  now  in  the  process 

of  preparing  more  detailed  comments  which 

we  plan  to  discuss  at  the  liaison  committee's 
next  meeting  on  July  20. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  now  like  to  make 
some  observations  on  the  principles  and  de- 

tails of  the  specific  programmes  in  order  to 
illustrate  to  members  some  of  the  issues 

which  we  believe  require  full  intergovern- 
mental consultation.  First,  we  are  pleased 

that  additional  funds  will  be  available  for 

NHA-insured  mortgages.  We  regret,  however, 
that  the  federal  government  has  failed  to 
recognize  that  mortgage  ceilings  must  be  set 
on  a  regional  basis  if  they  are  to  meet  re- 

gional needs,  as  reflected  in  prices  and 
costs.  I  would  submit  that  the  present  ceil- 

ings of  approximately  $25,000  for  a  new 
house  and  $18,000  for  an  existing  house  are 
unrealistic,  in  view  of  present  housing  prices 

in  Ontario's  large  urban  areas. 
Second,  the  neighbourhood  improvement 

programme  and  the  residential  rehabilitation 
assistance  programme  have  been  unveiled  by 
the  federal  government  as  replacements  for 
the  former  urban  renewal  scheme.  The  gov- 

ernment of  Ontario  agrees  that  rehabilitation 

in  sound,  stable  neighbourhoods  can  pro- 
duce beneficial  results,  and  that  the  neigh- 

bourhood improvement  concept  may  be  an 

imaginative  approach  to  urban  renewal. 
While  we  recognize  that  the  former  urban 

renewal  programme  laid  too  heavy  an  em- 
phasis on  demolition,  we  cannot  agree  that 

the  new  proposals,  as  they  stand,  are  an 
acceptable  replacement  for  the  urban  re- 

newal programme  in  Ontario.  What  is  re- 
quired is  the  retention  of  the  useful  elements 

of  the  former  programme,  bolstered  by  the 
initiatives    of   the    present   amendments. 

Other  aspects  of  these  two  programmes 
should  also  be  questioned.  For  example,  a 
ceiling  of  $4,000  for  rehabilitation  assistance 
will  not  likely  be  sufficient,  particularly  in 

Ontario's  large  urban  areas.  Moreover,  grants, 
in  the  form  of  forgivable  loans,  may  not  be 
an  appropriate  instrument  for  assisting 
people  in  the  lower  income  groups. 

The  third  aspect  of  the  federal  proposals 
deals  with  assisted  home  ownership.  Ontario 
has  already  demonstrated  through  its  HOME 
programme  the  importance  which  this  gov- 

ernment places  on  making  home  ownership 
more  accessible  to  a  larger  number  of  people. 
Our  government,  therefore,  hopes  that  the 
present  federal  initiatives  will  make  addi- 

tional assistance  available  to  Ontario  resi- 
dents. 

We  note  that  the  mortgage  ceiling,  the 
size  and  cost  of  the  house  and  the  number 

of  persons  in  occupancy  are  to  be  determined 
by  regulation,  rather  than  spelled  out  in  the 
legislation.  Providing  this  means  that  each 
province   will   have   the   opportunity   of  de- 
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signing  a  cost  and  administrative  structure 
suitable  to  its  particular  needs,  it  is  a  reason- 

able expectation  that  the  objectives  of  this 
programme  can  be  met  in  Ontario.  We  must, 
however,  receive  a  clear  assurance  from  the 
federal  government  that  funding  for  this 
programme  will  not  lead  to  a  reduction  in 
federal  assistance  for  family  and  senior  citi- 

zen rent-geared-to-income  housing  in  this 
province. 

An  extended  land  assembly  programme  is 
another  part  of  the  federal  proposals.  This 
programme  has  been  of  considerable  value 
to  Ontario  in  the  past  and,  with  the  clarifi- 

cation of  administrative  arrangements,  the 
extended  version  could  prove  increasingly 
useful  to  this  province  and  its  municipalities. 
We  also  welcome  the  increased  scope  and 

funding  provided  for  the  housing  research 
and  community  planning  programme  and  are 
particularly  pleased  to  see  the  provisions 
which  would  be  of  assistance  to  Metis  and 

non-status  Indians.  I  would  add,  however, 
that  the  federal  government  must  ensure  as 
close  co-ordination  as  possible  with  pro- 

vincial and  municipal  activities  in  these 

areas  so  that  Canada's  limited  research  re- 
sources are  used  in  the  most  effective 

manner. 

Finally  I  do  not  think  that  any  comments 
on  this  subject  would  be  complete  without 
mentioning  the  residential  mortgage  financ- 

ing bill,  introduced  in  Parliament  at  the  end 
of  May.  With  the  aim  of  improving  mort- 

gage liquidity,  this  bill  provides  for  the 
establishment  of  a  residential  mortgage  bank, 
the  creation  of  mortgage  investment  com- 

panies, and  the  introduction  of  a  variable 
term  mortgage  loan.  These  are  steps  in  the 
right  direction  and  will  tend  to  free  public 
funds  for  the  assistance  of  those  Canadians 
whose  housing  needs  cannot  be  met  in  the 
private  market. 

It  does  not  appear,  however,  that  the 
federal  government  put  these  proposals  for- 

ward in  the  context  of  capital  market  analy- 
sis. Since  changes  in  capital  markets  will 

affect  the  availability  of  funds  for  all  de- 
velopment and  policy  purposes,  a  compre- 

hensive approach  to  this  problem  and  close 
federal-provincial  co-operation  are  obviously 
required.  Consequently,  the  Ontario  govern- 

ment suggests  that  the  federal-provincial 
consultations  we  propose  on  housing  include 
consideration  of  the  residential  mortgage 
financing  bill. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  reiterate  that  the  government  of  Ontario 
agrees  with  the  basic  objectives  of  the  new 

federal  housing  proposal.  At  the  same  time 
the  proposals  give  rise  to  a  number  of  im- 

portant questions,  many  of  which  I  have 
raised  in  this  statement.  Hence,  they  require 
clarification  and,  if  necessary,  resolution  if 
the  desired  objectives  are  to  be  met.  We  all 
agree  on  the  objective— that  is,  to  provide 
enough  adequate  housing  for  all  Canadians. 
To  do  so  we  strongly  urge  the  federal  gov- 

ernment to  properly  complete  the  consulta- 
tion process  and  finalize  the  necessary  agree- 

ments. 

POLICE  INFORMATION  CENTRE 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Solicitor  General):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  advise  the  House 

that  as  of  Saturday,  July  1,  Ontario's  police forces  will  become  the  first  in  Canada  to 
make  use  of  the  new  computer  facility  of 
the  Canadian  Police  Information  Centre  in 

Ottawa-CPIC. 
On  that  date,  390  law  enforcement  agencies 

throughout  Ontario,  178  of  which  are  munic- 
ipal forces  and  212  Ontario  Provincial  Police 

units,  will  be  able  to  enter  data  into  and 
retrieve  information  from  the  central  com- 

puterized files  of  the  information  centre. 

Initially,  the  type  of  information  that  will 

be  stored  in  CPIC's  computer  files  will  re- 
late to  vehicles,  particularly  stolen  and 

abandoned  vehicles  and  vehicles  wanted  in 
connection  with  crimes  such  as  hit-and-run 
accidents. 

Future  applications  call  for  the  consolida- 
tion of  information  from  across  Canada  on 

wanted  persons,  missing  persons,  escapees 
from  institutions,  stolen  identifiable  property, 
and  other  such  information  that  is  of  value  to 
police  officers  in  the  performance  of  their 
duties. 

The  files  will  be  a  compilation  of  existing 
information  which  is  currently  available  on 
a  fragmented  basis  in  Ontario  and  other 
provinces.  Information  retained  by  Ontario 
forces  on  the  CPIC  files  is  intended  to  assist 

the  operational  policeman  in  the  normal  con- 
duct of  his  duties.  The  data  will  be  available 

for  law  enforcement  use  only  and  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Police  Act  of  Ontario  prohibit- 

ing disclosure  to  unauthorized  individuals will  apply. 

Today,  when  police  officers  stop  people  or 
automobiles  that  for  some  reason  have 

attracted  their  attention  they  have  few  re- 
sources at  their  disposal  to  assist  them.  In 

such  circumstances  it  is  essential  that  the 

police  officer  have  immediate  access  to  infor- 
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mation  which  will  assist  him  in  determining 
whether  further  action  is  required. 

For  example,  a  patrolling  officer  could 
observe  a  vehicle  he  suspects  is  stolen.  He 
immediately  radios  the  licence  number  to  his 
CPIC  terminal  operator  and  asks  for  a  check 
of  CPIC  files.  Within  less  than  a  minute  he 

will  know  whether  or  not  any  police  force  in 
Canada  has  reported  the  vehicle,  or  vehicle 
plates,  as  stolen.  With  this  knowledge,  the 

officer  can  judge  when  best  to'  pull  the 
vehicle  over  and  can  temper  his  actions 
according  to  the  information  received. 

Under  existing  conditions,  any  search  of 
local  records  may  require  up  to  an  hour  with 
no  assurance  that  the  search  is  complete. 
However,  under  the  new  system,  a  complete 
file  of  information  will  be  available  to  the 

police  officer  immediately. 
Under  the  new  facilities,  there  will  be 

faster  access,  more  complete  and  accurate 
data.  It  will  be  possible  to  minimize  the 
inconvenience  to  innocent  citizens;  it  will 

provide  better  overall  standards  of  informa- 
tion storage,  retrieval  and  handling;  keep  files 

up  to  date  through  automatic  computer- 
initiated  revalidation  procedures;  and  provide 

advance  warning  to  police  officers  of  poten- 
tially dangerous  situations. 

I  want  to  emphasize  the  following  point- 
there  is  no  intent  to  infringe  on  the  rights  of 
individuals  through  the  introduction  of  this 
system.  Rigid  controls  and  standards  have 
been  developed  in  this  regard.  For  instance, 
the  system  will  be  regularly  audited  in  that 
actual  files  will  be  checked  by  Ontario  Police 
Commission  advisers.  This  will  ensure  that 

the  minimum  standards  for  using  the  system 
are  adhered  to  by  all  the  forces  and  that  the 
intent  of  the  system  is  not  compromised. 

I  would  like  to  point  out,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 

a  comprehensive  two-year  study,  initiated  in 
early  1967  by  the  police  forces  of  Ontario, 
under  the  auspices  of  the  Ontario  Police 
Commission,  concluded  that  the  province 

should  develop  and  install  central  computer- 
ized files  and  related  communications  facilities 

for  the  use  of  all  Ontario  police  forces. 

Plans  endorsed  a  year  ago  by  this  province 

called  for  integrating  Ontario's  requirements 
with  a  national  system,  thereby  ensuring  the 
success  of  both  federal  and  provincial  systems. 

The  centre  represents  a  significant  step 
forward  in  the  application  of  modern  tech- 

nology in  the  fight  against  crime. 

As  far  as  costs  are  concerned,  the  provincial 
and  federal  governments  will  share  the  costs 
of  all  communication  lines  and  terminals 
installed  to  serve  the  Ontario  forces. 

Teams  of  specially-trained  police  officers 
from  Ontario  forces  and  members  of  the 

Ontario  Police  Commission's  systems  planning 
and  research  branch  have  been  travelling  the 
province  to  brief  chiefs  and  their  personnel 
on  the  combined  programme  within  Ontario. 

The  CPIC  system  will  provide  a  compre- 
hensive range  of  services  to  all  police  forces 

in  Canada  and  its  emergence  as  such  is,  in 

large  part,  a  result  of  the  co-operation  of  the 
Ontario  Police  Commission  and  the  police 
forces  in  Ontario.  The  role  of  the  OPC  and 

local  police  forces  played  in  the  creation  of 
the  national  system  is  an  excellent  example 
of  how  the  forces  have  worked  together. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  believe  that  the  applica- 
tion of  advanced  communications  technology 

will  go  a  long  way  toward  improving  the 
effectiveness  of  public  protection  services  in 
Ontario. 

NEW  HEALTH  DISCIPLINES  ACT 

Hon.  R.  Welch  (Provincial  Secretary  for 

Social  Development):  Mr.  Speaker,  on  be- 
half of  my  colleague,  the  Minister  of  Health 

(Mr.  Potter),  I  am  tabling  today  legislative 
proposals  for  a  new  Health  Disciplines  Act. 

Due  to  the  extensive  nature  of  the  legis- 
lation and  the  large  impact  it  will  have  on 

our  health  professionals,  it  is  not  the  inten- 
tion of  the  government  to  proceed  with  these 

proposals  into  bill  form  until  this  fall.  This 
will  give  the  public  and  the  professions  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  these  proposals 
and  also  provide  some  time  for  the  develop- 

ment of  the  regulations  that  must  accompany 
the  legislation. 

As  the  hon.  members  know,  the  process 
leading  up  to  these  proposals  commenced  in 
1966  with  the  appointment  of  the  Committee 

on  the  Healing  Arts.  The  report  of  that  com- 
mittee tabled  in  April  of  1970  established 

the  blueprint  for  the  regulation  of  the  health 
disciplines.  A  review  of  that  report  was 
undertaken  by  the  Council  of  Health  and  in 
February,  1971,  the  then  Minister  of  Health 

(Mr.  Wells)  published  the  "Guiding  Prin- 
ciples for  the  Regulation  and  Education  of 

the  Health  Disciplines." 
Since  that  time,  discussions  have  been  held 

with  representative  groups  of  all  the  health 
disciplines  concerned  and  drafts  of  legislation 

have  been  prepared,  resulting  in  the  pro- 
posals I  am  tabling  today. 

Now,  what  the  government  intends  to  do 
in  this  new  Health  Disciplines  Act  will  be,  I 

believe,  quite  unique.  It  will  bring  into  one 
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Act  the  legislation  pertaining  to  all  the  health 
disciplines.  At  the  same  time  it  will  make 
possible  the  provision  of  consistent  procedures 
and  requirements  for  all  disciplines. 

Of  particular  interest  to  the  members,  I 
believe,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  the  establishment  of 

a  Health  Disciplines  Board.  It  is  proposed 
that  this  board  will  be  composed  of  no  more 
than  seven  lay  persons,  not  members  of  any 
of  the  health  disciplines,  and  it  will,  of 
course,  represent  the  public  interest.  It  will 
be  given  substantial  authority  over  all  the 
health  disciplines  and  will  be  responsible  for 

ensuring  that  the  health  disciplines  are  effec- 
tively regulated  and  co-ordinated. 

The  board  will  also  act  as  an  appeal  board 
on  registration  matters.  An  applicant  who  has 
been  refused  registration  by  a  particular 
college  may  appeal  this  decision  to  the  Health 
Disciplines  Board  and  the  provisions  of  the 
Statutory  Powers  Procedure  Act,  1971,  would 
apply  to  the  conduct  of  these  appeals. 

The  board  is  also  being  empowered  to  re- 
view complaints  from  the  public  which  may 

not  have  been  dealt  with  to  the  complainant's 
satisfaction  by  the  particular  college. 

The  outline  of  the  board's  authority  and 
the  responsibilities  of  this  board  are  contained 

in  Part  1  of  the  proposals  being  tabled  this 
afternoon. 

The  subsequent  parts  contained  in  these 
proposals  establish  16  colleges  for  the  health 

disciplines— 27  groups  are  included  in  these 
colleges  at  this  time— and  of  jcourse  others 
may  be  added  by  the  fall. 

In  some  instances  a  college  will  regulate 

more  than  one  discipline,  but  the  groups  in- 
volved would  each  be  given  appropriate  rep- 

resentation on  the  governing  council  of  that 
particular  college. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  some  groups  which, 
either  because  of  the  number  of  practitioners 
or  their  relatively  recent  establishment,  have 
not  been  included  under  a  college  at  this 

time.  Instead,  a  Health  Practitioners'  Regis- 
tration Council  is  proposed  to  register  these 

particular  individuals  but  with  the  same  rela- 
tionship to  the  Health  Disciplines  Board  as 

the  council  of  a  college  would  have. 

Public  representation  is  also  being  included 
on  the  governing  bodies  of  the  colleges.  Com- 

plaints committees  and  discipline  committees 

are  established  for  each  college  and  proce- 
dures respecting  these  matters  have  been 

standardized  throughout  the  proposed  legis- 
lation. 

An  increased  emphasis  will  be  placed  on 
the  need  to  ensure  continuing  competence  of 

practitioners  and  to  maintain  high  standards 
of  professional  practice.  We  are  asking  the 
governing  bodies  of  the  various  colleges  to 
assume  these  responsibilities,  ̂ consistent  with 
our  belief  that  the  health  professions  should 
continue  to  be  essentially  self-governing,  as 

long  as  they  are  carrying  out  their  responsi- 
bilities in  the  public  interest. 

The  parts  dealing  with  the  establishment 
of  colleges  for  each  of  the  health  disciplines 
are  primarily  the  result  of  proposals  made  by 
existing  regulatory  bodies  after  considerable 
discussion  with  officials  of  the  Ministry  of 

Health.  They  incorporate  as  much  as  pos- 
sible the  recommendations  of  the  reports  al- 
ready mentioned. 

It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  some 
parts  do  not  necessarily  include  proposals 

which  in  their  present  form  would  be  accept- 
able to  the  government.  We  believe,  how- 
ever, that  the  groups  concerned  should  have 

an  opportunity  to  make  their  views  known 
and  that  over  the  summer  recess  further  dis- 

cussion can  take  place  on  these  matters. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 

tion): The  government's  not  going  to  pro- 
ceed with  it  immediately? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  In  this  connection,  I  am 

also  tabling  reports  of  the  Council  of  Health's 
task  force  on  chiropractic- 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  No. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  No. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No! 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  —and  the  task  force  on 
chiropody. 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer,  and 

Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs):  An- 
other dinner,  Murray. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  On  Friday! 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  That  is  known  as  the 
Gaunt  report. 

It  will  be  obvious  that— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Gaunt's  gourmets! 
Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  It  will  be  obvious  that 

the  council's  recommendations  for  the  scope 
of  practice  for  the  groups  referred  to  in  these 

reports- Mr.  Singer:  The  other  two  secretaries  are 
going  to  get  very  jealous  of  you. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  They  won't  even  come 
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Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  —  differs  from  that  in  the 
legislative  proposals,  and  we  expect  there 
will  be  further  discussion  on  these  matters 
as  well. 

We  believe,  Mr.  Speaker,  these  legislative 
proposals  provide  the  basis  for  wide  dis- 

cussion on  the  need  to  ensure  the  effective 

regulation  and  co-ordination  of  the  activities 
of  the  health  disciplines  as  well  as  the  need 
for  the  protection  of  the  public.  This  will 
greatly  assist  the  development  of  the  most 
effective  provision  of  health  care  in  the  prov- 
ince. 

The  Minister  of  Health  will,  of  course, 
welcome  comments  on  these  proposals  from 
the  public  and  the  health  professions  in  order 
that  he  may  proceed  to  prepare  some  formal 
legislation. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Secretary 
for  Justice):  That  is  what  the  movers  call 
throwing  down  the  gauntlet. 

Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  (Attorney  General):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  wish  to  table- 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Oh,  they 
are  all  trying  to  get  up  today.    Every  one  of 
them— 21  statements! 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It's  everybody's  turn! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  want  to  table  a  report 
of  the  Law  Reform  Commission- 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Give  me 
a  minute  and  I  will  flip  through  this. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  -the  report  of  the  Law 
Reform  Commission  on  consumer  warranties 

and  guarantees.  This  report  forms  part  of  a 
study  being  conducted  by  the  commission  of 
the  law  relating  to  the  sale  of  goods.  As  a 
result  of  certain  limitations  in  the  present 
law  governing  the  sale  of  goods  in  the  con- 

sumer market  as  experienced  by  the  con- 
sumer protection  bureau  of  the  Ministry  of 

Consumer  and  Commercial  Relations,  the 
commission,  at  the  request  of  the  Attorney 
General,  extensively  revised  its  timetable  for 
the  study  of  the  law  relating  to  the  sale  of 
goods  and  dealt  specifically  with  this  particu- 

lar topic  in  order  that  the  government  could 
have  the  benefit  of  its  recommendations  in 

these  matters  at  the  earliest  possible  time. 

The  major  recommendation  continued  in 
the  report  is  that  there  be  enacted  a  new 
Consumer  Products  Warranty  Act,  prescrib- 

ing reasonable  warranty  standards  in  con- 
sumer sales.  Also,  substantial  modifications  in 

the  law  respecting  evidence  and  the  privity 

of  contract  are  recommended,  in  order  to 
extend  the  protection  of  the  law  to  cover 
situations  in  which  persons  are  now  without 
power  to  seek  redress  and  to  bring  home  the 
necessity  for  fair  and  responsible  dealing  by 
all  persons  who  are  engaged  in  the  produc- 

tion, distribution  and  sales  phases  of  a  con- 
sumer transaction. 

The  proposed  statute  would  operate  solely 
in  the  area  of  consumer  sales  and  the  Sale 
of  Goods  Act  itself  would  continue  to  be  the 

basic  code  of  sales  principles  in  all  non- 
consumer  transactions  and  in  those  aspects  of 
consumer  sales  that  are  not  related  to  war- 

ranties. The  report  makes  certain  recom- 
mendations for  machinery  to  strengthen  On- 

tario's consumer  protection  programme  and 
to  ensure  the  implementation  of  the  statute. 

In  its  studies  in  this  particular  area,  and 
apart  from  the  matters  of  general  principle 
applying  to  most  consumer  transactions,  the 
commission  examined  the  particular  prob- 

lems involved  in  the  sale  of  used  motor 
vehicles  and  makes  recommendations  direct- 

ed to  strengthening  the  existing  machinery 
for  the  inspection  and  mechanical  fitness 
certification  of  such  vehicles  under  the  High- 

way Traffic  Act.  Careless  or  negligent  certifi- 
cation would  give  rise  to  a  cause  of  action 

to  give  full  opportunity  for  redress  to  any 
person  injured  as  a  result  of  such  certifica- tion. 

These  recommendations,  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
have  a  broad  impact  on  the  commercial  com- 

munity. The  various  branches  of  the  govern- 
ment that  are  affected  directly  by  them  no 

doubt  will  wish  to  study  them  fully.  I  anti- 
cipate that  they  will  be  thoroughly  con- 
sidered by  the  commercial  community,  and 

the  government  will  look  forward  to  receiv- 
ing the  comments  which  they  will  generate. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  be  providing  a  copy  of 
the  report  in  printed  form  to  the  members shortly. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Do  you 
think  we  could  start  recycling  some  of  these? 

ALGONQUIN  PARK 

Hon.  L.  Bernier  (Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources): Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  make 

a  statement  concerning  the  Algonquin  Park 

Advisory  Committee— 

An  hon.  member:  He  would! 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  —and  to  elaborate  on 

an  answer  given  yesterday  by  the  Provincial 
Secretary   for   Resources    Development    (Mr. 
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A.  B.  R.  Lawrence)  in  reply  to  the  question 
by  the  hon.  member  for  York  South  (Mr. 
MacDonald)  regarding  the  reappointment  of 
the  Algonquin  Park  Advisory  Committee.  This 
will  also  reply  to  the  question  last  Friday 
of  the  hon.  member  for  Brant  to  the  Premier. 

This  committee  has  been  reappointed  under 
the  chairmanship  of  Mr.  Leslie  M.  Frost  and 
I  wish  to  assure  the  hon.  members  that  it  will 
continue  to  have  representation  from  both 
the  Liberal  and  the  New  Democratic  parties. 

I  am  sure  that  the  committee's  secretary  will 
be  contacting  the  respective  members  in  the 
very  near  future  regarding  a  meeting  date. 

This  committee  was  initially  established  in 
September,  1969,  to  advise  the  government 
on  policies  that  would  lead  to  the  completion 
of  a  master  plan  for  the  park  by  1975. 
Following  two  years  of  intensive  study,  this 
committee  submitted  a  comprehensive  policy 
statement  concerning  the  future  management 
of  this  important  provincial  resource.  This 
policy  has  been  under  detailed  study  and  re- 

view by  my  colleagues  and  my  staff  over  the 
past  year.  As  a  result  of  this  study,  there  is  a 
need  to  review  in  further  detail  some  of  the 

policy  implications  and  some  new  policy 
areas.  It  is  with  this  intention  that  the  com- 

mittee will  be  continuing  its  work. 
I  have  advised  the  committee  to  study,  in 

more  detail,  such  aspects  as  the  interior  use 
policy,  recreational  development  along  High- 

way 60,  uses  of  chemicals  and,  most  import- 
ant, law  enforcement  as  well  as  fish  and  wild- 
life management  and  a  number  of  other  minor 

management  problems. 

The  issues  of  Algonquin  park  are  compli- 
cated, and  the  process  of  seeking  solutions 

and  policies  has  been  a  long  one.  However,  I 
would  say,  with  optimism,  that  the  total  pro- 

gramme for  the  park  is  on  schedule  and  that 
solutions  to  issues  will  be  found  through  the 
co-operation  and  the  dedication  with  which 
this  committee  has  tackled  its  responsibilities 
in  the  past. 

For  the  information  of  the  hon.  members, 
the  committee  is  made  up  of  the  following: 
As  I  mentioned  previously,  the  chairman  will 
be  Mr.  Leslie  M.  Frost,  the  secretary  will  be 
Mr.  Jack  Dickenson  and  other  members  will 
be  Maurice  Hamilton,  MPP,  Paul  Yakabuski, 
MPP,  Lome  Maeck,  MPP,  Richard  Smith, 
MPP- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  They  are  going  to  be 
very  busy  this  summer. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  —William  Ferrier,  MPP, 
and  Frank  Miller,  MPP;  Dr.  Martin  Edwards, 
past  president  of  the  Federation  of  Ontario 

Naturalists;  Mr.  John  Latimer,  past  president 
of  the  Ontario  Camping  Association;  Mr. 
W.  K.  Kutschke,  former  mayor  of  the  town  of 
Pembroke;  Mr.  Murray  Seeley,  past  president 
of  the  Ontario  Forest  Industries  Ltd.;  Dr. 

A.  E.  Berry,  past  president  of  the  Conserva- 
tion Council  of  Ontario;  Mr.  A.  P.  Frame, 

past  president  of  the  National  and  Provincial 
Parks  Association  of  Canada;  Mr.  George 

Garland,  past  president  of  Smoke  Lake  Lease- 
holders Association;  Mr.  Richard  B.  Howard, 

Algonquin  Wildlife  League;  Dr.  Douglas  Cor- 
bridge,  past  president  of  the  Ontario  Federa- 

tion of  Anglers  and  Hunters  and  Mr.  M.  A. 
Tibbett,  chairman  of  Muskoka  regional  gov- ernment. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  pretty  impressive  group  for 
one  that'll  never  meet. 

HYDRO  LABOUR  DISPUTE 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I'd  like  to  ask  the  Minis- 
ter of  the  Environment,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  he 

can  now  advise  the  House  on  the  conflict  and 

the  charges  made  by  the  striking  Hydro 
workers  union  and  the  Ontario  Hydro  Com- 

mission as  to  the  situation  at  the  Pickering 
atomic  plant? 

Hon.  J.  A.  C.  Auld  (Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment): Mr.  Speaker,  Hydro  informed  me 

that  during  the  morning  of  June  26  it  was 

given  two  hours'  notice  by  CUPE  Local  1000, 
that  licensed  operators  at  the  Pickering 
nuclear  station  would  be  taken  out  on  strike 
in  the  middle  of  a  shift.  Ontario  Hydro 
immediately  organized  supervisory  staff  to 
take  over  operation  of  the  plant.  By  early 
afternoon,  Ontario  Hydro  believed  that  it 
would  not  be  possible  to  plan  the  working 

arrangements  for  the  4  o'clock  p.m.  shift  of 
union  employees,  and  the  union  was  so  in- 

formed. However,  Hydro  later  discovered  that 
it  would  be  able  to  meet  the  deadline  and 
informed  the  union  that  employees  would  not 
be  locked  out. 

Subsequently,  today  Mr.  Speaker,  Hydro 
produced  a  bulletin  indicating  that  at  the 

Pickering  plant  it  would  require  eight  hours' notice  before  making  changes,  as  far  as 
supervisory  staff  were  concerned  on  the  one 
hand;  and  that  it  would  have  to  have  eight 

hours'  notice  before  the  union  was  coming 
back  because  of  the  problems  of  organizing 
supervisory  staff  on  short  notice. 

There  was  a  bulletin.  I  thought  that  I  had 

it  here,  but  I'll  find  it. 
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Mr.  Singer:  Send  it  to  us;  make  a  state- 
ment! 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  How  did  it  get  over 
there? 

Mr.  Singer:  Has  the  Minister  of  Industry 

and  Tourism  been  stealing  the  minister's timetable? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Part  of  this  Hydro  bulletin 
reads  as  follows: 

Yesterday  afternoon  Hydro  informed 
CUPE  Local  1000  that  it  would  require  a 

full  eight  hours'  notice  of  intention  to  re- 
turn to  work  by  strikers.  Returning  to 

work  would  be  accepted  at  normal  shift 
changes  or  starting  times.  At  midnight 

[that'd  be  midnight  last  night]  part  of  a shift  tried  to  return  to  work  at  the  Picker- 

ing generating  station  but  were  refused 

permission  because  eight  hours'  notice 
had  not  been  given.  The  notice  is  re- 

quired at  all  locations  for  a  smooth  trans- 
fer of  operations  from  management  to 

union  staff. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  Does  that 
last  part  of  the  answer  justify  the  decision 
of  Ontario  Hydro,  in  fact,  to  lock  out  the 
workers,  after  saying  that  the  plant  could 
not  safely  operate  without  them? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  an 
answer  for  that  basic  question,  which  the 
hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition  asked  yester- 

day. I'll  just  read  it,  it's  quite  short. 
Any  possible  risk  of  radiation  to  the 

public  as  a  result  of  nuclear  accidents 

occurring  during  the  normal  operation  at 
Pickering  nuclear  station  is  negligible.  To 
accommodate  strikes  at  the  station,  On- 

tario Hydro  prepared  contingency  plans 
in  which  the  best  available  and  most 
qualified  staff  would  be  utilized  to  ensure 

safety.  These  plans  were  reviewed  by  the 
Atomic  Energy  Control  Board  and  ac- 

cepted, subject  to  certain  modifications. 

However,  independent  of  this  prudent 
contingency  action,  Hydro  management  is 
concerned  with  two  situations.  Short  strike 

notices  can  be  followed  by  disorderly 
transfers  from  normal  staff  to  an  all-man- 

agement staff,  with  concurrent  emotional 

stresses  in  the  station  and  on  the  picket 
lines.  While  an  emergency  is  unlikely- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Did  you  say—? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  It  continues: 

The  wholesale  change  in  employees 
performing  control-room  duties  could  dis- 

rupt   the    smoothly    integrated    teamwork 
required  to  handle  such  a  situation. 

The  all-management  staff  would  be 
equally  qualified,  but  not  as  accustomed  to 
working  together  as  an  operating  team.  Ac- 

cordingly, the  following  notice  is  being 
issued  to  operators  at  Pickering  who  nor- 

mally   perform    control-room    duties: 

"To  comply  with  the  requirements  of 
our  licence  from  the  Atomic  Energy  Con- 

trol Board,  the  Hydro-Electric  Power 
Commission  of  Ontario  is  lawfully  re- 

quired to  staff  the  Pickering  generating 
station  operations  .with  those  who  have 

been  approved  by  the  Atomic  Energy  Con- 

trol Board." [That   is   the   end   of   the   notice.] 

In  the  interests  of  public  safety,  and 
to  ensure  full  compliance  with  licensing 
requirements,  Ontario  Hydro  hereby  ad- 

vises all  AECB  authorized  personnel  that 

their  public  responsibilities  should  take 
precedence   over  any  union  strike   action. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  That  an- 

swer means  that  Ontario  Hydro's  statement 
yesterday-that  the  rotating  strike  at  Picker- 

ing endangered  the  plant— was  in  fact, 
just  as  the  union  described  it,  a  scare  tactic 
and  otherwise  meaningless? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 

aware  of  what  Hydro's  statement  yesterday 

was,  but— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Why  not?  Isn't  he  the 
responsible  minister?  Doesn't  he  read  the 
newspapers? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  read 

the  press  report  there  were  comments  by 

various  members  of  Hydro  staff.  I  don't 
know  their  complete  comments;  I  don't  know 
the  interpretation;  but  that  is  the  official 

position  of  Hydro  as  far  as  the  Pickering 
plant  is  concerned. 

AIR  POLLUTION  STANDARDS 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  have  another  question 
of  the  minister,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Is  it  government  policy  to  oppose  the  air 
pollution  standards  established  by  the  gov- 

ernment of  Canada,  as  commented  upon  by 

a  person  in  the  minister's  department,  J.  G. 
Jeffries,  at  a  meeting  reported  in  today's 

paper? 
Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  Mr.  Jeffries' 

technical  paper  is  not  the  official  position  of 
the  government. 
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I  would  say  this,  our  feeling  is  that  with 
the  current  improvement  in  automobile  emis- 

sion control,  which  has  been  the  case  since 

1969— and  we  have  been  monitoring  vehicles 
in  those  vehicle  years  since  then— and  looking 
at  the  air  index  in  the  urban  areas,  partic- 

ularly Toronto,  it  would  appear  to  us  at  this 
time  that  the  approach  being  taken  by  the 

government  of  the  United  States,  which  ap- 
parently relates  directly  to  the  situation  in 

Los  Angeles,  and  I  believe  some  place  in  New 
Jersey,  may  not  be  the  total  answer,  having 
regard  for  the  cost  involved. 

There  are  some  other  considerations.  For 

instance,  if  you  take  a  look  at  the  city  of 
Toronto,  where  we  have  never  had— and  we 
monitor  carbon  monoxide  and  hydrocarbons 

and  nitrogen  concentrate— a  situation  which 
would  be  a  hazard  to  health— and  I  am  not 

sure  that  these  are  the  exact  figures— prob- 
ably something  in  the  order  of  75  per  cent 

of  the  automobile  emissions  pollutants  come 
from  15  per  cent  of  the  vehicles.  It  may  well 
be  that  a  better  approach  and  more  practical 
approach  for  this  area  would  be  to  have 
specific  requirements  for  those  classes  of 
vehicles  that  are  in  operation  for  eight,  10, 
12,  16,  24  hours  a  day,  such  as  buses  and 
taxis  and  delivery  vehicles  and  so  on. 

Our  position  at  the  moment  is  that  we 
support  and  accept  the  standards  imposed  by 

the  federal  government,  but  we  are  wonder- 
ing whether  the  much  higher  requirements  or 

the  much  higher  cost  proposed  for  1975  and 
1976  will  be  necessary. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  Does  the 

minister's  answer  mean  that  he  is  going  to 
oppose  the  federal  standards  or  suggest  the 
federal  standards  be  changed? 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Minister  of  Colleges  and 
Universities):  As  usual  the  federal  people 
impose  strict  standards  and  then  do  nothing. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member  for  Halton 

West  (Mr.  Kerr)  is  not  the  minister  any 
more.  Relax,  he  was  demoted!  Go  back  to 
Colleges  and  Universities.  One  more  move 
and  he  will  be  off  the  end  of  the  row. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes.  Stay  put  in  limbo,  like 
the  parliamentary  assistants. 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  Look  who  is 
talking  about  demotion! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It  is  nice  to  be  in  a 

position  where  you  can  be  demoted. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  dis- 
cussing  these   things    on   a    day-to-day   and 

week-to-week  basis  with  the  government  of 
Canada  and  the  federal  Ministry  of  the 
Environment. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  Mr.  Speaker, 

a  supplementary:  In  light  of  pollution  from 

exhausts,  has  the  minister  ever  given  consid- 
eration to  possibly  having  government 

vehicles  use  propane? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Ministry  of  Public  Works  has,  I  think,  some 
52  vehicles  that  work  presently  in  the  Toronto 
area  operating  on  propane,  and  I  think  it  is 
fair  to  say  it  has  been  a  good  experiment. 

The  Minister  of  Government  Services  (Mr. 
Snow)  may  have  some  further  comments,  but 
I  know  when  I  was  in  that  ministry  last 
year  we  found  that  it  did  save  on  wear  and 
tear.  It  is  an  expensive  adjustment,  it  is  about 
$500  a  vehicle,  but  it  saves  on  maintenance. 
Those  vehicles  are  used  constantly  and  one 
problem  is  getting  the  fuel,  of  course. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Cannot  the  minister  clarify 
further  whether  the  technical  paper  and  the 
assertions  it  contains  in  opposition  to  the 

emission  control  standards  which  the  govern- 
ment of  Canada  is  attempting  to  achieve  by 

1975,  is  in  fact,  government  policy,  since  it 

appears  to  pit  the  Province  of  Ontario  and 
the  automobile  manufacturers  against  the 
standards  set  down  by  the  government  of 
Canada  and  the  Environmental  Council  in 
the  United  States? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  tech- 
nical paper  putting  forward  certain  technical 

points  of  view,  and  as  I  said  it  is  not  the 

policy  of  this  government. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 

Opposition. 

WORKS  PROGRAMME 
IN  SOUTHAMPTON 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
a  question  of  the  Premier.  Will  the  Premier 
undertake  to  review  the  decision  of  the 
Treasurer  to  cancel  the  funds  that  were 

awarded  to  the  town  of  Southampton  in  sup- 
port of  the  works  project  which  has  been 

discussed  in  the  House  during  the  last  two 
sessions? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Out! 
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An  hon.  member:  Where's  Eddie? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  would 
be  no  purpose  served  in  reviewing  the  decision 
of  the  Treasurer,  because  really  the  Treasurer 
is  reflecting  the  policy  of  the  government. 

The  government  in  its  wisdom  did  extend 
the  programme  until  June  17,  in  an  effort  to 
accommodate  some  municipalities  which,  be- 

cause of  the  late  spring  and  other  circum- 
stances, were  not  able  to  get  their  works 

under  way  as  rapidly  as  they  would  have 
liked. 

This  is  a  decision  that  affects  a  number  of 
municipalities.  We  have  had  requests  from 
other  areas  besides  Southampton,  some  that 
I  know  rather  well,  but  the  decision  has  been 
made  to  cut  it  off  as  from  June  17.  To  treat 
Southampton  in  any  way  differently  from 
the  other  municipalities  which  have  similar 
problems  would  not  be  appropriate,  I  think. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Treasurer  has  spoken  for 
the  government  with  respect  to  this  policy  and 
it  is  a  policy  that  must  be  maintained. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  R.  M.  Johnston  (St.  Catharines):  Where 
is  this  Southampton? 

Mr.  Stokes:  They  will  be  happy  to  hear 
the  member's  comment. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Recognizing  the  fairness 
as  well  as  the  superior  position  of  the  Premier, 
will  he  not  recognize  that  the  deputy  Trea- 

surer himself  informed  the  minister— not 
deliberately  misleading  him,  nor  was  the 
minister  deliberately  misleading— but  informed 
the  minister  and  the  member  for  Grey-Bruce 
that  the  moneys  could,  in  fact,  be  expended 
and  that  Southampton  has  proceeded  with 
this  programme;  that  the  weather  meant  that 
the  cutoff  date  was  a  hardship  for  the  council 
of  Southampton;  and  that  this  is  a  case  where 

the  Premier's  good  judgement  should  be 
brought  into  play  even  though  the  Treasurer, 

in  the  Premier's  words,  has  spoken? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
reply  to  that  supplementary,  this  is  the 
position  that  is  taken  by  a  number  of  the 
municipalities  who  are  in  a  similar  position 
to  Southampton,  not  as  far- 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  They  were 
told  it  was  going  to  be  extended. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  not  as  it 
relates  to  the  information  but  as  it  relates 
to  weather  problems  and  so  on,  similar  to 
other  municipalities. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  think  it  would  be  quite 
inappropriate  to  make  an  exception  for  a 
single  municipality  in  that  there  are  others 
in  the  same  circumstances.  As  far  as  it  relates 
to  the  information  that  was  given  in  error  by 
a  member  of  the  civil  service,  while  this,  of 

course,  is  not  easy  for— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Do  you  mean  the  chief 
economist? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —governments  always  to 
explain,  at  the  same  time  if  one  looks  at  the— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  You  are 
responsible. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  If  one  looks  at  the  equity 
of  it  related  to  all  municipalities,  and  no  one 
is  above  making  a  mistake,  we  all  make  them 
from  time  to  time- 

Mr.  Singer:  And  no  other  municipality  gets 
hurt  by  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  suggest  there  are  other  municipalities 
who  are  going  to  complete  the  work  that  they 
had  scheduled,  that  will  extend  beyond  June 
17,  and  that  will  be  in  the  same  position  as 
Southampton. 

Mr.  Reid:  That's  not  applicable. 

Mr.  Singer:  Supplementary:  Surely  the 
Premier  will  do  something  for  people  who  act 

on  what  appears  to  be  responsible  govern- 
ment information,  which  is  not  responsible, 

and  even  for  those  people  who  convey  mes- 
sages who  happen  to  be  members  of  this 

Legislature,  when  they  convey  that  informa- 
tion. Doesn't  the  Premier  agree  that  it  is 

thoroughly  and  entirely  unfair  and  unreason- 
able that  we  should  be  subjected  to  this  kind 

of  misinformation,  and  then  the  arrogance  of 
the  Treasurer  on  top  of  it,  which  destroys 
the  whole  effect  of  what  is  trying  to  be  done 

by  his  government? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  just  to  reply 

very  briefly  and  not  to  restate  what  has  al- 
ready been  said,  firstly  there  is  no  arrogance 

on  the  part  of  the  Treasurer  whatsoever- 

Some  hon.  members:  Oh,  oh! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  None! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  Treasurer  has  stated- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He's  got  enough  support on  that  side. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Even  the  Treasurer  is  laughing 
at  that  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  There  is  none.  I  mean, 
a  few  of  the  members  opposite  on  occasion 
display  certain  arrogance;  that  is  not  an 
appropriate  descriptive  term  of  any  member 
of  this  government— not  at  all. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

An  hon.  member:  It  is  not  hard  doing  that. 

I  didn't  hear  the  member  for  Sarnia— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  will  merely  say,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  it  was  not  the  chief  economist 
of  the  province  as  I  understood  the  informa- 

tion, it  was  the  executive  assistant.  I  would 
only  restate  that  even  though  information 
was  given- 

Mr.  Singer:  What  about  your  responsi- 
bility? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Even  though  information 
was  given— and  it  is  unfortunate;  the  govern- 

ment acknowledges  it  was  unfortunate— it 
would  still  not  be  equitable  to  extend  addi- 

tional assistance  to  a  single  municipality. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  would  be  fair  and 
equitable. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No! 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Sarnia):  By  way  of  a 
further  supplementary,  in  view  of  the  response 

of  the  Premier  to  my  leader's  first  supple- 
mentary question,  that  other  municipalities  in 

the  Province  of  Ontario  find  themselves  in 
the  same  straits  as  the  town  of  Southampton, 
would  he  tell  the  members  of  this  House  the 
name  of  one  other  member  who  suffered  the 

same  misrepresentation  as  did  my  colleague 
from  Grey-Bruce— 

An  hon.  member:  Speak  up,  I  can't  hear 
you. 
Mr.  Bullbrook:  —and  the  name  of  one 

other  municipality  in  this  province  that  re- 
ceived the  same  misrepresentation  from  the 

arrogant  Treasurer  of  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  noticed  the 
enthusiastic  response  that  question  received 
from  the  colleagues  of  the  member  -for  Sarnia. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It's  a  good  question. 
Mr.  Bullbrook:  Name  one! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would  only  say  that  if 
he  had  listened  carefully  to  my  answer- 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Go  ahead! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  stated  that  other  muni- 

cipalities found  themselves  in  the  same  posi- 
tion as  Southampton  as  it  related  to  the 

amount  of  work  that  would  still  need  to  be 
done. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  He  didn't  say  that  at  all! 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  with  great  respect, 
if  the  hon.  member  reads  Hansard  tomorrow 

he  will  find  that— 

Mr.  Reid:  Well,  answer  the  question  that 
is  put  to  you! 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —I  went  on  to  say  while 
it  was  an  unfortunate  situation  that  informa- 

tion had  been  given  that  was  not  correct, 
that  still  did  not  alter  the  equity  of  the 

situation- 

Mr.  Ruston:  It's  your  responsibility! 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  still  on 
my  feet,  with  respect. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would  say  that  all  muni- 
cipalities must  be  treated  in  the  same  way, 

and  it  would  be  very  difficult  to  make  a  single 
case  for  Southampton. 

Mr.  Singer:  Has  any  other  municipality  had 
to  send  money  back? 

Mr.    Bullbrook:    By    way    of    one    further 

supplementary- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  The  hon.  member  for 

Downsview  was  up  first. 

Hon.  J.  W.  Snow  (Minister  of  Government 
Services):  The  wolves  are  howling. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
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Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  yield  to  that  great  man. 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  Which  one? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  a  further  supple- 
mentary, while  the  Premier  tries  to  tell  us 

it  is  the  same  for  all  municipalities,  has  any 
other  municipality  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
had  to  send  any  money  back?  Or  is  any  other 
one  going  to  be  expected  to  send  any  back? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  not 
sure  of  this  yet,  but  we  expect  there  may  be 

other  municipalities- 

Mr.  Singer:  There  may  be,  yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —that  will  have  to  refund 
some  of  the  money,  yes. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Well,  by  way  of  one  further 
supplementary  on  my  part  if  I  may,  in  view 

of  the  Premier's  comments  would  he  not 
agree  therefore  that  the  hon.  member  for 

Grey-Bruce  and  his  constituents  in  the  town 
of  Southampton  find  themselves  in  a  unique 
position  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  as  the 
result  of  the  negligent  representation  by  a 

number  of  the  Treasurer's  staff  for  which, 
under  our  responsible  government  system, 
that  Treasurer  is  responsible? 

An  hon.  member:  Right! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  must  say 
to  the  member  for  Sarnia  that  while  we  are 

all  maturing,  I  still  do  not  have  need  of  a 
hearing  aid;  I  can  hear  him  very  well. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  That's  fine,  because  I  am 
vigorous  about  this  little  misrepresentation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't 
quarrel  with  the  member  for  Sarnia  for  being 
vigorous;  I  am  all  in  favour  as  long  as  it 

doesn't  change  his  lifestyle  in  the  process.  I 
am  all  in  favour  of  him  being  vigorous. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  have  no  desire  for  your 
lifestyle. 

Mr.  Singer:  Meanwhile,  back  to  the  life- 
style. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  know  he  doesn't  aspire— 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  We  worry  about  the  people 
of  Southampton. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
it  is  quite  clear  that  we  are  concerned  about 

the  people  in  Southampton,  but  as  a  govern- 
ment we  are  also  concerned  about  the  people 

from  many  other  areas. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  really  can't  answer  the 
member  for  Sarnia  if  he  is  not  going  to 
listen. 

An  hon.  member:  He  doesn't  want  an answer  anyway. 

Mr.  Ruston:  The  Premier  has  not  answered 
anybody  yet. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  will  restate  for,  I 
guess  the  fourth  time,  that  there  are  other 
municipalities  which  find  themselves  in  the 
position  that  certain  works  that  they  had 
undertaken  will  not  have  been  completed  by 

June  17. 
Mr.  Ruston:  That  is  no  answer. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  There  is  no  question 

about  this,  and  they  also  had  desire  to  com- 
plete this  work  and  receive  government 

assistance.  As  a  matter  of  policy,  we  have 
said  no.  If  it  helps  the  member  for  Sarnia, 

I  will  express  once  again  that  it  was  un- 
fortunate this  information  was  conveyed  to 

the  clerk  or  whatever  or  to  the  member  for 

Grey-Bruce.  At  the  same  time,  in  equity  to 
the  other  municipalities  the  decision  must 
remain. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  On  a  point  of  order,  are 
there  any  rules  of  order  in  this  House  that 
oblige  the  Prime  Minister  of  Ontario  to 
answer  a  question? 

Mr.  Speaker:  None  whatsoever. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  None  whatsoever?  Because 

he  still  hasn't  answered  my  question. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  The  hon.  Leader  of 
the  Opposition.  I  believe  we  have  had  a 
full  number  of  supplementaries. 

Mr.  Reid:  We  haven't  even  had  an  answer 
yet.  All  we  want  is  an  answer. 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  are  no  further  supple- 
mentaries. Does  the  hon.  Leader  of  the 

Opposition  have  further  questions? 

Mr.  Singer:  Wise  quips  but  no  fairness  and 
no  responsibility. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  the  Premier  a  ques- 
tion related  to  this  matter?  I  assume  that  he 

would  see  fit  for  this  subject  to  be  debated 
m  the  House  this  evening  on  the  resumption 

of  the  provincial  Treasurer's  estimates  since 
we  are  in  the  provincial-municipal  affairs 
vote  and  have  yet  to  deal  with  the  sub-vote 
of  municipal  planning.  Or  does  he  intend, 
as  I  have  heard,  to  cut  it  off  in  advance? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  That  is  a  good  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  leader 

of  the  New  Democratic  Party  often  has  in- 

formation available  to  him  that  I  don't  have. 
I  have  noticed  this  over  the  years.  I  find  it 

isn't  always  very  helpful  to  him.  I  have  no 
notice  that  we  intend  to  cut  off  any  debate 
in  advance.  I  would  say,  as  I  just  glance  at 
the  estimates  and  the  votes,  that  probably 
the  vote  that  would  cover  this  particular 
item  has  already  been  passed. 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh,  what  a  coincidence!  What 
an  amazing  coincidence! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Because  the  memorandum  that 

was  tabled  yesterday— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  mem- 
bers opposite  have  had  every  opportunity.  I 

am  sure  the  leader  of  the  New  Democratic 

Party  had  every  opportunity  to  raise  this 
matter  last  evening.  As  far  as  I  am  con- 

cerned, I  know  nothing  really  of  any  plans 
with  respect  to  what  activities  will  take 
place  during  the  estimates  of  the  Treasurer. 

Mr.  Singer:  That  is  right.  See  no  evil, 
hear  no  evil,  speak  no  evil. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  will  just  make  this 
observation  that  probably  the  item  that  would 
more  closely  relate  to  it  has  already  been 
passed  by  the  members  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Well,  we'll  see  to  that 
tonight. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  Treasurer  promised,  in  fact,  to 
make  a  statement  and  then  to  accept  ques- 

tions on  this  during  this  session  of  the  Legis- 
lature. He  thereby  evaded  debating  it  dur- 

ing his  estimates.  Now  he  has  left  us  having 
to  do  this  in  question  period. 

Mr.  Johnston:  We'll  answer  the  member 
next  year. 

Mr.  Lewis:  On  the  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  sorry  to  occupy  the  time  of 
the  House,  but  the  Treasurer  was  specifically 

asked  to  deal  with  this  subject  at  the  point 

in  the  estimates— indeed,  prior  to  the  point  in 
the  estimates— when  it  would  have  been  ger- 

mane. He  refused  to  do  so,  saying  he  would 
deal  with  it  the  next  day  in  the  House,  and 
managed  to  allow  that  vote  in  the  estimate 

to  go  by.  We  are  still— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:   Mr.  Speaker,   on  a 

point  of  order- 
Mr.  Lewis:  I  have  not  finished  the  point 

of  order.    The  Treasurer  should  sit  down- 

Mr.  Singer:  One  point  of  order  at  a  time. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —before  someone  accuses  him 
of  arrogance  in  the  House. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  leader  of  the  New 

Democratic  Party  should  know  about  the 
definition. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  at  the 

fifth  vote  of  the  provincial  Treasurer's  esti- 
mates dealing  with  provincial-municipal  mat- 

ters. One  of  those  items  is  municipal  plan- 
ning. Because  of  what  I  know  will  occur 

this  evening,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  you  to 
consider  the  appropriateness  of  our  being 
allowed  to  raise  this  matter  at  this  time, 
because  that  memorandum  tabled  yesterday 
was  an  insult  to  all  the  members  of  the 

House,  and  the  Treasurer  knows  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  the  hon.  members 

may  deal  with  the  matter  in  the  delibera- 
tions in  committee  of  supply.  When  that 

item  comes  up,  if  they  can  elicit  further 
answers  on  the  matter  from  the  hon.  min- 

ister- 
Mr.  Lewis:  I  am  sure  it  can. 

Mr.  Speaker:  —I  am  not  in  any  way  going 
to  restrict  that.  This,  however,  is  up  to  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  of  supply,  who 
will  deal  with  the  matter  when  it  arises. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  have  a  question,  Mr.  Speaker, 
of  the  Minister  of  Labour. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  Treasurer  can  take  the 
Premier  along  with  him  to  hold  his  hand. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  We  don't  need  that  on 
this  side. 

WORKMEN'S  COMPENSATION 
BOARD  REPORT 

Mr.  Lewis:  How  precisely  does  the  Min- 
ister of  Labour  intend  to  deal  with  the  con- 
tents and  recommendations  of  the  committee 
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on    the    Workmen's     Compensation    Board, 
whose  report  is  now  tabled? 

Hon.  F.  Guindon  (Minister  of  Labour): 
Mr.  Speaker,  in  reply  to  the  hon.  member,  as 
you  know,  the  report  of  the  committee  on 
resources  development  was  tabled  yesterday. 

It's  a  fairly  comprehensive  report.  I  under- 
stand the  committee  has  spent  a  number  of 

meetings  and  weeks  to  prepare  the  report.  I 
would  like  to  take  a  few  weeks  myself  to 
study  it— not  to  stampede— and  then  to  act 
on  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  since 
it  is  clearly  a  first-rate  report,  all  of  us  agree 
with  that,  emanating  from  an  unusual  experi- 

ment in  the  House  around  committees,  can 
the  minister  make  a  commitment  to  the 
House  that  the  recommendations  within  it 

will  be  reviewed  and  reported  upon,  by  what- 
ever manner  he  sees  fit,  either  directly  as  a 

minister  or  by  an  internal  department  com- 
mittee, but  that  in  fact  there  will  be  a  public 

report  on  the  way  in  which  he  intends  to 
deal  with  its  contents? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
hope  to  report  to  the  House  whenever  I  made 
up  my  mind  and  whenever  I  find  out  what 
action  should  be  taken,  but  I  would  have  no 
objection  in  reporting  to  the  House,  of  course. 

REPORT  OF  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTS 
COMMITTEE 

Mr.  Lewis:  Okay. 

Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the  provincial 
Treasurer,  if  I  may.  Doubtless  since  he  has 
absorbed,  as  most  of  us  have,  the  interim- 
report  of  the  standing  committee  on  public 
accounts  which  has  been  placed  on  our  desks, 
how  does  he  intend  to  deal  with  the  Pro- 

vincial Auditor,  given  the  observations  made 
on  pages  4  and  5  of  the  report? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I'm  afraid,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  really  can't  answer  that.  I  find  that 
I  am  now  looking  at  page  3  of  that  report 
and  have  not  yet  arrived  at  page  4.  I  was 
reading  it,  but  I  was  distracted  by  something 
else. 

REMOVAL  OF  SAND  FROM  DUNES 
IN  PRINCE  EDWARD  COUNTY 

Mr.  Lewis:  I'll  return  to  it;  continue  read- 
ing. May  I  ask  of  the  Minister  for  Natural 

Resources,  Mr.  Speaker:  Is  he  bringing  down 

Dr.  Tovell's  report  on  the  Sandbanks  to- morrow? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  in- 
formed just  before  coming  into  the  House 

that  Dr.  Tovell  will  have  his  report  in  my 
hands  on  Friday  afternoon. 

Mr.  Lewis:   On  Friday  afternoon? 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  That 
is  a  neat  bit  of  timing. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well  now,  just  a  moment.  Just 
a  moment. 

Mr.  Stokes:  That  is  not  the  commitment 
the  minister  made  earlier. 

Mr.  Lewis:  If  that  isn't  incitement  I  don't know  what  is! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Did  the  member  say  "ex- 
citement" or  "incitement"? 

Mr.  Lewis:  "Incitement"  was  the  word. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Insultment. 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask,  by  way  of  supple- 
mentary, if  what  the  minister  is  trying  to  say 

to  me  is  that  the  House  will  safely  be  ad- 
journed, in  the  little  conspiratorial  arrange- 

ment he  fashions,  before  we  are  able  to  com- 

ment on  the  contents  of  Dr.  Tovell's  report? 
Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  not 

true  at  all.  I  never  committed  at  any  time 

that  Dr.  Tovell's  report  would  be  given  to 
the  House.  I  said  that— 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  said  on  March  1 
he  had  it  ready. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  —after  we  had  a  chance 
to  review  the  contents  and  the  government 
made  the  decision. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  June  30  virtually! 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Obviously  if  I  receive 
it  on  Friday  it  will  take  me  some  time  to 
look  at  it  and  to  digest  the  contents  of  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Does  the  minister  mean  he 
will  not  see  the  report  until  Friday? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  That  is  exactly  right.  I 
will  not  see  the  report  until  Friday. 

An  hon.  member:  The  hon.  member  is 
having  a  bad  day  today. 

Mr.  A.  Carruthers  (Durham):  Just  one  of 
those  things. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  else  does  Dr.  Tovell  do 
with  his  time? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  He  is  assistant  director  of 
the  Royal  Ontario  Museum. 

DISMISSAL  OF  DIRECTOR  OF  ROM 

Mr.  Lewis:  Director  of  the  Royal  Ontario 
Museum.  I  wanted  to  ask,  by  the  way,  just 
before  we  adjourn  the  House,  a  question  of 
the  Minister  of  Colleges  and  Universities. 
When  are  we  getting  the  report  on  the  rea- 

sons for  the  firing  of  Dr.  Peter  Swann? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Friday  afternoon. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Don't  you 
wish  you  had  stayed  home? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  They  are  right,  the  mem- 
ber is  not  having  a  very  good  day. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Within  two  days,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  expect  that  the  board  of  trustees 
will  be  submitting  something  to  me  this 
week.  I  am  hoping  that  that  will  be  so. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Dr.  Tovell  is  going  to  report 
to  this  minister  after  he  reports  to  the 
Minister  of  Natural  Resources. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Friday  afternoon. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Is  Mr.  Torno  back  from  his 

trips  around  the  world? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  He  will  be  back  this  week, 

yes. 
Mr.  Lewis:  He  will  be  back  this  week  and 

the  moment  he  is  back  he  will  submit  the 

report  to  the  minister? 

An  hon.  member:  The  second  moment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  I  would  think  that  it  is 
the  intention  of  the  present  members  of 
the  board  to  wait  until  the  chairman  gets 
back  before  they  indicate  any  conclusions  in 
respect  to  the  Swann  incident. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  would  the  Min- 
ister of  Colleges  and  Universities  and  the 

Minister  of  Natural  Resources  consider  com- 
ing back,  say,  for  a  couple  of  hours  next 

Wednesday  afternoon  to  meet  with  members 
of  the  House  to  table  their  respective  docu- 

ments? Does  that  appeal  to  him? 

An  hon.  member:  They're  probably  leaving 
for  an  early  weekend. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
At  some  point  in  time. 

Mr.  Johnston:   Let  them  wait. 

AUTOMOBILE  INSURANCE 

Mr.  Lewis:  No?  May  I  ask  one  last  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  Labour?  I'll  come  back to  the  other  tomorrow.  Of  the  Minister  of 

Revenue- 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —I'm  not  sure  I  could  take  it. 
Of  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and  Com- 

mercial Relations,  then.  Why  is  it  the  gov- 
ernment has  not  tabled  the  Grundy  report 

on    the    automobile    insurance    industry? 

Mr.  J.  H.  Jessiman  (Fort  William):  Would 
Friday  be  all  right? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  I  wonder  if  the 
hon.  member  would  tell  me  exactly  what 

report  that  is? 

Mr.  Roy:  The  minister  remembers  the 
estimates  yesterday? 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  the  report  which  has 

been  made  privy  to  no  less  than  the  edi- 
torial board  of  the  Globe  and  Mail  and  on 

which  they  have  written  extensively:  "The 
Ontario  government's  subcommittee  under  the 
chairmanship  of  Gordon  Grundy,  Super- 

intendent of  Insurance,  on  automobile  in- 

surance." Mr.  Roy:   He  is   your  superintendent. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  is  it  being  written  on 
widely  and,  when  opposition  parties  ask 
for  a  copy  of  the  report  as  we  have  done 
for  two  days  running,  your  office  refuses  to 
make  it  public? 

Mr.  Stokes:  We  have  to  wait  until  we 

get  it  in  the  Globe  and  Mail. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  think,  Mr.  Speaker, 
if  the  hon.  member  was,  in  fact,  endeavouring 

to  secure  the  report  he  should  have  com- 
municated directly  with  me.  I  have  no- 

Mr.  Stokes:  The  minister  doesn't  know 
where  it  is. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  have  no  information 

concerning  this  request  until  today  and  I  will 
inquire  into  whether  the  report  is  public,  or 
if  it  reached  the  paper  some  other  way. 
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Mr.  MacDonald:  When  it  has  gone  to  the 
editorial  board  at  the  Globe  and  Mail,  how 

private  is  that? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary: 
Since  there  have  been  certain  news  stories 

allegedly  on  its  contents  and,  as  always,  a 
relatively  informed  editorial  in  the  Globe  and 
Mail,  why  is  it  not  possible  to  give  it  to 
the  members  of  the  House?  Or,  because  it 

suggests  compulsory  automobile  insurance, 
is  the  minister  too  embarrassed  to  table  it 

in   the  Legislature? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Does  the  minister  want 

the  Globe  and  Mail  to  leak  it  to  the  public? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Not  in  the  least.  I'm  not 
too  sure  that  this  was  released  to  the  papers 
officially.  If  it  was,  and  it  was  meant  to  be 
released  by  my  superintendent,  I  will  see 
that  it  is  made  available  to  the  members. 

Mr.  Singer:  Two  minutes  ago  the  minister 

didn't  even  know  what  the  member  was 
talking  about. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  But  it  may  not  have 
been  that  way  and  I  think  the  member  used 

the  word  "allegedly"  properly. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  West  have  further  questions? 
The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  East. 

POLICE  INFORMATION  CENTRE 

Mr.  Roy:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have 
a  question  of  the  Solicitor  General  in  re- 

lation to  his  statement  to  the  House  this 

afternoon.  Does  he  have  any  plans  of  regis- 
tering firearms   with   this   CPIC   facility? 

An  hon.  member:  That's  a  good  point. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  do  not  have  all  of 

the  details  before  me,  Mr.  Speaker,  but  I 
think  that  the  type  of  facility  may  lend  itself, 
perhaps  not  to  the  registration  of  all  fire- 

arms, but  to  the  registration  of  those  firearms 
which  have  some  incident,  or  person,  relating 
to  them. 

Mr.  Roy:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
I  wonder  if  the  minister,  in  relation  to  the 
question  of  firearms,  might  look  into  the 
situation  in  Ottawa  last  week,  where  some 
1,000  machine  guns  were  seized  by  the 
Ottawa  police  department  which  apparently 
had  been  approved  by  the  RCMP  and  the 

port    authorities    as    antiques,    or    collectors' 

items?  He  might  look  into  the  question  to  see 
if  there  could  be  more  communication  be- 

tween the  RCMP— when  they  approved  these 

collectors'  items— and  the  local  police  force. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  my  under- 
standing with  respect  to  that  particular  ship- 

ment is  that  they  are  really  not  usable  and 
could  not  be  used.  However,  I  would  say 
this  to  the  hon.  member,  his  point  is  well 
taken  and  one  of  the  matters  which  I  hope 
that  the  ministry  will  take  up  in  discussions 
held  within  the  Justice  policy  field  is  the 
whole  question  of  the  availability,  the  use 
and  the  registration  of  firearms. 

Mr.  Roy:  Just  one  final  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  If  the  minister  says  they  were  not 
usable,  why  were  they  seized? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  do  not  know,  Mr. 

Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough Centre. 

BOILERMAKERS'  UNION 

Mr.  F.  Drea  (Scarborough  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Labour. 
In  the  light  of  recent  local  elections,  will  the 
Minister  of  Labour  consider  putting  Local 
128  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Boilermakers,  Iron 

Shipbuilders,  Blacksmiths,  Forgers  and  Help- 
ers under  trusteeship  to  protect  the  pension 

and  welfare  funds  of  hardworking  Canadians 
from  the  manipulations  of  certain  labour 

goons? 
Mr.  P.  J.  Yakabuski  (Renfrew  South): 

Shame  on  them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  I  appreciate  the  com- 
ments of  my  hon.  friend  from  Scarborough 

Centre- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister  is  not  usually 

that  appreciative  of  that  kind  of  comment 
when  it  is  made  from  this  side  of  the  House. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  —but  I  would  have  no 
further  comment  to  make  at  this  time.  I  think 

this  matter  is  being  considered  by  some  other 
boards. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park. 

SALE  OF  HUMAN  REMAINS 

Mr.   M.   Shulman  (High  Park):    I   have   a 
question     of     the     Solicitor     General,     Mr. 
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Speaker.  Has  the  Solicitor  General  had 
occasion  to  look  into  the  activities  of  the  firm 

at  55  Maitland  St.  which  is  sending  out  a 
brochure  offering  for  sale  pieces  of  dead 

human  bodies  at  very  low  prices?  There's  a 
child's  skull  here  for  $26. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Shulman:  What  I  am  curious  about  is— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Shulman:  —what  is  the  source  of  sup- 
ply of  this  material  that  they  are  offering  for 

sale? 

An  hon.  member:  The  old  cabinet  prob- 
ably. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

An  hon.  member:  Defeated  candidates. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
familiar  with  that  incident.  I  will  have  the 
matter  looked  into. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce. 

USE  OF  DRUGS  IN  BEEF  CATTLE 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Agricul- 

ture and  Food.  Have  the  minister  or  his 

department  officials  made  any  representations 
to  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  with 
respect  to  having  stilbestrol,  or  DES,  banned 
in  this  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  reply 
to  that  question  I  would  say  that  we  have 
had  many  discussions  with  the  food  and  drug 
people,  with  the  federal  health  of  animals 
people,  with  the  Canada  Department  of 

Agriculture  and  with  the  United  States  De- 
partment of  Agriculture.  There  is  no  known 

factual  evidence  to  support  the  banning  of 
stilbestrol  in  Canada,  or  in  fact,  in  the  United 
States.  There  is  some  discussion  regarding  the 
use  of  the  product  and  the  withdrawal  of  the 
product  from  being  fed  prior  to  the  slaughter 
of  beef  animals,  but  there  is  no  factual  evi- 

dence to  substantiate  the  fact  that  it  should 
be  withdrawn. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Supplementary:  Is  the  min- 
ister concerned  that  our  beef  cannot  be 

exported  to  21  countries  in  Europe  because 
of  the  use  of  this  drug,  and  the  fact  that  we 

don't  have  an  adequate  inspection  programme 
with  respect  to  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  I  would  not  agree 

with  that  statement,  Mr.  Speaker.  We  ex- 
ported last  year  to  48  different  conutries 

from  Canada.  To  my  knowledge  there  are 
none  that  will  not  accept  it.  There  may  be 
a  few,  I  think  perhaps  three,  that  might 
refuse  it,  but  there  is  no  known  possible 

way  of  getting  meat  into  those  markets  any- 
way. Our  Canadian  beef  prices  are  so  much 

higher  than  the  market  in  those  particular 
countries  that  there  is  no  way  of  exporting 
there  anyway;  so  that  DES  has  no  bearing 
whatever  on  our  sale  of  meat  products  to 
those  countries. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Supplementary:  Would  the 
minister  name  those  three  countries?  Is  he 

in  a  position  to  do  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  am  not  in  a  position 

to  name  them.  I  have  heard  them  by  ru- 
mour, but  I  am  not  satisfied  with  the  facts 

on  that,  even  now. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  A  sup- 

plementary, Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the  min- 
ister agree  with  the  statement  of  Roy  Atkin- 

son some  time  ago  when  he  stated  that  farm- 
ers should  raise  beef  for  their  own  consump- 
tion separate  and  apart  from  those  that  are 

pumped  full  of  drugs  and  other  matters,  that 
are  sold  on  the  general  market? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 

say  this,  I  think  that  such  a  statement  as  that 
made  in  this  Legislature  by  a  member  of 
the  opposition  is  one  of  the  worst  things  that 
I  have  heard  said  in  this  House. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  was  quoting;  he  was 

quoting. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
the  floor. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  have  the  floor,  Mr. 

Speaker,  and  I  am  not  yielding. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Sit  down. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Good:  On  a  point  of  personal  privi- 
lege, I  think  the  minister  is  very  much  in 

error  in  accusing  me  of  stating  one  of  the 
worst  things  that  had  ever  been  said  in  this 



4420 ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 

Legislature.  I  simply  asked  the  minister  if 
he  agreed  with  the  statement  by  Roy  Atkin- 

son when  he  said  that  farmers  should  raise, 
separate  and  apart  from  general  commercial 
raising  of  beef— 

An  hon.  member:  That's  all  he  said. 

Mr.  Good:  —for  their  own  consumption 

animals  which  are  not,  in  his  words,  "filled 
with  drugs  and  other  things"  which  he  con- 

sidered to  be  unsafe.  I  ask  him  if  he  agrees 
with  that  statement? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  And  for  an  apology. 

Mr.  Good:  What's  so  wrong  with  asking  a 
question  like  that? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Because  it  attracts  pub- 
lic attention  to  something  which  is  not  based 

on  facts. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  You  can  get  just  as 
excited  as  you  like  over  there,  just  as  excited 
as  you  like. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  That's  all  it  is.    And  I 
want  to  suggest  to  you,   Mr.   Speaker,  that 
when  you  attract  attention  to  something- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —that  is  not  factual,  to 
me  you  are  doing  a  disservice  to  the  agricul- 

tural community  of  this  country  and  that,  to 
me,  is  wrong. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  do  not  agree  with  the 
statement. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  You  are  not  prepared  to 
say  whether  or  not  you  agree. 

Hon.   Mr.   Stewart:   Now,  let  it  be  truly 
known- 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —I  said  I  did  not  agree. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Well,  you  didn't  say  so. 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Shame! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Supplementary?  The  hon. 
member  for  Sandwich-Riverside  is  up  for  a 
supplementary. 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  supplementary  question:  What  is 
the  period  of  withdrawal  before  slaughter  in 
Ontario  at  the  present  time? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  With  most  drugs  it  is 

48  hours.  I  can't  tell  you  whether  that  regu- 
lation has  been  changed  with  regard  to  stil- 

bestrol  or  not.  There  are  some  who  say  it 
has  been  increased.  To  my  knowledge  it  is 

48  hours.  And  the  Cattlemen's  Association 
of  Canada,  the  Ontario  Beef  Improvement 
Association,  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
for  Canada,  the  health  animals  branch,  and 
our  own  livestock  people  in  this  province, 
through  our  ministry,  have  been  working  very 
closely  to  make  sure  that  cattlemen  do  with- 

draw the  drug  from  use  prior  to  slaughter 
and  to  our  knowledge  that  is  being  done. 

We  have  not  got  one  factual  piece  of 
evidence  to  substantiate  the  fact  that  stil- 
bestrol  has  caused  any  problem  whatever, 
anywhere,  as  far  as  human  food  is  con- cerned. 

I  think  we  have  to  recognize  that  with 
Food  and  Drug  testing  facilities,  with  our 
own  testing  laboratory  facilities,  with  the 

United  States'  testing  facilities,  that  food  that 
is  being  produced  by  the  cattlemen  of  this 
country  is  safe  for  human  consumption.  That 
is  the  point  we  want  to  make  and  that  is  the 
point  we  support.  As  far  as  our  ministry  is 
concerned,  we  are  standing  firmly  behind  the 
wise  use  of  these  kinds  of  drugs,  as  with  any 
other  kind  of  pesticide.  Use  it,  we  say,  but 
use  it  with  discretion,  use  it  according  to 
directions,  and  use  it  properly. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  mean  there's  unwise  use? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  That's  what  we  intend 
to  do. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
Mr.  Speaker,  to  the  Minister  of  Agriculture: 
Do  you  think,  in  view  of  the  fact  I  am  in- 

formed that  you  use  this  drug  in  your  own 
manufacture,  that  you  might  be  less  than 

objective- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Have  you  a  conflict  of  interest? 
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Mr.  Bullbrook:  —or,  in  the  alternative, 
would  you  consider  resigning  your  portfolio? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  The  hon.  member  for 
York  South. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Again,  my  hon.  friend, 
Mr.  Speaker,  is  wrong  in  his  information.  We 
have  never  fed  stilbestrol  on  our  farm,  we 
use  MGA— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —because  we  don't  feed 
steer  cattle  on  our  farm. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Do  I  understand,  by  way 
of  final  supplementary,  that  you  use  some 
other  kind  of  drug?  Is  that  right? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  We  adhere  to  the  regu- 
lations. Is  there  anything  wrong  with  that? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  The  hon.  member  for 
York  South  on  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Right.  This  is  not  the 

government's  finest  hour,  is  it? 
Instead  of  making  inflammatory  statements 

which  create  the  publicity  which  in  his  next 
breath  he  deplores,  would  the  minister  submit 
whatever  scientific  views  pro  and  con  on  this 
issue  the  department  has  accumulated?  That 
is  the  only  thing  that  is  going  to  resolve  his 
conclusion  or  Roy  Atkinsons  conclusion. 

Mr.  O.  F.  Villeneuve  (Glengarry):  Roy 
Atkinson  would  not— 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Well,  I  can't  say  that  I 
can,  Mr.  Speaker,  but  there  is  all  kinds  of 
evidence.  I  don't  know  whether  it  is  all  avail- 

able for  publication. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Has  the  department  not 
assessed  it?  Has  it  a  report? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  we  have- 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Well,  that  is  what  I  am 
asking  for. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —and  based  on  the 
assessment  of  the  information  that  is  avail- 

able both  in  United  States  and  in  Canada  we 

have  come  to  that  conclusion  in  our  ministry. 
It  is  there  in  our  ministry. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  prefer  the  evidence  to 
the  minister's  conclusion. 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  have  been  sufficient 
supplementaries  on  that  question.  The  hon. 
Minister  of  Natural  Resources  has  the  answer 
to  questions  previously  placed. 

PINERY  PROVINCIAL  PARK 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  leader 
of  the  Liberal  Party  asked  me  yesterday  if  I 
had  read  the  critique  that  was  made  public 
by  the  Peel  survey  team  of  the  conservation 
authorities  branch  of  the  Ministry  of  Natural 
Resources  regarding  Pinery  Provincial  Park. 

I  would  like  to  state,  first  of  all,  that  it  is 
not  the  intention  of  my  ministry  to  claim  that 
everything  is  going  right  at  Pinery  Park.  In 
this  park  we  are  dealing  not  only  with  a 

unique  and  fragile  environment- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is  not  going  right  in  the 

government,  either. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  There's  nothing  going 
right  over  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  —but  also  with  a  very 
difficult  user  situation. 

Over  the  past  number  of  years  the  park 
has  increasingly  attracted  large  numbers  of 
users  who  seem  inclined  to  turn  the  park 
into  a  summer-long  rock  festival.  It  was  in 
recognition  of  these  factors  that  a  detailed 
master  plan  was  prepared  for  the  park  last 
year,  which  plan  is  in  the  process  of  being 
put  into  effect.  Over  1,500  acres  of  the  park 
have  been  set  aside  as  natural  zones  which 
is  an  increase  from  the  430  acres  that  had 

previously  been  established.  These  areas  were 
set  aside  and  identified  with  the  assistance 

of  ecological  survey  teams  and  in  consulta- 
tion with  naturalist  groups. 

The  major  problem  in  Pinery  has  been  one 
of  controlling  and  directing  usage  of  the  park. 
As  part  of  the  master  plan,  day  users  and 

campers  have  been  separated  and  pre-regis- 
tration  is  now  in  effect  in  all  camp  grounds. 

To  further  bring  their  prbblems  under  con- 
trol, recent  regulations  in  the  Parks  Act  will 

prohibit  the  use  of  motorcycles  in  the  park. 
There  is  a  permanent  detachment  of  the 
Ontario  Provincial  Police  at  a  station  in  the 
park  to  assist  in  control  and  enforcement  of 
the  Parks  Act. 

What  I  have  indicated  here  will,  I  hope, 

indicate  not  only  the  government's  intention to  enforce  the  Pinery  master  plan,  but  also 
the  programme  that  has  been  completed  to 
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date.  As  I  indicated  in  my  opening  state- 
ment, I  will  not  pretend  that  everything  is 

fine;  but  I  do  wish  to  assure  the  members 

that  it  is  my  ministry's  intention  and  pro- 
gramme to  protect  the  unique  qualities  of  the 

park  and  to  make  it  a  place  where  families 

can  enjoy  a  natural  area  without  the  prob- 
lems of  vandalism  and  rowdyism  that  have 

been  built  up  in  the  park  over  the  past  num- 
ber of  years. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  supple- 
mentary question:  Will  the  minister  under- 

take to  set  aside  the  sand-dune  area  which 
was  specifically  referred  to  in  the  report,  so 
that  it  will  not  be  destroyed  by  overcamping? 
Secondly,  since  the  time  is  running  out,  will 
he  undertake  to  meet  with  these  people  from 

a  number  of  governmental  departments,  in- 
cluding the  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources, 

who  had  the  courage  to  bring  forward  this 
public  criticism  of  government  policy? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  we're 
looking  at  both  these  items  that  the  members 
brought  up. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  period  for  oral  questions 
has  expired. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  presented  the  fourth  report 
of  the  advisory  committee  on  legal  aid. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch  presented  the  annual  re- 
port of  the  Minister  of  Education  for  the  year 

ending  Dec.  31,  1971. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld  presented  the  annual  report 
of  the  Ontario  Water  Resources  Commission 

for  the  period  Jan.  1,  1971,  to  March  31, 
1972. 

Mr.  Breithaupt  from  the  standing  public 
accounts  committee  presented  its  interim 
report. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  beg  leave 
to  table  the  1970-1971  financial  reports  of 
the  Ontario  College  of  Art,  the  Ontario  Edu- 

cational Communications  Authority,  the 
Province  of  Ontario  Council  for  the  Arts,  the 
Art  Gallery  of  Ontario,  the  Centennial  Centre 
of  Science  and  Technology,  the  University  of 
Waterloo,  the  University  of  Western  Ontario 
and  the  Ryerson  Polytechnical  Institute,  and 
the  1970-1971  annual  reports  of  the  Ontario 
Educational  Communications  Authority,  the 
Province  of  Ontario  Council  for  the  Arts,  and 
the  Ontario  Science  Centre. 

Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday  I  referred  to  the 
financial  report  of  the  Royal  Ontario  Museum 

for  1970-1971,  the  annual  report  of  the  Royal 
Ontario  Museum,  1970-1971,  the  Ontario 
Historical  Society  study  series  of  1970-1971, 
and  the  Price  Waterhouse  study  of  the  opera- 

tions of  the  Royal  Ontario  Museum.  Those 
documents  are  now  being  tabled  today.  Thank 

you. Mrs.  Scrivener  from  the  standing  estimates 
committee  reported  the  following  resolution: 

Resolved:  that  supply  in  the  following 
amounts  and  to  defray  the  expenses  of  the 
Management  Board,  the  Civil  Service 

Commission  and  the  Ministry  of  the  Attor- 
ney General  be  granted  to  Her  Majesty  for 

the  fiscal  year  ending  March  31,  1973: 

Management  Board 

Management  Board  secretariat  $  2,202,000 
Committee  on  Government 

Productivity       $      300,000 

Civil  Service  Commission 

Commission  administration  ....  $  1,063,000 
Personnel  management     $  1,054,000 
Personnel  development     $  1,440,000 

Ministry  of  Attorney  General 

Law  officer  of  the  Crown     $11,995,000 

Ministry  support  services     $  2,031,000 
Crown  legal  services     $  5,265,000 
Legislative  counsel  services  ....  $      269,000 
Courts  administration     $30,205,500 
Guardian  and 

trustee  services     $  2,593,000 
Law  research  and 

development      $      421,000 
Ontario  Municipal  Board     $  1,002,000 
Assessment  review  court     $  1,130,000 

Expropriation  and 
land  compensation     $      482,800 

Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  brief 
point  of  order.  I  regret  the  leader  of  the  New 
Democratic  Party  has  left,  but  with  respect 
to  the  particular  item  that  was  raised  during 
the  question  period,  I  was  correct  and  I 

knew  nothing  of  any  so-called  desire  not  to 
debate  this  issue  in  the  estimates  of  the 
Treasurer.  The  item  was  in  vote  904  which 

was  passed,  the  incentive  programme. 

But  there  is  an  item  in  vote  905,  subsection 

6,  I  believe,  that  relates  to  municipal  sub- 
sidies branch,  where,  if  one  could  suggest  it 

to  the  chairman,  I  think  it  would  be  quite 

appropriate  to  discuss  the  item  that  we  dis- 
cussed earlier.  If  this  will  assure  the  leader 
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of  the  New  Democratic  Party  perhaps  that 
might  be  conveyed  to  him;  it  may  make  his 
afternoon  that  much  more  comfortable. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  today,  it  stands  adjourned 
until  10  a.m.  tomorrow,  Thursday. 

Mr.  Roy:  We're  going  to  tire  the  govern- ment. 

An  hon.  member:  What  happens  if  we  sit 
right  through? 

An  hon.  member:  Are  we  going  to  adjourn 
today? 

Mr.  Deans:  May  I  ask  a  question?  Does 
that  guarantee  that  the  House  will,  in  fact, 
adjourn  today? 

An  hon.  member:  No.  He  said  "when  this 
House  adjourns." 

An  hon.  member:  Before  midnight? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Not  at  all,  but  I  give 
you  that  assurance. 

An  hon.  member:  Go  till  9:30. 

An  hon.  member:  Breakfast  will  be  served. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Roy:  We  can  outlast  the  government. 
No  problem. 

Mr.  Ruston:  We'll  overcome.  We'll  over- 
come the  government. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Introduction  of  bills. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  government  has  only 
got  two  more  days  to  introduce  bills.  They 
had  better  get  them  in  fast. 

MUNICIPAL  CONFLICT  OF  INTEREST 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  respecting  the  Conflict  of 
Interest  of  Members  of  Municipal  Councils 
and  Local  Boards. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  I've  intro- 
duced today  for  first  reading  the  Municipal 

Conflict  of  Interest  Act,  1972.  This  is  an 
important  piece  of  legislation  which  embodies 
a  new  code  to  govern  the  entire  field  relating 
to  conflicts  of  interest  as  they  may  arise  in 
relation  to  members  of  municipal  councils 
and  local  boards.  The  present  provisions  gov- 

erning conflicts  of  interest  are  contained  in 
the  Municipal  Act,  and  a  certain  amount  of 

confusion    has    arisen    in    the    past    on    the 
interpretation  of  certain  sections. 

Under  present  legislation,  a  shareholder 
who  is  a  director,  manager,  secretary- 
treasurer,  agent,  or  who  has  a  controlling 
interest  in  an  incorporated  company  having 
dealings  or  a  contract  with  a  municipal  cor- 

poration, is  automatically  disqualified  under 
the  Municipal  Act,  from  holding  municipal 
office. 

Persons  who  do  not  fall  into  the  categories 
which  I  have  mentioned  are  not  disqualified 

from  holding  municipal  office,  but  must  dis- 
close their  interest  in  any  contract  or  dealings 

with  the  municipal  corporation.  Instances 
have  arisen  where  a  person  holding  a  muni- 

cipal office  has  a  conflict  of  interest  which 
should  have  been  disclosed.  Even  in  cases 
where  disclosure  should  have  been  made,  if 
the  interest  does  not  involve  a  contract  or 

dealings  with  a  municipal  corporation  there 
is  no  provision  in  the  Municipal  Act  to  dis- 

qualify that  person  for  failing  to  disclose  his 
interest. 

The  principal  provisions  of  the  new  bill  are 
that  full  disclosure  and  abstention  from  dis- 

cussion and  voting,  rather  than  automatic  dis- 
qualification, will  be  the  basis  for  dealing 

with  conflicts  of  interest.  The  failure  of  a 

member  of  council  or  of  a  local  board  to  dis- 
close a  pecuniary  interest,  whether  direct  or 

indirect,  in  any  matter  that  comes  before  a 

meeting  of  the  council  or  local  board,  includ- 
ing a  committee  or  other  meeting,  will  render 

the  member  liable  on  the  application  of  a 
ratepayer  to  a  county  court  judge,  to  having 
his  seat  declared  vacant  and  being  disquali- 

fied from  being  a  member  of  any  council  or 
local  board  for  a  period  of  up  to  seven  years. 

Certain  nominal  conflict  situations  are  ex- 
cepted from  the  disclosure  requirements. 

These  generally  are  of  the  type  where  the 
interest  of  the  member  arises  out  of  his 

relationship  to  the  municipality  as  a  member 
of  the  general  public. 

Complementary  to  this  bill  will  be  a  re- enactment  of  section  36  of  the  Municipal  Act 

dealing  with  automatic  disqualification.  From 
it  will  be  deleted  references  to  persons  having 

contracts  with  or  claims  against  the  munici- 
pality. Such  persons  will  now  be  eligible  to 

sit  on  municipal  council  but  will  be  subject 
to  the  disclosure  provisions  contained  in  this 

bill.  Certain  persons  will  continue  to  be  in- 
eligible to  be  elected  a  member  of  a  council 

of  a  municipality,  or  entitled  to  sit  or  vote 
therein,  such  as  a  judge  of  any  court  and  an 
employee  of  the  municipality  or  local  board 
thereof. 
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After  the  bill  is  printed,  I  will  send  copies 
to  all  municipalities  for  their  officials,  and 
invite  members  of  the  municipal  councils, 
local  boards,  and  the  public,  as  well  as  mem- 

bers of  this  House,  to  make  comments  on  this 
important  legislation. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker,  could  the  minister  say  whether  he 
intends  to  try  to  pass  this  very  important 
legislation,  as  he  said,  before  Friday? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  regret  that  is  not  a  point 
of  order  at  all.  It  is  not  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Singer:  He  said  he  won't.  The  assistant 
leader  had  the  answer,  too! 

Mr.  Speaker:  In  order  for  there  to  be  a 
point  of  order,  something  must  be  out  of 
order  and  there  is  nothing  out  of  order  in  the 
proceedings. 

McMICHAEL  CANADIAN  COLLECTION 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  establish  the  McMichael 
Canadian  Collection. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  estab- 
lishes a  non-share  capital  corporation  to  be 

known  as  the  McMichael  Canadian  Collec- 
tion, to  operate  the  McMichael  Art  Gallery 

at  Kleinburg. 
The  constitution  of  the  board  of  trustees 

of  the  corporation  is  set  out,  together  with 
the  powers  and  duties  of  the  board  and  other 
related  matters.  Provision  is  made  for  the 
guarantee  by  Ontario  of  loans  to  the  board 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  its  objects. 

BUSINESS  CORPORATIONS  ACT 

Mr.  Roy  moves  first  reading  of  bill  in- 
tituled, An  Act  to  amend  the  Business  Cor- 

porations Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Roy:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  The 
purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  prevent  corporations 
from  forcing  persons  to  submit  their  finger- 

prints in  exchange  for  the  right  to  shop  at 
stores  owned  by  the  corporations. 

Although:  no  law  can  stop  individuals  from 
voluntarily  giving  up  their  prints,  this  bill 
provides  that  corporations  can  ask  for  such 
prints  only  when  payment  is  made,  first  of 
all,  by  cheque,  and  when  no  suitable  other 
identification  is  available.   Secondly  the  bill 

provides  for  strict  control  of  and  limits  to 
to  the  use  of  the  prints  by  these  corporations. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  before  the 
orders  of  the  day  I  would  like  to  table  an- 

swers to  questions  13,  19,  20,  21  and  22 
concurrently  on  the  order  paper.  (See  ap- 

pendix, page  4452.) 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  nineteenth  order, 
House  in  committee  of  the  whole;  Mr.  R. 
D.  Rowe  in  the  chair. 

POLICE  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  163,  An  Act 
to  amend  the  Police  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  questions, 
comments  or  amendments  on  any  section  of 
the  bill,  if  so,  which  section?  Section  1 

agreed   to? 
The  hon.  minister  with  his  amendment  on 

section  2. 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Solicitor  General):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  that  subsection  1  of  sec- 

tion 33  of  the  Act,  as  set  out  in  section  2 
of  the  bill,  be  amended  by  striking  out  the 
ninth  to  the  18th  lines  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

Either  of  the  parties  may,  notwithstanding 
any  grievance  or  arbitration  procedure  es- 

tablished by  the  agreement,  notify  the  other 
party  in  writing  of  its  desire  to  submit  the 
difference  or  allegation  to  an  arbitrator, 
and  if  the  recipient  of  the  notice  from  the 
party  desiring  the  arbitration  do  not  within 
ten  days  agree  upon  a  single  arbitrator  the 
appointment  of  a  single  arbitrator  shall  be 
made  by  the  Solicitor  General  upon  the  re- 

quest of  either  party  and  the  arbitrator  shall 
commence  to  hear  and  determine  the  differ- 

ence within  30  days  after  his  appointment 
and  shall  issue  a  decision  within  a  reasonable 
time  thereafter,  and  such  decision  is  final 
and  binding  upon  the  parties. 

It  actually  reverts  the  situation,  Mr. 
Chairman,  to  where  it  was  previously  and  en- 

ables the  parties  to  try  to  get  together  to 
make  this  decision  in  terms  of  rights  disputes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  motion  carry? 
Carried. 

Shall  this  section,  as  amended,  stand  as 

part  of  the  bill? 
Carried. 
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Any  other  questions,  comments  or  amend- 
ments on  any  later  section  of  this  bill? 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Yes,  I 
want  to  talk  about  section  4,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  alluded  to  this  in  the  debate  on  second 

reading  and  I  just  think  we  are  going  com- 

mission-crazy in  the  province.  "There  shall 
be  a  commission,"  section  4  says  "to  be known  as  the  Ontario  Police  Arbitration 

Commission."  I  don't  know  if  one  of  your 
computers  keeps  track  of  the  number  of 
Ontario  commissions  we  have,  but  this  must 
be  9,973  or  something  like  that. 

But  look  what  the  commission  is  going 
to  do!  It  is  going  to  maintain  a  register  of 
arbitrators  available  for  designation  by  the 
Solicitor  General.  Oh,  it  is  going  to  main- 

tain a  list,  a  very  complicated  job;  and  it 
certainly  requires  five  people. 

It  is  going  to  assist  arbitrators  by  making 
administrative  arrangements  required  for  the 
conduct  of  arbitrations.  That  means  it  is 

going  to  have  someone  who  can  say:  "Well, 
there's  a  good  hall  in  Sarnia  to  rent  if  you 
want  to  have  an  arbitration;  and  we  will 
arrange  for  the  floor  to  be  swept;  and  we 
will  arrange  for  water  to  be  on  the  desks; 
and  we  will  arrange  for  the  wastepaper  bas- 

kets to  be  emptied  every  evening."  A  very 
important  job  that  certainly  requires  the 
attention  of  a  new  commission. 

"(c)  It  will  sponsor  the  publication  and 
distribution  of  information  in  respect  of  the 

arbitration  process  and  awards."  Again,  Mr. 
Chairman,  surely  we  don't  need  five  people 
on  another  commission  to  sponsor  the  publi- 

cation and  distribution  of  information  in 
respect  of  arbitration  processes  and  awards. 

Clause  (d)  says  it  is  going  to  "sponsor 
research  in  respect  of  arbitration  processes 

and  awards."  Again,  I  don't  know  why  we 
need  another  commission  to  sponsor  research. 
We  have  got  a  Labour  department.  We  have 

got  the  Attorney  General's  department,  and 
I  think  we've  got  a  very  competent  staff  and 
a  competent  deputy  minister  in  that  depart- 

ment. Surely  the  department  can  sponsor 

this  kind  of  research.  And  it's  also  going  to fix  the  fees  for  arbitrators. 

There  isn't  one  thing  under  subsection  6 that  sets  out  the  duties  of  the  commission 
known  as  the  Ontario  Police  Arbitration  Com- 

mission that  indicates  to  me  in  any  way  the 
necessity  for  establishing  yet  another  com- 

mission within  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Chairman,  while  there  are  many  good 
things  in  this,  I  think  we  have  gone  com- 

mission-crazy. Every  day  we  come  into  this 

House,  some  minister  or  other  is  appointing 
another  commission,  another  inquiry,  an- 

other committee  or  another  something  or 
other.  I  suppose  there  is  hardly  anybody  in 

the  Province  of  Ontario  who  isn't  doing some  kind  of  commission  work. 

Is  there  not  some  sense  in  something  as 
important  as  this— and  this  seems  to  be  a 
reasonably  forward-looking  bill— to  cut  down 
the  red  tape?  What  are  we  possibly  going  to 
achieve  by  setting  up  five  people  to  do  the 
routine  work  that  is  set  out  in  subsection  6, 

where  the  commission's  duties  are  described? 
Unless  the  minister  can  give  me  some 

better  explanation  than  appears  in  the  bill, 
in  due  course  I  am  going  to  move  that  sub- 

section 6  be  deleted.  It  would  probably 

require  other  amendments  if  there  wasn't 
going  to  be  an  arbitration  commission,  but 
I  think  there  must  be  some  way  to  effec- 

tively express  our  concern  about  the  certain 
of  yet  another  commission  whose  purpose  is 
not  immediately  obvious. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  I  join  in 

on  that.  Last  evening  when  we  were  debat- 
ing second  reading  of  this  matter,  I  made 

specific  reference  to  this  very  point,  saying 
what  a  sketchy  and  skimpy  commission  this 
particular  one  is. 

It  may  be  the  wisest  thing  in  the  world 
that  we  do  take  off  the  rest  of  the  summer 
in  order  to  list  the  various  agencies  of  the 
Crown  and  to  make  notes  and  find  out  what 
they  are  doing  in  the  province.  I  think  the 
total  would  come  well  in  excess  of  the  figure 
given  by  the  hon.  member,  who  thought  he 
was  dealing  in  hyperbole;  I  am  sure  it  would 
well  exceed  the  figure  of  10,000  in  terms  of 
the  newly  created  bodies. 

As  I  said,  every  time  a  new  piece  of  legis- 
lation comes  in,  instead  of  utilizing  present 

services  they  create  a  new  Crown  agency. 

Really  it's  in  basic  opposition  to  Tory  philos- 
ophy that  they  should  do  so;  they  should  be 

leaving  as  much  in  the  private  sector  as  they 

possibly  can. 
Secondly,  it  must  be  deeply  antipathetic  to 

their  nature  to  have  to  create  these  milliards 
of  commissions,  yet  they  do  it  with  fair 
aplomb.  I  can  only  think  that  self-interest 
serves  them  better  than  the  public  weal  in 
this  regard. 

The  weakness  of  this  commission  is  appal- 
ling. This  is  about  the  least  functional  and 

the  least  conferred  upon  of  commissions  that 

has  ever  come  before  this  assembly.    I  won't 
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reiterate  the  grounds  on  which  one  says 
that.  The  member  for  Downsview  has 
pointed  out  what  the  tasks  are  that  are 
outlined  in  this  part  of  the  bill,  and  the 
commission  seems  to  be  of  no  service  in  this 

regard.  There  is  a  full  departmental  possi- 
bility within  Labour  and  even  within  this 

minister's  own  ambit  of  authority.  There  is 
no  reason  in  the  world  for  another  commis- 

sion at  this  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I 

thought  I  had  explained  the  raison  d'etre  for 
this  commission  yesterday.  I  bring  to  the 
attention  of  both  the  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view  and  the  hon.  member  for  Lakeshore 
that  we  do  now  have  the  Ontario  Labour 
Management  Arbitration  Commission  Act, 
and  in  setting  up— in  going  into  a  new  pro- 

cedure, we  resorted  to  all  of  the  techniques 
that  were  available  to  try  and  put  a  new 
package— we  could  have  resorted  to  this  com- 

mission and  utilized  it,  but  in  the  light  of  the 
fact  that  the  police,  in  many  respects,  are 
set  apart  and  unique  from  other  activities, 
and  have  their  own— are  subject,  I  may  say,  to 
certain  obligations,  unique— and,  therefore, 
they  have  certain  unique  procedures  accorded 
to  them.  This  has  been  worked  out,  and  I 
bring  this  to  the  attention  of  both  members, 
in  conjunction  with  the  parties  themselves— 
the  Police  Association  of  Ontario  and  the 
Association  of  Municipal  Police  Governing 
Authorities  primarily,  together  with  the  input 
of  the  provincial  municipal  liaison  committee. 

So  that  this  is  no  whim  or  fancy  of  the 
ministry  or  the  minister.  We  tried  to  develop 
a  package  which  would  serve  the  purposes 
of  this  unique  set-up.  And  this  is  not  the 
setting-up  of  a  full-blown  commission  on  a 
full-time  basis,  continuously.  It  is  not  expected 
that  they  will  meet  more  than  every  so  often 
to  supervise  the  activities  of  the  full-time 
arbitrator  and  the  administrative  set-up,  and 
in  evaluation  of  the  procedure,  their  duties, 
which  the  hon.  member  has  pointed  out  as 

being  'sketchy'  are  almost  word  for  word 
out  of  the  OLMAC-OLMAC,  the  Ontario 
Labour  Management  Arbitration  Commission 
Act.  In  fact  some  of  the  language  is  identical, 
and  I  want  to  assure  the  hon.  members  there 

isn't  going  to  be  a  complete  duplication  and overlap  of  services. 

We  have  been  and  intend  to  be  in  close 
communication  with  the  OLMAC  to  see  how 
we  can  make  use  of  their  services  and  some 
of  the  services  that  are  going  to  be  provided 
for  the  OPAC  will  be  actually  purchased  from 
OLMAC.  So  that  there  will  be  a  minimum 
amount  of  duplication  of  services  involved. 

But  again,  I  say  this  is  a  set-up  which  was 
tailor-made  for  the  needs  of  this  particular 
segment  of  activity. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't  think, 
on  the  theory  that  if  we've  made  a  mistake 
once,  we  should  make  it  again. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  But  that— 

Mr.  Singer:  Now  it  may  well  be  in  the 

labour— 
Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Of  course,  if  we  did 

something  well  once,  we  could  pattern- 

Mr.  Singer:  Well  yes,  if  you  did  something 
well  once— and  I  was  probably  here  when  the 
other  statute  went  through  the  House,  and  I 
would  doubt  if  there  are  any  remarks  of  mine 
in  Hansard  directed  against  it,  and  every 

now  and  then  I  must  admit  that  there's  the 
odd  statute  that  gets  through  without  my 

being  completely  aware  of  all  of  its  ramifica- tions. 

However— 
An  hon.  member:  Most  unusual! 

Mr.  Singer:  —what  is  in  this  statute,  I  find 

useless.  I  just  don't  see  why  you  need 
another  commission  and  this  going  to  be 

called  OPAC.  You've  already  got  OLMAC- 
I  don't  think  we  should  have  OLMAC  either 
—but  now  we're  going  to  have  OPAC,  which 
is  going  to  maintain  a  book  with  some  names 
in  it;  it  is  going  to  make  arrangements  for  the 
conduct  of  arbitrations,  sponsor  the  publica- 

tion of  information  and  set-up  rooms  for 
meeings  and  that  sort  of  thing.  Surely,  Mr. 

Chairman,  when  we're  getting  another  full- time  civil  servant  on  staff,  if  you  hire  a 
smart  one,  you  could  probably  count  on  him 

to  do  all  of  these  things— and  if  you're  con- 
cerned about  the  impartiality  of  the  full-time 

arbitrator,  perhaps  you  could  hire  him  on  the 
joint  advice  of  policemen  and  police  com- 
missions. 

Eventually,  if  they  don't  agree,  you're 
going  to  have  to  make  your  own  decision  in 

any  event,  that's  your  scheme  of  OPAC— two  and  two,  with  you  in  the  middle,  as  the 
final  decider.  So  if  you  get  into  trouble  on 

this,  why  don't  you  make  it  just  a  civil  service 
job?  I  think  it  gets  ludicrous!  We  go  on 
multiplying  the  list  of  commissions  and  when 
you  come  to  see  what  they  are  doing,  this  is 
a  job  that  will  require  the  attention  of  a 
senior  clerk  and  nothing  more.  Yet  we  are 
dignifying  it  by  a  special  section  of  a  statute, 
new  initials,  new  stationery,  new  offices. 
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I  don't  know  whether  they  are  going  to 
work  one  day  a  week  or  five  days  a  month 

or  whatever  it  is.  I  just  say  you  don't  need 
it  and  I  don't  think  section  4  should  pass. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Those  in  favour  of  section 
4  standing  as  part  of  the  bill  will  please  say 
aye. 

Those  opposed,  will  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion,  the  "ayes"  have  it. 
Section  4  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  other  comments,  ques- 
tions or  amendments  to  any  later  section  of 

the  bill?  If  not,  shall  the  bill  be  amended,  be 
reported? 

Bill  163,  as  amended,  reported. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman  moves  that  the  com- 
mittee of  the  whole  House  rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  commit- 
tee of  the  whole  House  begs  to  report  one 

bill  with  certain  amendments  and  asks  for 
leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

LOAN  AND  TRUST 
CORPORATIONS  ACT 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence,  in  the  absence  of 
Hon.  Mr.  Winkler,  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  158,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Loan  and 
Trust  Corporations  Act. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Secretary 
for  Justice).  On  behalf  of  the  member— I 

should  explain,  Mr.  Speaker— I  won't  say  in the  absence  of  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and 
Commercial  Relations  (Mr.  Winkler)  be- 

cause, as  you  know,  he  is  downstairs  in  the 
estimates  committee  at  the  moment— on  his 
behalf  I  move  second  reading  of  Bill  158. 

Mr.  Speaker:   The  member  for  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  ( Lakeshore ) :  Thank  you 
very  much,  Mr.  Speaker. 

This  is  grab  bag  and  piecemeal  legislation 
covering  quite  a  multitude  of  sins,  all  of 
which  are  being  confessed  and  none  of  them 
is  being  forgiven.  It  is  hard  to  know  where 
to  start  with  a  bill  as  amorphous  as  this. 

May  I  simply  say  that  the  select  committee 
on   corporations   of  this   Legislature  initiated 

its  investigation  into  trust  and  loan  corpor- 
ations at  two  or  three  meetings  earlier  this 

year,  but  has  never  really  begun  to  delve. 
We  will  be  doing  so,  I  suspect,  in  the  next 
few  months  when  a  thorough  revamping  and 
review  of  the  structure  and  constitution  of 

these  corporations,  which  haven't  been  re- vamped for  a  considerable  number  of  years, 
will  be  undertaken,  as  has  been  done  by  that 
committee  with  respect  to  credit  unions,  and 
a  diversity  under  the  Business  Corporations 
Act,  of  normal  corporations,  as  that  com- 

mittee has  done  in  past  years.  It  has  an  on- 
going task  in  this  particular  regard. 

I  would  think  that  perhaps  the  nub  of  the 
legislation  is  contained  in  section  19  where 
a  certain  restriction  is  placed  upon  the  pur- 

chasing of  common  stock,  first  of  all  by  loan 
corporations.  They  may  not  have  more  than 
25  per  cent  of  the  book  value  of  the  total 
assets  of  the  corporation  in  the  aggregate 
common  shares.  The  same  figure  of  25  per 
cent  applies  to  trust  companies. 

Under  that  particular  section,  and  thinking 
that  we  will  not  send  this  particular  bill  into 
committee,  then  I  would  simply  say  that  I 
suppose  the  minister  is  as  much  in  the  dark 
over  this  particular  area  of  law  as  the  stand- 

ing member  finds  himself.  I'm  most  certain, as  is  the  minister  in  charge  of  the  legislation, 
that  this  ignorance  exists,  because  we  have  a 
smattering  of  ignorance  about  these  matters. 

I'm  not  trying  to  derogate  anything  from  the 
minister  when  I  say  his  is  a  stuttering  of 

ignorance. 
So  I  would  like,  one  way  or  another,  to 

find  out  what  is  the  raison  d'etre,  what  is 
sought  to  be  accomplished  by  the  enactment 
of  section  19,  where  qualifications  and  re- 

strictions are  being  placed— added  restrictions 
—upon  the  holding  of  common  stock  by  these 
corporations. 

As  for  the  rest,  the  legislation  does  free 
moneys  in  trust  and  loan  corporations  to  a 
greater  extent  for  mortgage  loan  purposes, 

and  that's  altogether  to  the  good.  The  more 
money  we  can  arrogate  into  the  area  of 
financing,  particularly  home  financing  on 

mortgage  loans,  by  making  that  money  avail- 
able, the  better  the  housing  construction  in- 

dustry will  fare  and  roofs  will  go  over  the 
heads  of  our  people.  That  is  an  area  in  which 
the  government  has  lamentably  failed  up  to 
this  date,  whatever  they  may  say  with  respect 
to  mea  culpa,  and  however  they  may  try  to 
derogate  it  upon  the  heads  of  the  federal 

government. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Sarnia):  They  don't make  any  mea  culpa. 
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Mr.  Lawlor:  In  this  particular— What? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  They  don't  really  claim them  to  be  mea  culpa. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  They  have  a  Freudian  trans- 
ference whenever  that  subject  is  mentioned. 

The  culprit,  the  villain  of  the  piece,  is  the 
federal  government  on  all  occasions  where 
housing  is  concerned.  You  have  a  consider- 

able area  of  self-determination  in  this  and 
availability  of  funds. 

For  many  years,  we  censured  you  and 
sought  to  move  you  in  the  direction  of  free- 

ing those  funds  of  credit  unions,  trade  unions, 
various  forms  of  pension  and  fund  benefits, 
and  latterly  the  loan  and  trust  corporations  in 
this  particular  regard.  But  you  have  been 
obtuse  and  restrictive. 

There  are  sections  in  the  legislation  before 
us  today,  for  instance,  section  21,  which  takes 
the  heavy  hand  of  government,  or  at  least 
causes  you  to  move  in  permissively  in  a 
benign  way  to  lift  unnecessary  restrictions  in 
this  particular  regard. 

As  I  say,  there's  a  very  great  host  of  other 
diverse  matters.  Section  17  also  gives  a  cer- 

tain freedom  in  regard  to  mortgage  loans 
arising  out  of  loan  corporations.  It  defines 
what  the  undertaking  of  business  means  and 
if  it  falls  within  any  of  the  formularies  there- 

in contained.  That's  a  massive  description, 
from  the  business  of  putting  out  signs  to 
various  forms  of  advertising,  which  would 
ipso  facto  constitute  a  corporation,  a  loan  cor- 

poration, which  could  not  operate  within  the 
field  at  all,  unless  registered. 

You  brought  them  under  the  umbrella  with 

respect  to  making  mortgage  loans.  That's 
altogether  good,  because  then  it  brings  it 
under  the  Mortgage  Brokers  Registration  Act 

I  think  it's  called,  which  means  that  they 
are  beholding  and  must  be  responsible  to  an 
agency  of  government  with  respect  to  their 
disclosure  practises,  with  respect  to  their 
interest  rates,  with  respect  to  a  wide  range  of 
what  have  been  up  until  the  very  recent  past, 
vicious  practices  in  the  mortgage  loan  field. 

So  in  this  particular  regard  there  is  a 
benefit  conferred.  These  are  minor,  but  not 
insignificant  things  that  are  being  done  within 
the  scope  of  this  legislation. 

I  would  like  an  explanation  of  what  is  a 
densely  worded  paragraph— section  8— of  the 
legislation.  The  side  note  hardly  gives  me 
much  consciousness  of  what  is  really  being 
attempted  in  the  course  of  that  particular 
legislation.  I  see  that  the  government  is  also, 

curiously,  and  it  quite  escapes  my  purview  as 
to  why,  in  much  legislation  that  has  come 
before  us  in  the  last  month,  gradually  remov- 

ing the  imposition  of  what  is  called  mortmain 
on  various  incorporated  entities. 

The  business  about  mortmain  was  that  the 

law  saw  fit— up  until  very  recently,  until  this 
government  began  to  move  in  this  field— to 
restrict  the  holdings  of  land  by  corporations 
for  the  simple  reason  that  corporations  never 
die;  and  as  they  accumulated  more  and  more 
land  they  could  be  of  a  grave  endangerment 
with  respect  to  alienability,  to  the  free  trans- 

fers of  land  through  the  generations,  and  the 
availability  of  land  to  the  widest  number  of 
the  population  as  possible. 

To  make  it  as  flexible  and  liquid  as  it  was 

possible  to  make  and,  you  had  severe  re- 
strictions on  various  corporations  in  order  to 

see  that  they  did  not  hold  land  unnecessarily 
to  their  purposes.  They  could  hold  it  only 
within  restricted  terms  of  being  licensed  to 
do  so  in  mortmain. 

As  I  recall,  the  restriction  was  that  if 
lands  were  held  by  corporations— I  think  the 
period  was  12  years— then,  after  a  certain 
amount  of  notice  proceeding  from  the  Crown, 
they  would  have  to  sell  that  land  to  the 
general  public. 

But  you  have  lifted  that  completely  as  far 
as  I  can  see,  and  I  am  not  saying  it  is  a 
bad  move.  It  may  be  that  in  contemporary 
economy  the  corporations  are  so  diversified, 
and  the  holdings  of  lands  of  so  little  moment, 
that  it  is  quite  feasible,  and  socially  ac- 

ceptable, that  corporations,  large  or  small, 
hold  great  tracts  of  territory  indefinitely 
into  the  future  without  further  redress  to  the 

population.  You  would  wait  upon  the  day  in 
which  the  old  evils  occurred  in  this  regard, 
which  required  massive  legislation  in  order 

to  force  the  corporations'  hands  and  to  have 
the  lands  made  freely  available  with  respect 
to  transferability. 

As  I  say,  the  move  is  in  the  opposite  di- 
rection. We  have  seen  several  pieces  of  legis- 

lation in  this  regard.  It  causes  me  some 
pause,  and  I  just  bring  it  to  the  attention 
of  the  policy  minister  because  this  is  an  area, 

I  won't  say  of  high  policy,  but  let's  say 
policy  of  a  medium  wing;  it  flies  at  a  certain 
height  above  the  earth:  and  this  is  the  great 
social  purpose  that  you  should  consider  with 
respect  to  this  narrow  area  of  land-holding  in 
the  province. 

You  have  made  it  possible— which  used  to 
offend  the  deepest  sensibilities  of  the  cor- 

porate soul— for  a  corporation  to  purchase  its 
own  common  stock,  its   own  voting  shares. 
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With  respect  to  loan  and  trust  corporations, 
you  are  in  the  process  of  permitting  them  to 
do  so.  In  clause  (b)  of  subsection  2  of  sec- 

tion 5  of  this  bill,  you  widened  it  here  so 
that  they  may  buy  their  own  common  stock 
for  the  purpose  of  collecting  or  comprising 
indebtedness  to  the  corporation.  I  suppose 
that  means  that  some  third  party  owes  the 
loan  company  a  sum  of  money,  happens  to 
hold  stock  in  the  loan  company,  instead  of 
repaying  the  money  you  compromise  the 
debt  by  accepting  snares  of  that  corporation 
in  lieu  of  the  dollar  indebtedness. 

If  that's  the  kind  of  thing—  does  it  range 
wider,  has  it  more  import  than  I  am  able 
to  see  in  the  terms  of  the  legislation? 

Well  those  are  the  basic  things,  as  I 
see  it.  One  could  go  on  almost  clause  by 

clause  in  the  matter,  but  as  I  say,  I  don't 
think  they  are  so  monumental  as  to  hold 
up  the  proceedings  of  this  House  over  this 
particular  bill. 

In  this  regard,  may  I  speak  to  perhaps 
the  curmudgeon  or  the  heresiarch  of  the— 
the  top  dog  of  all  Torys  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario— as  to  how  we  are  proceeding  with 
the  piece  of  legislation  like  the  one  before 
us  today.  I  speak  of  my  friend,  Joseph  Sedg- 
wick. 

Sedgwick  said  recently  before  a  law  so- 
ciety: 

I  have  long  thought  that  hasty  legis- 
lation is  by  definition  bad  legislation.  We 

stultify  our  Legislatures  when  we  deprive 
the  members  of  full  and  leisured  oppor- 

tunity to  consider  all  bills,  to  weigh  their 
reasons  and  their  remedies,  to  debate  them, 
at  whatever  length  may  be  adequate,  to 
ensure  that  there  is  a  need  and  that  the 
bill  in  question  answers  to  it.  To  make  of 
our  legislative  bodies  mere  rubber  stamps 
for  government  departments  does  not  ad- 

vance the  democratic  process,  tending 
rather  to  bring  Parliament  in  disrepute. 

That's  precisely  the  way  we  are  proceeding 
throughout  in  these  latter  days.  I  think  that 
the  government  of  this  province  should  re- 

consider its  whole  position,  with  respect  not 
only  to  the  presentation  but  to  the  time  al- 

lotted in  this  particular  regard. 
I  am  almost  inclined,  in  the  teeth  of  what 

no  doubt  will  be  the  affront  of  the  House,  to 

demand  that  legislation  like  this  go  through 
committee,  inch  by  inch,  so  that  we  make 
absolutely  certain.  Because  I  know  personally 
that  I  have  not  had  adequate  time  really 
to  explore  the  full  dimensions  and  possibil- 

ities of  this  bill.  And  that,  Mr.  Speaker, 
could  only  properly  be  done  in  a  commit- 

tee outside  this  House;  with  representations 
proceeding  from  the  industry  itself,  with  the 
full  scope  of  information  that  would  be  ob- 

tained from  that  source.  This  is  all  sloughed 
off  with  a  wave  of  the  hand,  and  the  om- 

niscient powers  that  the  government— talk 
about  arbitrariness— the  omniscience  of  the 
government  rides  rough  shod  over  anything 
that  one  would  want  to  do  in  terms  of  de- 

cent legislation. 

I  would  like  to  know  whether  the  minis- 
ter has  placed  this  bill  in  the  hands  of  the 

people  who  would  be  most  directly  affected; 
whether  groups  like  the  trust  committee  of 
the  law  society,  had  a  chance  to  peruse  it, 
to  see  whether  the  terms  of  reserves  on  de- 

posits and  the  amount  of  pledging  that  may 
be  done  of  assets  of  a  trust  corporation 
against  loans  coming  from  various  sources, 
such  as  the  Canada  Deposit  Insurance  Cor- 

poration, have  all  been  properly  scrutinized 

and  followed  through.  I  just  don't  feel  that 
in  this  very  esoteric  area  of  the  law  that 
we  should  proceed  in  the  manner  that  we 
are    doing. 

The  final  thing  I  have  to  say  is  that  while 
in  the  present  Act  there  is  a  lengthy  schedule 

of  fees  that  may  be  charged  by  the  govern- 
ment in  the  incorporation  and  the  issuing  of 

letters,  supplementary  letters  patent  and  all 
those  various  machinations  that  take  place 
after  a  corporation  is  in  existence  and  as  it 
comes  into  dissolution,  that  it  is  now  in- 

tended that  they  be  prescribed  by  the  Lieu- 
tenant Governor  in  Council.  Is  it  the  intent 

then,  arising  out  of  this  legislation,  to  in- 
crease the  fees  as  they  presently  stand?  Is 

the  intent  solely,  if  that  is  not  the  case, 
to  give  greater  flexibility  in  changing  the 

fees  from  time  to  time,  so  that  they  don't have  to  come  to  the  House  on  each  oc- 
casion in  order  to  alter  those  figures?  What 

is  the  reasoning  behind  that  switchover  in 
making  this  a  cabinet  responsibility? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Sarnia. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Yes,  thank  you  very  much, 
Mr.  Speaker. 
I  confess  to  the  provincial  Secretary, 

through  you  and  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 

I  don't  really  see  any  great  principle  in  the 
legislation  itself.  I  did  want  to  record  the 
history  of  my  own  personal  approach  to  this 

government's  attitude  in  relation  to  loan  and 
trust  corporations. 

I  would  ask  the  minister  if  he  might 
harken  back  to  1968  when  we  did  the 
estimates  of  the  then  Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs  (Mr.  Rowntree).  We 
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discussed  at  that  time,  or  at  least  I  attempted 
to  discuss  with  the  minister  at  that  time, 
what  had  been  a  most  prevalent  undertaking 
in  the  industry  itself,  Mr.  Speaker.  That  was 
the  acquisition  of  small  loan  trust  corpora- 

tions by  larger  ones. 
By  way  of  example,  the  Royal  Trust  taking 

over  Industrial  Mortgage  and  Trust;  by  way 
of  example  Victoria  and  Grey  taking  over, 
of  necessity,  British  Mortgage  and  Trust,  but 
not  of  necessity  Lambton  Loan  and  Invest- 

ment Co.,  the  oldest  of  our  loan  and  trust 
corporations  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  The 
minister  replied  at  this  time  that  it  was  his 
opinion  and  his  philosophy  that  it  was  good 
government  policy  to  acquiesce  in  this. 

If  the  provincial  secretary  doesn't  mind  I 
am  going  to  put  on  the  record  the  fact  that 
he  shakes  his  head.  I  agree  with  the  shaking 
of  the  head;  it  is  bad  government  policy. 
The  federal  Liberal  government  and  its  pre- 

decessor, the  then  Tory  federal  government 
seemed  to  abide  the  same  what  I  consider 

almost  unconscionable  proclivity  toward  pro- 
tection of  the  financial  institutions  and  a 

restriction  upon  the  marketplace 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  A  phobia  for  big- 
ness! 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  —a  phobia  for  bigness;  an 
inability  to  recognize  that  where  there  is 
competition  in  this  industry— in  the  provision 
of  money  both  to  commercial  endeavour  and 
residential  endeavour— it  is  to  the  advantage 
of  the  average  citizen  of  this  province.  I 
think  really  the  government  of  Ontario  has 
changed  its  posture. 
We  note,  for  example,  and  I  will  just 

mention  one,  the  chartering  of  United  Trust. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  That's  right! 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  am  sure  the  minister 
could  help  with  others  that  have  been  char- 

tered over  the  past  two  or  three  years.  The 

federal  government  hasn't  undertaken  this  if 
you  recall  when  Chase  Manhattan  wanted  to 
come  in  and  buy  Credit  Fonder.  Notwith- 

standing our  present  aversion  toward  Ameri- 
can economic  domination,  we  could  have 

well  protected  the  majority  interests  of  Cana- 
dian shareholders  in  Credit  Foncier,  but 

brought  an  influx  of  the  Rockefeller  banking 
interests  into  this  nation  that  would  have 
been  of  great  assistance  and  yet  under  some 
degree  of  control. 

I  suggest  to  you,  as  a  lay  person  without 
great  economic  knowledge,  that  govern- 

ments are  too  often  directed  by  these  vested 
interests   to  the   advantage   of  the   interests 

themselves  and  to  the  disadvantage  of  our 
constituents.  I  recorded  during  the  course 
of  the  estimates  of  the  Ministry  of  Revenue, 
the  profit  elevation  of  three  trust  companies 
over  the  past  two  years. 

I  don't  think  the  minister  was  in  the  House 
that  night;  perhaps  he  was.  I  want  to,  if  I 
might,  just  record  it  again  for  the  sake  of 

clarifying  the  situation;  The  Royal  Trust  Co.'s profits  in  1970,  were  $11,415,000;  in  1971, 
the  profits  were  $16,818,000,  an  increase  of 
47  per  cent. 

The  Montreal  Trust  Co.'s  profits  in  1970 
were  $2,139,000;  in  1971,  $7,518,000,  an 
increase  of  251  per  cent  in  one  year. 

The  Canada  Trust  Co.'s  1970  profits  were 
$5,714,000;  in  1971,  $11,497,000,  an  increase 
of  101  per  cent. 

I  ask  the  minister  to  recognize  that  like 

profit  increases  were  available  to  the  char- 
tered banks  of  the  Dominion  of  Canada;  and 

I  ask  the  minister,  through  you,  Mr.  Speaker, 

to  recognize  that  we  were  in  a  so-called  re- 
cession period  during  that  time.  Now  it  is 

not  within  the  ambit  and  purview  of  this 
minister  for  me  to  deal  with  the  question  of 
the  taxation  of  those  profits.  That  will  come 
at  another  time. 

I  want  to  record,  if  I  may,  that  I  don't think  it  is  in  the  best  interests  of  government, 
federally  or  provincially,  to  lop  three  points 
of  taxability  off  those  profits  at  the  same 
time  as  we  undertake  an  expansion  of  what 

we  know  to  be  regressive  taxation.  I  don't 
think  it's  in  the  interests  of  any  of  the  people 
of  Canada  that  we  do  that. 

I  say  again,  as  I  said  at  that  time,  I  hap- 
pen to  believe  in  the  free  enterprise  system, 

I  really  do.  I  think  these  people  should  be  in 
business  to  make  a  profit,  but  I  think  the 
profit  has  to  be  in  relation  to  the  undertaking 
that  they  have  to  the  general  public  weal. 

In  point  of  fact,  Mr.  Speaker,  it's  recognized that  financial  institutions  so  often  do  not 
make  a  great  contribution  to  any  acceleration 
in  the  gross  national  product.  They  are  not 
like  a  manufacturing  institution- 

Mr.  Lawlor:  That's  right. 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  Other  jurisdic- 
tions nationalize  these  institutions. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  don't  want  to  really  get 
into  that.  I  appreciate  the  philosophy  and 
attittude  of  my  great  friend  from  Yorkview, 

but  I  don't  want  to  be  deflected  into  a  dis- 
cussion of  the  adequacies  or  inadequacies  of 

the   socialist  system,   because  it  would  take 



JUNE  28,  1972 
4431 

too  long  to  deal  with  the  inadequacies  of  the 
socialist  system. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Maybe  we  will  discuss  it 
sometime. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  May  I  say  that  these  finan- 

cial institutions  don't  really,  of  themselves, 
lend  to  a  significant  accretion  in  the  GNP. 
In  effect,  it  is  a  cyclical  thing.  They  are  tak- 

ing other  people's  money,  to  a  great  extent, 
and  making  money  from  the  use  of  that 
money. 

There  is  nothing  wrong  with  that  principle. 
I  happen  to  subscribe  to  it.  I  wish  I  had  the 
facility  to  do  it  myself  with  the  obvious  ex- 

pertise that  they  do  have  in  regard  to  the 

figures  that  I've  recorded. 
The  member  for  Lakeshore  did  bring  up 

a  point  that  I  think  is  extremely  relevant, 
where  we  do  have  an  obligation  in  connec- 

tion with  it— I  believe  the  federal  Liberal 
Party  has  a  concurrent  obligation— and  that 
is  in  the  channeling  of  those  moneys.  I  am 
not  suggesting  this  for  a  moment  with  those 
profits  and  those  equity  reserves.  Basically, 

it  is  really  what  isn't  shown  in  the  figures 
that  I  have  given  you— I  have  given  you 
gross  figures— what  isn't  shown  in  financial 
statements,  but  is  shown  in  balance  sheets,  in 
profit  and  loss  statements  of  insurance  com- 

panies, banks,  and  loan  and  trust  corporations, 
is  the  magnificent  development  of  equity 
capital  and  all  you  have  to  do  is  go  out  in 
front  of  this  building  to  look  at  it.  The 
Toronto-Dominion  Centre,  Travellers  Towers, 
Commerce  Court,  now  these  things- 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  trouble  with  the  member 

is  that  he  is  a  Waffler  with  a  small  "w". 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  am  not. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Agrees 
with  Laxer  every  time. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  What  I  say  is  this,  and  I 
want  to  make  this  amply  clear,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  am  not  saying  there  is  anything  wrong  with 

building  those  buildings  but  I'm  saying  that 
we  cannot  continue  to  establish  a  system  of 
taxation,  firstly  that  permits  them  to  develop 
that  type  of  equity  position  to  the  detriment 
of  people  who  have  to  pay  increased  gasoline 

taxes.  That's  all  I'm  saying. 

I'm  saying,  let  them  build  their  buildings, 
but  concurrently  with  building  their  build- 

ings, they  have  to  do  the  following.  The  gov- 
ernment of  Ontario  must  direct  to  them,  Mr. 

Speaker,  that  a  significant  portion  of  their 
portfolio    arrangements    has    to   go   into   first 

mortgages  on  residential  property.  I  think  if 
we  do  this,  I  think  if  the  federal  government 
undertakes  this,  it  could  only  have  the  effect 
of  bringing  down  the  interest  rate. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  pointed  out  in  that  speech 
that  evening,  that  a  $30,000  home,  on  a  25- 
year  amortization,  costs  the  young  couple 
$103,000  by  the  time  they  are  finished.  It 

costs  $103,000  of  their  life's  work  to  acquire 
that  home.  So  it  is  incumbent  upon  us,  as 
legislators,  to  attempt  to  do  something  by 
way  of  economic  pressure  upon  these  corpo- 

rations, to  have  this  responsibility,  to  make 
more  money  available  in  the  residential  de- 

velopment field. 

I  say  again  that  across  from  my  city  of 
Sarnia  lies  the  city  of  Port  Huron  where 
FHA  guaranteed  loans  are  5%  per  cent  and 
we  have  the  NHA  guaranteed  loans  across 
the  river  at  9V2  per  cent. 

There  is  something  radically  wrong  there. 
It  is  obvious  there  is  something  wrong  and 
we,  as  governments,  must  do  something  about 
it.  I  recognize,  in  closing,  that  both  the  secre- 

tary and  the  Speaker  have  been  most  indul- 
gent with  me  because  I  began  by  saying  there 

isn't  much  principle  in  this  bill  to  speak  to, 
but  you  have  permitted  me  to  speak  to  the 
concept  of  where  we  are  going  in  connection 
with  loan  and  trust  corporation  legislation. 

I  would  love  to  see  us  lead  the  federal 
government  along  in  their  dealings  with  the 
chartered  banks  and  the  life  insurance  com- 

panies. I  would  love  to  see  us  say:  Fine, 
we  want  you  to  continue  to  make  profits;  we 
want  to  see  you  develop  beautiful  cities  like 
the  city  of  Toronto  and  we  need  you  so  to 
do,  but  you  have  to  do  it  hand  in  hand  with 
our  responsibility  to  the  other  taxpayers.  That 

you  will: (1)  Inject  a  significant  amount  of  your 
capital  and  your  reserves  into  residential building; 

(2)  We  don't  want  to  get  into  controls  on 
your  profits  or  on  interest  rates.  I  don't  sub- 

scribe to  that  at  all,  I  don't  want  to  see  that. 
(3)  We  can  all  basically  live  under  our 

system  of  free  enterprise  where  the  profits 
are  conscionable,  the  taxes  on  a  level  of 

conscience  in  every  sphere,  and  that  is  the— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  That  is  a  pious  hope. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Well  it  is  a  pious  hope,  but 
it  can  be  done. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  That  is  your  Achilles  heel.  Tell 
us  how  you  are  going  to  do  it. 
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Mr.  Bullbrook:  Well,  piety  might  be  my 
Achilles  heel— I  have  had  many  people  say 
that. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  No,  no!  Tell  us  how  you  are 
going  to  accomplish  this  miracle. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  The  miracle  can  be  effected 

by  legislation  being  brought  in,  for  example- 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please!  It  is  very  diffi- 
cult to  relate  this  discussion  to  the  principle 

of  this  bill. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  All  right,  but  I  love  to  re- 
spond to  my  colleague  from  Lakeshore.  You 

are  quite  right,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  will  close. 
And  thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  hon.  minister 
wish  to  speak  to  this  bill?  If  not,  the  hon. 
minister. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
the  hon.  member  for  Lakeshore's  brief  de- 

scription of  the  bill  was  a  "hodge-podge." 
We  like  to  call  these  "hodge-podges"  house- 

keeping bills.  That  is  precisely  what  this  one 
is. 

Hon.  members  will  remember,  of  course, 
that  in  1970  there  was,  I  think,  a  very 
massive  overhaul  of  the  Loan  and  Trust  Act. 
In  the  main  this  bill  is  to  tidy  up  some  of  the 
language  and  certainly  to  tie  up  one  or  two 
of  the  loopholes. 

If  I  may,  because  I  assume  that  this  bill 
will  not  be  going  to  committee,  just  refer  to 
some  of  the  sections  that  were  referred  to  by 
the  hon.  member.  He  seemed  to  think  that 
section  19  contained  the  main  reason  for  the 

bill.  I  would  say  that  that  is  not  true.  Section 
19  merely  adds  a  quantitative  restriction  with 
regard  to  the  holding  of  common  shares, 
similar  to  the  existing  restrictions  that  appear 
in  the  Insurance  Act. 

It  is  also  to  ensure  that  trust  and  loan  com- 
panies retain  their  identity  for  which  they  are 

incorporated  so  that  they  do  not  operate  as 
investment  companies— because  I  certainly 
think  there  is  a  difference;  there  should  be  a 
difference,  and  this  should  be  well  known  to 
the  public  at  large. 

The  purpose  is  to  ensure  that  loan  and 

trust  corporations  don't  become  investment 
companies;  that  is,  that  they  hold  shares  and 
bonds  that  will  also  fulfil  this  position  as 
mortgage  lenders  in  the  financial  community. 

I  would  think,  if  I  was  classifying  the 
relative  importance  or  lack  of  importance  of 
the  various  sections,  that  the  most  important 
section  would  really  be  section  17.  The  reason 

for  this  particular  suggested  change  is  we 
hope  this  amendment  will  stop  an  existing 
practice  of  obtaining  money  from  the  public 
on  an  agency  basis  for  alleged  purposes  of 
advancing  that  money  on  a  mortgage,  and 
then  holding  the  mortgage  in  the  name  of  the 
lending  company  and  not  the  member  of  the 
public  who  actually  advances  the  money. 

In  such  circumstances— and  these  circum- 
stances exist  at  the  moment— the  member  of 

the  public  who  originally  advanced  the 
money  to  the  corporate  agent  has  very  little 
evidence  that  he  has  any  interest  at  all  in 
that  mortgage.  Therefore  he  would  be  mere- 

ly an  unsecured  creditor  of  that  agent,  the 
actual  lender,  in  the  event  of  a  bankruptcy. 
The  purpose  of  section  17— as  I  say,  I  would 
think  it  is  the  most  important  section  in  the 
Act— is  to  attempt  to  close  that  particular 
loophole. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Would  the  Speaker  permit 
the   minister   to   permit   a   question? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Will  the  hon.  minister  an- 
swer a  question? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  All  right,  as  long  as 

he  doesn't  expect  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  As  I  read  the  section,  I  don't 
know  where  the  minister  gets  that.  In  other 
words,  they  are  acting  in  an  agency  rela- 

tionship with  other  people's  funds  for  in- 
vestment in  mortgages.  There  is  nothing 

here  that  would  seem  to  me  to  indicate  they 
may  not  hold  that  mortgage  in  their  own 

name.  They  probably  put  the  word  "trustee" in  the  descriptive  clause,  but  apart  from  that 
what  would  the  minister  point  to  here  which 
would  prevent  them  from  so  doing? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  addition  of  the 

change— I  hope  I  have  the  present  section  17 
here;  I  don't  know  if  my  friend  has.  I  am 
sorry,  section  146  rather! 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Yes,  146  as  it  presently  is 

embodies  most  of  this  change  already,  doesn't it? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  think  the  hon. 
member  will  note  the  addition  that  the 
amendment  makes,  adding,  as  I  understand 
it,  in  the  body  of  subsection  (2)  of  section 

146  of  the  present  Act  the  words,  "Or  the 
advancing  of  funds  of  others  in  the  purchase 
of  or  lending  on  the  security  of  mortgages 
that  are  assigned  or  registered  in  the  name 

of  the  corporation." 
In  other  words,  we're  trying  to  establish 

evidence  of  the  actual  beneficial  ownership 
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of  the  mortgage  moneys  in  such  a  case,  as 
I  understand  it.  That  is  certainly  a  loophole 
at  the  moment  which  we  are  attempting  to 
close. 

The  rest  of  the  bill  really  is  purely— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  am  sorry  to  break  in,  but 

the  minister  made  a  statement  which  I  don't 
think  is  accurate.  I  agree  with  him  it  is  an 
important  clause.  He  said  that  one  of  the 
purposes  was  to  foreclose  the  possibility  of 
trust  companies,  loan  companies,  using  other 

people's  funds  and  then  appearing  on  the face  of  the  document  as  the  lender. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  I  am  sorry.  If 
they  do  this,  if  they  advance  those  funds  in 
their  own  name,  then  they  have  to  be  regis- 
tered- 

Mr.  Lawlor:  That  is  right. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —as  a  loan  and 
trust  company. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Once  they  are  registered, 
they  may  do  so. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrenc:  That  is  right.  At  the 
moment  they  are  doing  it  without  being 
registered.  There  are  corporations  which  are 
corporate  agents,  which  are  doing  it  and 
which  do  not  require  to  be  registered.  This 
brings  them  in  under  the  Act  if  they  do 
that. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Okay. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  In  respect  of  my 

friend's  comments  relating  to  mortmain— I 
am  just  trying  to  remember;  I  guess  that  is 
about  section  20.  This  section  really  has 
nothing  to  do  with  mortmain.  Its  purpose 
was  to  discourage  foreclosure  to  acquire 
lands  for  loan  and  trust  corporate  purposes. 
The  feeling  within  the  department,  agreed 
to  by  the  ministry  and  agreed  to  by  the 
justice  policy  field  committee,  is  that  the 
old  provision  now  really  is  redundant.  He 
can  tie  this  in,  if  he  wishes,  with  some 
general  policy  in  respect  of  mortmain;  I 

don't  think  it  is  relevant,  but— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Well,  I'll  dispute  that  with 
the  policy  minister.  It's  the  same  concept. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well,  it  is  somewhat 
the  same  concept.  But  certainly  I  am  one 
who  has  felt  for  years  that  those  old  mort- 

main restrictions  in  any  event  are  completely 
meaningless  in  the  light  of  modem-day  con- 

ditions. If  I  had  my  way— and  I  am  speaking 
now  personally— I  think  we  would  wipe  them 

all  out.  They  are  being  used  by  government 
today  for  a  completely  different  purpose 
than  they  were  originally  intended. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Unless  the  policy  minister 

steps  out  of  the  provincial  arena,  he'll  cer- tainly have  his  way. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  That  still  remains 
to  be  seen. 

I  have  made  a  note  here  that  the  hon. 
member  for  Lakeshore  referred  to  section  5 

—I  am  just  trying  to  find  section  5  at  the 
moment— oh  yes,  this  is  about  the  purchase 
of  shares. 

Really,  I  suppose  I  am  the  member  of  the 
Legislature  who  had  more  to  do  with  amend- 

ing the  Corporations  Act  than  anybody  else 
in  respect  of  permitting  corporations  to  pur- 

chase their  own  shares.  And  I  can  remem- 
ber a  few  years  ago  when  the  trial  balloon 

was  flown.  There  were  great  cries  of  an- 
guish from  all  sorts  of  people  about  how 

this  was  going  to  be  abused  and  what  a  ter- 
rible innovation  this  was  as  far  as  Ontario 

corporate  law,  and  for  that  matter  Cana- 
dian corporate  law,  was  concerned  at  that 

time.  I  think  those  fears  have  been  shown 
to  be  unfounded.  We  went  ahead  and  we 
did  it  anyway,  and  it  has  not  been  terribly 
abused,  to  my  knowledge. 

I  think  the  whole  idea  here  is  simply  to 
widen  the  provisions  somewhat  to  permit, 
under  very  restricted  conditions,  loan  and 

trust  companies  to  do  the  same.  Other  On- 
tario corporations  can  now  purchase  their 

own  common  shares  under  certain  circum- 
stances, and  while  we  are  not  opening  the 

door  as  wide  for  Ontario  loan  and  trust  cor- 
poration to  do  the  same,  since  a  reduction 

in  their  capital  might  really  reduce  that 

capital  below  the  required  minimum  for  li- 
censing and  it  might  reduce  their  limitation 

on  the  borrowing  or  receiving  money  for  in- 
vestment, basically  we  are  opening  the  door 

a  little  bit. 

We  are  giving  them  a  very  limited  right 
to  purchase,  as  provided  in  this  section.  If 
preferred  shares  are  being  redeemed  or  can- 

celled, then  an  additional  order  in  council 
will  be  required  under  this  amendment,  and 
this  right  now  will  be  included  in  the  order 
in  council  approving  the  issue  of  such  pre- 

ferred shares  in  the  first  place. 

In  respect  of  the  hon.  member's  comments about  Mr.  Justice  Sedgwick,  QC,  I  usually 

agree  with  Joe  in  all  sorts  of  ways- 

Mr.  Lawlor:  That's  what  I  thought. 
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Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —and  I  agree  with 
those  comments  completely.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  I  wish  I  had  had  that  quotation  the 
other  day  when  we  were  debating  the  role 
of  the  policy  ministers  in  the  House.  It 
would  have  been  very  handy  to  utilize  that, 
because  this  is  one  of  the  main  purposes  of 
this  restructuring  experiment  that  we  are 
now  engaged  in. 

But  I  will  say  to  the  hon.  member  that 
the  select  committee,  of  which  I  think  he 
is  a  continuing  member,  is  certainly  going 

to  be  studying  the  Loan  and  Trust  Corpora- 
tions Act.  This  was  my  recommendation 

three  or  four  years  ago  in  the  first  interim 
report  of  that  committee,  and  I  think  my 

distinguished  successors  in  the  office  of  chair- 
man of  that  select  committee  have  been 

pretty  well  following  the  timetable  we  laid 
down  a  few  years  ago. 

I  certainly  think  the  Loan  and  Trust  Cor- 
porations Act  is  almost  the  next  one  on  the 

list— maybe  it  is  the  next  one  on  the  list- 
therefore  I  hope  the  whole  concept  as  we 
have  known  it  in  this  jurisdiction  respecting 
loan  and  trust  corporations  is  going  to  come 
under  intense  scrutiny  by  that  particular 
committee;  and  therefore  I  would  think  that 
his  earlier  comments,  and  also  Mr.  Joseph 

Sedgwick's  comments  about  legislation  can 
certainly  be  considered  by  that  committee 
in  respect  of  the  loan  and  trust  corporate 
setup. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  am  just  thinking  about  the 
rest  of  the  afternoon  and  evening. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  This  bill  really  only 
updates  some  of  the  procedures  for  loan  and 

trust  corporations.  It  really  doesn't  change 
any  procedures.  There  is  no  great  principle 
involved. 

In  respect  of  fees,  the  regulation  of  the 
fees,  we  think  it  is  a  more  flexible  way  of 
setting  them  up  rather  than  in  inflexible 

statutory  form.  Our  purpose,  of  course,  is  to 
try  to  bring  the  fees  charged  for  such  pro- 

cedural matters  as  licensing  and  filing  docu- 
ments, in  respect  of  a  statute  such  as  this, 

in  line  with  the  actual  cost.  That  is  what  we 
intend  to  do  by  regulation  once  the  House 
gives  us  the  authority  to  do  it  by  regulation. 

I  certainly  agree  with  many,  if  not  most, 
of  the  comments  of  the  hon.  member  for 

Sarnia  in  respect  of  bigness.  And  while  I 
need  to  make  no  excuses  or  alibis  whatsoever 

for  the  policy  determinations  of  a  previous 
minister,  a  colleague  of  mine  in  this  cabinet, 
Leslie  Rowntree,  certainly  all  of  our  ideas 
are  shaped  by  the  pressures  of  the  time.  And 

in  those  days  of  course  there  was  a  lot  of 
jittery  feeling  about  the  future  of  some  of 
the  financial  institutions  in  this  province, 
and  indeed  in  this  country,  known  as  loan 
and  trust  corporations.  One  of  them  got  into 
very  serious  problems.  I  am  sure  the  main 

thrust  of  the  ideas  behind  the  policy  com- 
ments of  the-then-minister  were  directed  in 

the  light  of  that  atmosphere  and  those  ten- 
sions and  those  feelings. 

Certainly  times  have  changed,  pressures 

have  changed,  and  it  is  the  view  of  this  gov- 
ernment that  certainly  as  far  as  our  financial 

institutions  are  concerned,  our  financial  cor- 
porate institutions  are  concerned,  bigness  is 

not  necessarily  the  end-all  or  be-all,  and 
certainly  the  hon.  member  indicated  the  name 
of  at  least  one  fairly  recent  new  loan  and 
trust  corporation— there  are  many  as  a  matter 
of  fact.  But  we  do  have  to  bear  in  mind,  as 

well,  the  integrity  of  these  institutions  and 
the  reputations  of  these  institutions,  so  that 
we  always  will  have  that  conflict,  I  suppose, 

of  permitting  a  wide-open  door  as  far  as 

incorporation  of  these— 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  But  there  has  been  a  change 
of  direction. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  That's  right!  As  I 
say,  there  is  the  conflict  of  a  wide  open  door 
policy  and  one  in  which  there  is  no  new 
charters  permitted.  I  think  we  are  hitting 
the  happy  medium  at  the  moment  where 
we  are  permitting  some  new  people  to  get 
involved  in  this  business  in  an  attempt  to 
freshen  it  up  somewhat,  to  provide  better  and 
more  competition  than  has  existed  in  the 
past.  I  also  hope,  at  the  same  time,  through 
statutory  requirements  and  regulations,  we 
are  still  persevering  in  that  integrity  that  is 
required  in  this  type  of  financial  business. 

I  won't  comment  on  the  member's  com- 
ments in  respect  of  taxation,  because  that  is 

completely  out  of  order,  I  would  submit  to 

you,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  respect  of  this— 

Mr.  Singer:  Different  policy  group! 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —this  particular  bill. 
I  must  say  I  do  agree  with  his  general  com- 

ments about  more  encouragements,  more 
incentives,  a  bigger  carrot,  and  perhaps  even 

a  bigger  stick  in  relation  to  channeling  in- 
vestment moneys  into  mortgages  in  this  prov- 

ince. And  we  are  deep  in  discussions,  I  may 
say  right  now  in  our  justice  policy  field 
committee,  in  respect  of  this  whole  subject. 
It  would  be  my  hope  that  at  the  next  main 
session  of  this  Legislature,  my  hope  would  be 
that  we  would  be  providing  further  statutory 
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changes  with  the  object  in  mind  of  encourag- 
ing this  and  also  removing  some  of  the  re- 

strictions that  now  exist  in  the  corporate  set- 
up in  capital  requirements  of  some  of  these 

institutions.  Or  perhaps  the  other  alternative 
might  even  be  of  getting  into  a  different  type 
of  corporate  setup  to  permit  such  things  as 
building  societies  on  the  English  model,  and 
perhaps  other  innovative  corporate  forms 
such  as  that  that  we  have  not  really  tried 
in  this  jurisdiction  as  yet. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  That  is  welcome! 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
Bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  wasn't  tough  at  all. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Can  we  go  back  to 
the  committee  of  the  whole  House,  19th 
order? 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  19th  order,  House 
in  committee  of  the  whole;  Mr.  W.  Hodgson 
in  the  chair. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  What  are 
we  going  to  do  now?  Take  chances?  Stick  a 
pin  in  the  order  paper? 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  The  Sud- 
bury bill. 

REGIONAL  MUNICIPALITY  OF  SUDBURY 

(concluded) 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  164,  An  Act 
to  establish  the  Regional  Municipality  of 
Sudbury. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  164.  When  we  rose 
last  night  we  had  completed  part  VIII  and 
there  was  still  some  discussion  on  part  IX 

I  believe.  We'll  find  our  papers  in  a  minute. 

Mr.  C.  Bennett  (Ottawa  South):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, there  was  a  question  raised  on  part  IX 

by  the  member  from  Waterloo  North  (Mr. 
Good),  if  I  may  answer  it.  It  asked  whether 
the  Intergovernmental  Affairs  department 
dealt  with  the  environmental  people  relating 
to   the  definitions. 

I  answer  that  as  yes,  and  may  I  say  further 
to  that  that  the  position  here  is  that  the 
regional  government  will  provide  for  the  dis- 

posal areas.  As  to  how  the  cost  is  to  be 
distributed  for  running  these  areas,  or  pur- 

chasing them,  or  servicing  them,  that  would 
be  the  decision  of  regional  council.  If  they 
feel  that  it  is  worthwhile  to  have  an  incentive 

programme  which  would  assist  municipalities 
in  the  separation  of  their  garbage  that  would 
be  entirely  up  to  the  regional  council. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  part  IX  then  carry? 

Agreed  to. 
On  Part  X: 

On  section  88  there  is  an  amendment.  Is 
there  anything  before  section  88  in  part  X? 

Mr.  Bennett:  That's  correct,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Part  X  then.  The  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Ottawa  South. 

Mr.  Bennett:  The  amendment  is  brought 
about  as  the  result  of  the  changing  of  boun- 

daries. We  now  add  to  the  clause  in  the  last 

line  after  the  township  of  Dowling  "and  the 
township  of  Neelon  and  Garson."  The  balance of  the  clause  remains  as  is,  Mr.  Chairman. 

It's  to  take  into  account  that  if  there  are 
any  reverse  funds  or  division  of  assets  that 
they  would  be  recognized  in  this  township, 

as  well  as  the  previous  two  that  we  men- tioned. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Which  amendment  is  that 
then?  I  have  one  here,  section  88. 

Mr.  Bennett:  That's  correct.  That's  an amendment  to  section  88. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Bennett  moves  that  sub- 
section 1  of  section  88  of  the  bill  be  struck 

out  and  the  following  inserted  in  lieu  thereof: 
The  minister  may  on  or  before  the  1st 

day  of  September,  1972  appoint  committees 
of   arbitrators    for   the    purpose    of   deter- 

mining   initially    the    disposition,    includ- 
ing the  physical  possession  of  the  assets 

and  liabilities,  including  reserve  funds  of 
the  township  of  Balfour,  the  township  of 
Dowling  and  the  township  of  Neelon  and 
Garson. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

We  have  an  amendment  for  section  113. 

Is  there  anything  before  that?  That's  still  in 
part  X  at  least.  Will  the  member  for  Ottawa 
South  place  his  amendment  then? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  an 
amendment  to  section  113.  Basically,  what  we 
are  doing  in  this  clause  is  removing  the  words 

"Municipal  Board"  and  substituting  for  it 
"minister."  Some  municipalities  felt  that  the 
period   of  time  it  would  take  to  have  the 
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Municipal  Board  offer  approval  for  the  dis- 
posal of,  or  allowing  them  to  sell  assets 

valued  at  $5,000  or  less,  would  take  too  long 

a  period  of  time.  So  we're  moving  that  section 113  be  amended  by  deleting  the  words 

"municipal  board,"  occurring  in  the  third  line 
thereof  and  submitting  therefor,  the  word 
"minister." 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Bennett  moves  that 

section  113  be  amended  by  deleting  the 

words  "municipal  board"  occurring  in  line 
three  thereof  and  substituting  therefor  the 
word  "mmister." 

Motion  agreed  to. 

This  completes  then  part  X.  Now  in  part 

XI- 
Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  I  just 

came  in  late,  as  I  just  came  back  from  the 
board.  Did  you  move  the  amendment  with  re- 

spect to  reserve  funds,  as  you  had  indicated 
to  the  people  in  Sudbury  you  would  do;  or 
clarify  it? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  other  day 
when  we  were  in  Sudbury,  the  question  was 
raised  relating  itself  to  reserve  funds,  or  de- 

posits that  were  made  relating  to  hospitals. 
And  if  I  could  draw  the  member's  attention 
to  page  50,  subsection  17  of  81;  this  major 
provision  here  allows  for  the  regional  council 
to  give  credit  to  the  area  council  for  the 
moneys  on  deposit— or  surplus,  as  you  wish 
to  call  it— relating  itself  to  hospitals. 

If  I  can  ask  the  member  to  go  to  page  51 
and  82  subsection  5,  it  then  transfers  the  re- 

sponsibility to  the  area  municipality  to  give 
the  credit  for  the  moneys  on  deposit  to  the 
merged  area;  which  is  the  smaller  community 
to  come  into  the  new  area.  And  so,  unfor- 

tunately, at  the  time,  we  had  not  looked  at 
section  5  or— 

Mr.  Martel:  It  means  there's  no  necessity 
then  to  change  it? 

Mr.  Bennett:  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Martel:  Fine,  thank  you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  In  part  XI,  I  have  an 
amendment  for  section  129.  Is  there  anything 
before  129?  The  member  for  Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Yes,  I 
must  apologize  for  trying  to  deal  with  two 
bills  at  the  same  time.  Can  the  parliamentary 
assistant— I  will  assure  him  that  in  the  future 
I  will  always  refer  to  him  by  his  correct  name 
and  not  by  any  elevated  name;  could  he  say- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  order!  The  member 
for  Nickel  Belt.  What  section  is  yours? 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  We're  on 

part  XI? 
Mr.  Chairman:  We're  on  part  XI;  yes. 

Mr.  M.  C.  Germa  (Sudbury):  Section  133. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Oh,  I'm  sorry- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  All  right.  On  117,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. Can  he  explain  die  purposes  of  this  par- 

ticular clause;  and  to  what  organization,  or 

by  what  other  means  it's  intended  that  this 
money  might  be  paid;  and  why  the  limit  of 
$50,000  has  been  set? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  might  men- 
tion that  the  figure  of  $50,000  was  one  that 

the  ministry  set  on  this  particular  section.  I 
would  admit  to  you  here  today  that  repre- 

sentation by  CUPE  asked  that  we  might  con- 
sider a  higher  limit.  We  said  if  the  applica- 

tion was  made  by  the  new  regional  council, 
we  could  see  no  reason  why  it  would  not  be 
allowed  under  an  amendment  to  the  bill.  We 

looked  at  the  tourist  and  development  coun- 
cil, commercial  development  organizations, 

and  those  groups  who  are  going  to  spearhead 
or  develop  the  operation  in  the  regional  area. 

I  might  also  draw  to  the  attention  of  the 
member  that  in  clause  118,  there  are  pro- 

visions for  one-tenth  of  one  mill,  which 
would  allow  for  roughly  $100,000  in  that 
particular  area  of  promotion.  We  think  with 
the  combination  of  the  two  there  will  be 
adequate  funds  to  look  after  the  development 
of  the  different  groups  that  have  in  the  past 
indicated  their  desire  to  the  Sudbury  coun- 

cils and  the  other  related  councils. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the  parlia- 
mentary assistant,  in  fact,  encouraging  the 

Sudbury  regional  council  to  break  this  law 
by  trying  to  evade  it,  by  giving  up  to  a  tenth 
of  a  mill  to  some  group,  or  $100,000,  after 
they  have  already  given  it  $50,000  for  the 
purposes  of  diffusing  information  respecting 
the  advantages  of  the  regional  municipality 
as  an  industrial  or  vacation  centre.  They  can- 

not do  both,  particularly  when  the  following 

section  states  for  a  grant  "for  which  no  ex- 
press authority  exists  elsewhere  in  the  Act." 

Clearly  an  express  authority  does  exist  in  the 
Act  in  section  117  for  promotional  purposes, 
and  all  the  constructions  of  law  that  I  know 
about  would  suggest  that  $50,000  is  the  limit 

and  they  can't  do  anything  more. 
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Mr.  Bennett:  I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
member  would  read  117,  he  would  see  that 
it  is  for  the  diffusing  of  information  relating 
to  the  area.  Coming  on  to  118,  you  might 
find  a  bit  of  a  grey  area.  That  is  the  decision 
which,  I  think,  rests  with  regional  council. 
I  refer  him  to  the  promotion  area,  which  is 
the  diffusion  of  information.  It  might  also  be 
to  develop  certain  advantages  within  that 
community. 

In  118,  we  are  looking  at  groups,  such  as 
the  YMCA,  for  example.  The  Red  Feather 
would  likely  come  under  118.  Those  groups 
would  be  recognized  if  the  council  of  the 
regional  government  decided  to  make  con- 

tributions to  them;  or  grants  would  come 
under  118.  The  diffusion  of  information 
comes  under  117. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  So,  in  other  words,  the  limit 
on  diffusion  of  information,  contrary  to  what 
you  just  said  a  few  minutes  ago,  is,  in  fact, 
$50,000.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  said  that  the  figure  is 
$50,000.  On  the  information  and  at  the  sug- 

gestion of  CUPE,  we  said  as  a  ministry  we 
were  prepared  to  look  at  the  amendment,  if  it 
was  sought  by  the  regional  council. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  a  bit  surprised  at  the 
parliamentary  assistant,  then.  He  has  empha- 

sized on  a  number  of  different  occasions  that 

this  Legislature  and  the  provincial  govern- 
ment should  not  and  does  not  wish  to  inter- 
fere overly  with  the  autonomy  and  good 

judgement  of  people  in  the  local  area.  He 
apparently  assured  the  representatives  of 
CUPE  as  well  that  the  government  was  not 
rigid  about  this  $50,000,  but  that,  in  fact,  it 
was  prepared  to  reconsider  it. 

He  has  surely  been  around  this  Legislature 
long  enough  to  know  the  process  of  changing 
the  $50,000  provision  is  something  which 
may  take  a  matter  of  months  or  it  may  take 
more  than  a  year.  He  and  I  have  had  experi- 

ence with  the  attempts  to  get  a  regional 
transit  authority  in  the  regional  municipality 

of  Ottawa-Carleton.  For  that  reason,  I  don't 
see  why  the  $50,000  limit,  in  fact,  has  to 

stay  in  and  why  it  simply  can't  be  left  that 
the  regional  municipality  may  make  these 
expenditures  and  leave  it  to  the  good  judge- 

ment of  the  local  council,  which  good  judge- 
ment the  parliamentary  assistant  has  so  fre- 

quently insisted  upon  during  the  debate  in 
this  House. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Sudbury. 

Mr.  Germa:  Mr.  Chairman,  it  has  been 

traditional  to  use  this  term,  diffusion  of  in- 
formation. I  don't  know  whether  the  term 

is  unique  in  the  city  of  Sudbury  but  I  saw 
this  term,  diffusion  of  information,  every 
year  in  the  city  budget.  Without  exception, 
anything  under  this  heading  was  always  a 
grant  to  the  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

I  am  a  little  sceptical  about  using  the 
same  terminology.  It  seems  to  me  that  it  is 
just  a  straight  grant  from  the  city  of  Sud- 

bury to  the  Chamber  of  Commerce,  as  it 
has  been  in  the  past. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  parliamentary  sec- 
retary whether  this  $50,000  would  also  in- 

clude the  tourist  bureau  and  the  industrial 
commission,  or  is  this  covered  somewhere 
else  in  the  bill? 

Mr.  Bennett:  No,  it  is  our  interpretation, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  they  would  include  the 
organizations  the  member  has  just  men- tioned. 

Mr.  Martel:  How  much  for  the  trade 
unions? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  117  then  stand 

as  part  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Just  before  we  leave  this, 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask  the  par- 

liamentary assistant  whether  he  considers 
$50,000  is  an  adequate  amount  to  advertise 
Sudbury  as  a  vacation  centre? 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  draw  to  the  attention  of 
the  House,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  $50,000, 
first  of  all,  is  a  regional  maximum  limit  that 
the  government  has  indicated.  There  has 
been  no  expression  of  opinion  by  the  com- 

munities in  the  Sudbury  area  that  that  figure 
seems  to  be  out  of  line.  There  has  been  by 
a  few  people,  but  not  by  the  communities 
themselves. 

Mr.  Martel:  You  couldn't  even- 

Mr.  Bennett:  May  I  go  on  to  say  that 
this  is  the  regional  portion  of  an  allowance.  It 
does  not  restrict  the  individual  municipali- 

ties, if  they  so  wish  to  contribute  to  the 
development,  or  to  an  organization  from  par- ticipating. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  117  stand  as 

part  of  the  bill  then? 
Section  117  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  any  other  amend- 
ment, comment  or  question  on  any  section 

before  129? 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  124,  Mr.  Chairman.  Why 
is  124  sub  2  put  into  this  particular  Act? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Section  124,  subsection  2? 

I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Just  one  second  until  I 

review  my  notes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  these  clauses  were  not 

present  in  the  Act  the  organization  would  be 
taxable.  There  has  to  be  an  exclusion  or 

provision  made  to  allow  for  the  exemption  of 
the  taxation  on  the  properties  held  by  the 

corporation.  That's  why  there  are  tentative 
leases.  If  it  is  not  for  their  own  purposes, 
if  there  are  tenants,  they  are  taxable  ten- 

ants. This  provision  says  that  if  the  re- 
gional municipality  owns  a  particular  fa- 

cility, and  they  rent  a  portion  of  it  to  a 
township  or  to  one  of  the  new  towns  for 
some  particular  function,  it  is  not  a  taxable 
entity. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  124  stand  as 

part  of  the  bill? 

Section    124    agreed    to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  any  other  comment, 
question  or  amendment  on  any  other  section 
before   129? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  that 

section  129  be  amended  by  adding  thereto 
the  following  subsection  2: 

For  the  purposes  of  section  74  of  the 
Public  Transportation  and  Highway  Improve- 

ment Act  the  town  of  Valley  East  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  a  township  until  Dec.  31, 
1978. 

This  is  to  protect  them  in  their  grants  re- 
lating to  road  structures. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Bennett  moves  that 

section  129  be  amended  by  adding  thereto 
the  following  subsection: 

Subsection  2.  For  the  purposes  of  sec- 
tion 74  of  the  Public  Transportation  and 

Highway  Improvement  Act,  the  town  of 
Valley  East  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  town- 

ship  until   Dec.    31,   1978. 

Motion   agreed   to. 

Mr.  Martel:  I  would  like  to  ask  Mr. 
Chairman,  what  the  difference  in  grant  struc- 

ture would  be  between  maintaining  the  desig- 
nation they  presently  have  and  to  some  other 

type  of  designation?  I  understand  the  grant 
structure  for  roads  is  somewhat  higher  under 
a  township  designation. 

Mr.  Bennett:  That  is  correct.  The  grant 
structure  under  the  standard  regional  policy 

would  be  a  50-50  position.  For  a  township 

I'll  have  to  check  the  exact  figure,  but  I 
think  it  is  either  in  the  60  or  65  per  cent 
range.  Valley  East  could  even  be  slightly 
higher  because  there  was  some  special  pro- 

visions made  on  its  grant  structure  prior  to 
this  bill  being  introduced. 

Mr.  Martel:  Right.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Nickel 
Belt  has  discussion  or  comment  on  section 

133,  I  believe. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Before  that,  in  section  130, 
Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill  states  that  there 

should  be  a  regional  fire  co-ordinator  ap- 
pointed by  the  regional  corporation.  I  am 

wondering  why  you  didn't  see  fit  to  have 
the  province  pay  for  that. 

In  the  Sudbury  area  we  still  have  a  num- 
ber of  volunteer  fire  departments  and  the 

costs  are  going  to  go  up  substantially  there 
anyway.  Would  the  government  consider  an 
amendment  there  to  have  the  province  pick 

up  the  cost  for  the  regional  fire  co-ordinator? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  reply  to 

the  member's  question,  the  particular  posi- 
tion is  not  a  full-time  job.  It  is  to  co-ordinate 

the  efforts  of  the  firefighting  forces  in  the 

community,  and  it  would  more  than  likely— 
and  I  am  certainly  not  trying  to  prejudge  it 

—but  it  would  more  than  likely  be  the  fire 
chief  of  the  largest  fire  unit  in  the  regional 
area.  So  we  feel  it  is  a  local  responsibility 
and  paid  for  by  the  council. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  section  130  then 

stand  as  part  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Laughren:  On  section  133.  I  don't 
understand  what  the  member  means  by  the 
reference  to  the  libraries. 

At  the  present  time,  if  an  area  municipal- 
ity does  not  have  a  public  library  board, 

does  it  mean  that  under  the  Public  Libraries 

Act  they  would  be  able  to  establish  library 

boards  but  they  wouldn't  be  able  to  do  this 
and  get  it  passed  until  Jan.  1,  1974?  This 
would  seem  to  me  to  mean  that  there  would 

be  a  one-year  hiatus  during  which  time 
there  would  be  no  public  library  board  in 
such  an  area  municipality. 

Mr.  Bennett:  By  adding  this  particular 

clause  we  do  away  with  that  one-year  no- 
board  position.  In  other  words,  they  have 
the  right  to  appoint  the  board  so  they  can 
take  office  as  of  Jan.  1,  1973. 
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Mr.  Laughren:  I  am  sorry,  I  didn't  hear 
what  the  member  said.  Is  he  saying  that 

the- 

Mr.  Bennett:  The  library  board. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Is  the  member  saying  that 

the  regional  municipality  can  appoint  it  im- 
mediately without  waiting  till  January,  1974? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Excuse  me.  The  area  munic- 
ipality has  the  right  to  appoint  a  library 

board  at  the  time  they  so  select;  it  is  their 
choice. 

Mr.  Laughren:  That  is  not  in  the  Act. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Yes.  It  is:  ".  .  .  library  board 
in  any  area  municipality  and  for  the  transfer 
of  the  assets  and  liabilities  of  any  former 

public  library  board  to  such  new  board." 
The  area  municipality. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  section  133  then 

stand  as  part  of  the  bill? 

Section  133  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  comments,  questions 
or  amendments  on  sections  134  or  135? 

The  member  for  Ottawa  South  has  an 
amendment  for  section  136. 

Mr.  Bennett:  No,  I  have  an  amendment, 
Mr.  Chairman,  for  134,  that  has  been  offered 

by  the— 

Mr.  Martel:  We  have  passed  that. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  have  passed  that,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  passed  133  and  then  I 
called  for  the  others. 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  move  that  section  134  be 

struck  out  and  the  following  substitution 
made  therefor.  It  is  a  rather  lengthy  one, 
Mr.  Chairman.  The  basic  function  of  it  is  to 

try  and  co-ordinate  all  of  the  dates— rather, 
I  should  say,  to  backdate— because  if  we 
stayed  with  the  dates  that  are  presently  in 
the  Act,  the  election  date  in  the  Sudbury 
area  would  have  come  and  gone.  The  amend- 

ment reads: 

That  section  38  of  the  Secondary  Schools 
and  Boards  of  Education  Act  apply  to  the 
election  of  members  of  the  Sudbury  Board 
of  Education  and  section  9  of  the  Separate 
Schools  Act  apply  to  the  election  of  the 
members  of  the  Sudbury  District  Roman 
Catholic  Separate  School  Board,  except  that 
notwithstanding  the  Municipal  Election  Act, 
1972,  in  the  year  1972. 

(a)  The  polling  day  for  the  members  of 
the  Sudbury  Board  of  Education  and  of  the 
Sudbury  District  Roman  Catholic  Separate 

School  Board  shall  be  the  2nd  day  of  Octo- 
ber, and  the  hours  of  polling  shall  be  the 

same  as  for  the  municipal  election  in  the 
regional  area;  and  (b)  the  minister  shall  by 
order  provide  for  nomination  of  candidates 
for  the  Sudbury  Board  of  Education  and 
for  the  Sudbury  District  Roman  Catholic 
Separate  School  Board  and  may  by  order 
provide  for  any  other  matters  necessary  to 
hold  the  election  for  such  boards;  and  (c) 

any  reference  in  such  sections  to  the  1st  day 
of  September,  the  15th  day  of  September,  or 
the  1st  day  of  October  shall  be  deemed  to 
refer  to  the  1st  day  of  August,  the  15th  day 
of  August,  or  the  1st  day  of  September 
respectively. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  other  parliamentary  as- 
sistant very  kindly  informed  me  that  an 

amendment  was  being  introduced  in  the 
Waterloo  bill  in  order  to  avoid  the  possibility 

of  having  the  federal  election,  and  the  pro- 
posed municipal  election  in  the  regional 

municipality  of  Waterloo,  fall  on  the  same 
day.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  parliamentary 
assistant,  before  we  pass  this  amendment 
which  is  relevant  to  that  point,  whether  in 
fact  there  are  any  plans  to  make  the  same 
provision  in  the  case  of  Sudbury?  Or  will 
you  leave  it  to  the  people  of  Sudbury  who 
may  have  to  vote  both  municipally  and 
federally,  either  on  the  same  day  or  else 
within  a  few  days  of  each  other? 

There  is  going  to  be  tremendous  confusion 
introduced  there  because  of  the  choice  of 

voting  day,  and  particularly  if,  as  is  quite 
possible,  the  federal  government  decides  to 
have  the  federal  election  on  Oct.  2,  which 
is,  as  the  member  knows,  the  same  day  of 

the  week  which  is  used  for  municipal  elec- 
tions. 

Now  is  there  any  plan  to  amend  this 

before  we  finish?  The  member  hasn't  got 
much  time  to  bring  in  an  amendment  to 
allow  a  different  voting  day  should  Oct.  2 
be  chosen  as  the  date  for  the  federal 
election? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  no 
amendment.  I  guess  we  are  a  little  more 
optimistic  maybe  than  in  the  Waterloo  case. 
They  were  looking  at  Oct.  16  as  election 
day;  we  felt  it  should  be  Oct.  2,  and  we 
were  thinking  more  along  the  lines  of  the 
16th  maybe  as  the  federal  election  day.  For 
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the  moment,  if  I  may,  I'll  take  that  under advisement  and  see  about  the  amendment. 
I  am  not  aware  of  the  amendment  that  is 
being  proposed  for  the  Waterloo  bill  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  must  say  that  is  a  more 
conciliatory  attitude  than  the  member  for 
Ottawa  South  was  showing  last  night.  And 
we  welcome  the  fact  that  he  has  learned 
his  lessons  on  that.  But  we  would  hope  that 
possibly  he  could  look  into  that  and  consult 
with  his  colleague  and  maybe  bring  in  an 
amendment  to  that  effect,  in  order  to  avoid 
the  fact  that  there  would  be  total  confusion 
in  the  electoral  situation  in  the  Sudbury  area 
in  October. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  the  member  for  Ottawa 
South  placing  this  amendment  then? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Do  you  talk  together? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  when  I  come 
to  the  final  clauses  of  the  bill  I  will  add  an 

amendment  to  affect  the  date  of  polling  in 
the  event  of  a  federal  election. 

Mr.  Chairman:  You  are  withdrawing  this 
amendment? 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  withdraw  any  intention  of 
amendment  at  this  point,  sir.  When  I  come 
to  section  140,  141,  142  we  will  move  them 
on  one. 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  proposed  amendment 
then  is  withdrawn.  So  section  134  then  stands 
as  part  of  the  bill. 

Section  134  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  have  an  amendment  for 
section  136. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  that 
section  136  of  the  bill  be  amended  by  adding 
thereto  the  following  subsection;  that  will  be 
subsection  6. 

Where  a  local  roads  area,  established  under 
the  Local  Roads  Board  Act,  is  annexed  to  or 
amalgamated  with  an  urban  municipality 
within  the  regional  area,  the  local  roads  area 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  rural  municipality, 
or  part  thereof,  for  the  purpose  of  the  Muni- 

cipal Subsidies  Adjustment  Act. 

It  is  another  protection  clause  to  make  sure 
that  as  great  a  subsidy  as  possible  can  be 
extended  to  the  new  area. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Bennett  moves  that 
section  136  of  the  bill  be  amended  by  adding 
thereto  the  following  subsection: 

Subsection  6:  Where  a  local  roads  area 
established  under  the  Local  Roads  Board 
Act  is  annexed  to,  or  amalgamated  with,  an 
urban  municipality  within  the  regional  area 
the  local  roads  area  shall  be  deemed  to  be 

a  rural  municipality  or  part  thereof  for  the 

purposes  of  the  Municipal  Subsidies  Ad- 
justment Act. 

Will  this  motion  carry? 

Any  other  comment,  amendment  or  ques- 
tions on  any  other  section  of  this  bill? 

Mr.  Laughren:  Mine  is  on  section  139. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  139,  the  member  for 
Nickel  Belt. 

Mr.  Laughren:  I  don't  intend  to  open  up 
the  whole  question  again,  but  maybe  some- 

one else  would  care  to  follow  up  on  my  re- 
marks about  the  appointment  of  a  chief  ad- 

ministrative officer.  I  would  like  the  assurance 
of  the  member  that  the  reason  the  chief 
administrative  officer  is  to  be  appointed  right 
up  until  1976  is  for  some  reason  other  than 
the  fact  that  the  regional  chairman  will  only 
be  a  part-time  employee  of  the  regional  muni- cipality. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  con- 

vinced that  the  administrator's  job  is  to  give 
the  greatest  guidance  and  direction  in  the 
development  phase  of  the  regional  operation. 
What  takes  place  four  years  from  now  is  a 
decision  that  will  rest  with  regional  council. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Why  would  you  have  it 
for  a  four-year  period? 

Mr.  Bennett:  We  put  him  in  for  the  ap- 
pointment with  concurrent  dates,  Mr.  Chair- 

man, as  the  appointment  of  the  chairman  of 
the  regional  council.  We  felt  in  the  imple- 

mentation stages-and  not  only  I,  but  I  think 
the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  can  speak 
with  experience— that  it  will  take  a  period  of 
four  years  or  thereabouts  to  try  to  bring  the 
operation  to  a  position  where  it  is  function- 

ing in  its  proper  way. 

Mr.  Laughren:  But  why  would  you  not 
appoint  the  chief  administrative  officer  for  a 
period  of  two  years  and  then  allow  the 
regional  council  to  appoint  him  for  any 
further  term  it  saw  fit?  Why  the  four  years? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  I  ex- 
plained that  we  appointed  for  a  concurrent 

period  with  the  chairman.  We  feel  that  the 
four-year  period  is  an  adequate  period  to  give 
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a  fair  opportunity.  As  for  financing  the  job, 
the  position  is  paid  for  by  the  province  which 
does  save  the  regional  area  some  financing  in 
this  period  of  four  years. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  In  other  words,  what  the 
member  for  Ottawa  South  means  is  that  you 
trust  him  when  you  want  to,  and  when  you 

don't  want  to,  you  don't.  It  is  as  simple  and 
plain  as  that. 

Mr.  Bennett:  That  interpretation,  Mr. 
Chaiman,  might  be  taken  by  the  member  for 

Ottawa  Centre,  but  it  is  not  the  government's. 
We  feel  that  we  will  appoint  a  man  who  will 
do  an  adequate  job  to  develop  a  very  strong 
regional  council  in  the  Sudbury  area. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  fine;  but  if  he  is  any 
good,  Mr.  Chairman,  then  surely  the  regional 
council  will,  in  fact,  reappoint  him.  If  he  is 
terrible,  they  are  stuck  with  him  unless  they 

have  the  powers  to  confirm  or  reject  the  re- 

appointment in  two  years'  time. 
Mr.  Chairman:  Section  139.  The  member 

for  Sudbury  East. 

Mr.  Martel:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't  intend 
to  throw  the  parliamentary  assistant  into  a 
flap  by  moving  an  amendment  to  delete  the 
section  and  going  through  the  ball  game  for 
another  hour  and  a  half- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Go  ahead! 

Mr.  Martel:  —but  I  want  to  get  some  as- 
surance—and we  discussed  this  in  Sudbury— 

that  the  government  might  consider  a  sug- 
gestion I  made  in  Sudbury  on  how  that  in- 

dividual will  be  chosen.  In  other  words,  the 
regional  area  might  put  forth  five  or  six 
names  and  the  government  pick  from  that 
group,  so  that,  in  fact,  the  area  municipality 
has  some  input  to  one  of  the  officials  ap- 

pointed by  the  government.  Certainly,  I  don't 
think  that  is  asking  too  much,  for  the  area 
municipalities  and  the  city  of  Sudbury  to 
have  an  input. 

We  listened  to  the  member  speak  last  night 
and  he  had  great  faith  in  the  abilities  of  the 
people  in  the  Sudbury  area,  when  he  wanted, 

but  not  so  much  when  he  didn't  want.  With 
all  that  faith  that  he  demonstrated  last  night, 
it  would  seem  to  me  we  should  have  some 

assurance  here  today  that  in  one  of  the  ap- 
pointed jobs  there  be  input,  possibly  through 

the  procedure  which  I  have  suggested,  so 
that  we  do  have  a  say  in  appointing  at  least 
one  of  those  people. 

Mr.  Bennett:  The  question  that  has  been 
raised  is  one  that  was  raised  at  the  Sudbury 

meeting  at  the  time  the  minister  was  there. 
I  think  he  gave  an  assurance  to  the  members, 
and  to  the  people  present,  that  they  would 
look  very  seriously  at  the  opportunity  of  ad- 

vertising the  job  and  try  to  select,  from  a 
list  of  maybe  five  candidates,  the  individual 
they  felt  could  do  the  best  job  for  the  district 
of  Sudbury.  I  give  that  assurance  to  the  mem- 

ber this  afternoon. 

We  will  certainly  take  it  under  advisement. 
I  think  it  is  a  very  valid  suggestion  that  we 
advertise  for  the  position  of  administrator,  so 
that  there  could  be  no  indication  that  there 

has  been  influence  used  by  either  the  pro- 
vincial or  the  local  people  as  to  whom  the 

individual  should  be  who  will  administer  the 
regional  area  of  Sudbury. 

Mr.  Genua:  I  would  question  the  advisa- 
bility of  an  administrator  at  all— not  only  who 

he  should  be,  or  anything  else.  I  just  have  to 
reject  the  whole  concept  of  an  administrator, 
or  a  city  manager  form  of  government. 

I  know  for  certain  that  here  is  no  course 
in  any  university  in  this  province,  or  in  this 
country  for  that  matter,  which  pan  brief  a 
man  enough  so  that  he  knows  all  of  the 

governmental  departments  of  any  munici- 
pality. There  is  no  such  expert.  There  is  no 

such  brainbox.  There  hasn't  been  a  course 
invented  yet  to  train  such  a  person. 

When  you  put  this  man  in  and  you  call 

him  the  city  manager,  all  he  is  doing  is  dub- 
bing in  for  the  department  heads.  He  cer- 

tainly doesn't  run  the  treasury  department, 
he  certainly  can't  run  the  public  works  de- 

partment, and  he  certainly  can't  run  the 
clerk's  job.  So  the  whole  idea  of  pretending 
that  you  have  a  brainbox  of  such  capacity 
that  he  has  enough  gumption  and  common 
sense  and  intelligence  to  have  mastered  all 
of  these  specialist  jobs  is  just  ridiculous.  So 
the  whole  concept  of  city  manager,  as  far  as 

I'm  concerned,  is  not  acceptable. 
I  said  once  before  in  the  House  that  this 

was  an  invention  that  came  from  the  United 
States  during  the  Al  Capone  era,  and  it 
probably  had  a  function  at  that  time,  but  I 
think  that  function  does  not  exist  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  today.  I  also  think  that 

it  detracts  from  the  elected  people's  power. 
The  city  manager  chews  up  the  problems 

and  he  spoonfeeds  the  city  council,  and  they 
come  in  and  meet  once  a  week  and  just 
rubber-stamp  everything  the  city  manager 
has  done.  That  is  not  my  idea  of  a  demo- cracy. 

I  think  if  a  person  is  going  to  run  for 
office  and  get  himself  elected,  then  he  has  to 
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be  prepared  to  spend  some  time  on  the  job 
to  try  and  understand  these  various  civic 
departments  so  that  he  can  make  a  decision 
based  on  what  he  hears  from  his  electorate. 

That  is  the  only  way  you  are  going  to  get 

responsive'  government  and  responsible  gov- 
ernment; by  having  the  elected  people  and 

forcing  them  to  become  knowledgeable,  even 
though  it  does  go  against  their  grain. 

I  know  it  would  be  easier  for  me,  as  a 
controller  or  as  an  alderman,  to  have  a  city 

manager,  but  that  is  not  my  idea  of  respon- 
sive and  responsible  government. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  139  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  will  make  just  one  point 
very  briefly.  Waterloo  was  given  powers  to 
have  an  administrative  officer  if  it  wants; 
Sudbury  has  one  imposed.  The  discrepancy 
is  indefensible. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  139  stand  as 

part  of  the  bill? 

Section  139  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  ask 
you,  sir,  to  clarify  the  position  on  section 
134.  I  had  moved  the  amendment  and  it  was 

not  my  intention  that  the  amendment  in  134 

should  in  any  way  be  affected  by  an  amend- 
ment that  I  will  make  to  section  141. 

Mr.  Chairman:  You  gave  the  amendment 
and  then  there  was  some  discussion  on  it  and 

it  was  my  understanding  that  you  withdrew 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  was  withdrawing  the  sugges- 
tion that  there  would  be  another  amendment 

that  related  to  the  suggestion  of  the  member 
for  Ottawa  Centre;  but  the  amendment  for 
134  has  to  stand,  sir,  because  it  affects  the 
board  of  education  position. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Well,  I  was  wondering 
about  that.  There  has  been  a  misunderstand- 

ing. I  think  if  there  is  an  amendment  neces- 
sary to  134  we  should— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Withdraw  the  bill,  or  resign, 
or  both. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Do  you  wish  this  amend- 
ment to  stand  as  it  is? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  suggest- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Don't  be  so  shy,  he  needs  the help. 

An  hon.  member:  Show  him  how  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Bennett:  We  had  made  the  move,  Mr. 

Chairman- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  This  is  very 
important.  You  will  need  help. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can  assure 

you  that  the  assistance  I  need  doesn't  all 
come  from  that  far  side  of  the  House,  that's 
for  sure.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  must  have  been 

a  complete  misunderstanding.  It  was  my  in- 
tention to  have  allowed  the  amendment  to 

134  to  stand.  There  had  been  a  suggestion 
that  there  might  be  a  further  amendment 
relating  itself  to  the  possibilities  of  a  federal 
election  interfering  with  the  Oct.  2  municipal 
election  that  I  said  I  would  move  at  a  later 
time. 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  was  a  misunderstand- 

ing on  the  chairman's  part. 

Mr.  Martel:  Oh,  Mr.  Chairman- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  a  point  of 

order.  If  the  member  doesn't  know  now  I 
think  he  must  realize  that  it  is  contrary  to 
the  rules  of  this  House  to  amend  a  section 
twice,  and  once  amended  it  stands  as  such. 

However,  in  view  of  the  particular  circum- 
stances we  would  be  willing  to  go  along  with 

the  second  amendment  to  the  section. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  take  responsibility  for  it 
because  I  probably  put  words  in  the  hon. 

member's  mouth  and  was  too  hasty  on  it. 
Section  134  then  was  amended  as  the  hon. 

member  for  Ottawa  South  has  indicated.  Shall 
this  amendment  carry? 

Agreed  to. 
Mr.     Chairman:     Shall     section     134     as 

amended  stand  as  part  of  the  bill? 

Section  134  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  section- 

Mr.     Chairman:     The    hon.    member    for 
Ottawa  South. 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  move  that  the  following 
section  be  renumbered;  sections  141  and  142 
be  renumbered  and  we  have  a  new  section 

141,  notwithstanding  the  previous  section,  "In 
the  event—"  and  it  goes  on: 

In  the  event  that  a  general  election  is 
called  for  the  election  of  members  to  the 
Parliament  of  Canada  on  the  2nd  day  of 

October,  1972,  the  minister  may  by  order 
appoint  some  other  date  for  the  holding  of 
the  elections  provided  for  in  subsection  2  and 
make  all  other  necessary  amendments  for 
the  incorporation  of  the  regional  municipality 
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of  Sudbury,  the  matters  consequent  upon  the 
holding  of  an  election,  including  the  date  for 
the  election  of  school  boards  in  the  regional 
area. 

Mr.  Chairman:  You  have  heard  the  amend- 
ment as  proposed  by  the  hon.  member  for 

Ottawa  South— that  the  sections  141  and  142 
as  they  presently  stand  be  renumbered  to  read 
142  and  143  and  a  new  number  141  to  read 
as  follows: 

In  the  event  that  a  general  election  is 
called  for  the  election  of  members  to  the 
Parliament  of  Canada  on  the  2nd  day  of 
October,  1972,  the  minister  may,  by  order, 
appoint  some  other  date  for  the  holding  of 
the  elections  provided  for  in  subsection  2, 
and  make  all  other  necessary  amendments 
for  the  incorporation  of  the  regional  muni- 

cipality of  Sudbury,  the  matters  consequent 
upon  the  holding  of  the  election,  includ- 

ing the  date  for  the  election  of  school 
boards  in  the  regional  area. 

Shall  this  motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  bill  be  amended 

as  reported? 

Bill  164  reported. 

Mr.  Martel:  I  don't  see  what  other  choice 
you  have.  What  choice  have  we  got  left? 

REGIONAL  MUNICIPALITY  OF 
WATERLOO 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  167,  An  Act 
to  Establish  the  Regional  Municipality  of 
Waterloo. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  167,  An  Act  to  estab- 
lish the  Regional  Municipality  of  Waterloo. 

Again  we  have  10  sections  here.  Perhaps  we 
might  consider  it  as  10  parts— they  are  offi- 

cially called  parts.  We  might  consider  part  I? 

Mr.  A.  K.  Meen  (York  East):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  have  no  amendments  in  section  1, 

and  beginning  with  part  I,  which  is  section 
2,  I  have  a  series  of  amendments.  I  have 
given  copies  of  these  amendments  to  the  op- 

position spokesmen  and  I  trust  that  we  may 
be  able  to  abridge  the  time  somewhat  in  the 
course  of  this  by  their  already  having  had  a 
chance  to  read  them. 

My  first  proposed  amendment  in  section  2 
is  as  follows: 

I  move  that  paragraph  (a)  of  subsection  1 

of  section  2  be  amended  by  deleting  "Thence 
easterly    along    the    northerly    limit    of    the 

said  Highway  No.  8  to  the  eastern  boundary 

of  the  township  of  North  Dumfries;"  com- mencing at  line  20  thereof. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Why 

don't  you  move  over  and— 

Mr.  Martel:  Why  don't  you  move  up  to 
the  front  seat- 

Mr.   Meen:   I  might  get  there  some  day, 
legitimately. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Well,  move  over  one  seat. 

Mr.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):  Do  it 
illegitimately. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Sarnia):  Are  you  say- 
ing that  others  over  there  did  it  illegiti- mately? 

Mr.  Singer:  Which  ones? 

Mr.  Meen:  I  might  explain  to  the  House, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  this  is  a  duplication  of  a 

preceding  paragraph.  It  is  simply  a  correc- 
tion, in  that  we  need  a  precise  description. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Meen  has  moved  that 

Paragraph  (a)  of  subsection  1  of  section  2  be 

amended  by  deleting  the  words:  "Thence 
easterly  along  the  northerly  limit  of  the  said 
Highway  No.  8  to  the  eastern  boundary  of 

the  township  of  North  Dumfries;"  commenc- 
ing at  line  20  thereof. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  my  next  amend- 
ment, also  concerning  section  2,  will  be 

found  on  page  8.  I  move  as  follows:  That 
paragraph  (b)  of  subsection  1  of  section  2  be 

amended  by  deleting  "17"  in  line  98  thereof 
and  substituting  therefore  "29"— that  was  a 
typographical  error— and  by  deleting: 

Thence  northerly  following  the  middle 
of  the  main  channel  of  the  Grand  River 

to  the  easterly  prolongation  of  the  norther- 
ly limit  of  Lot  7  as  shown  on  registered 

plan  No.  1107. 
Thence  westerly  to  and  along  the 

northerly  limit  of  said  Lot  7  to  an  angle 
in  the  same; 

Thence  southerly  and  westerly  along  the 
limits  of  the  said  registered  plan  No.  1107 
to    the    easterly    limit    of    township    road 
No.  47. 

Commencing    on    line    116    and    substituting 
therefor: 

Thence  northerly,  northeasterly,  northerly, 
northwesterly  and  westerly,  following  the 
middle   of  the   main   channel   of  the   Grand 
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River  to  the  northerly  prolongation  of  the 
westerly  limit  of  the  lands  of  the  City  of 
Kitchener  described  in  registered  instrument 
209579. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Do  you  want  to  do  it  again 
and  see  if  we  can  keep  up? 

Thence  southerly  along  the  last  mentioned 
lands  to  the  northerly  limit  of  the  25  ft 

right  of  way  described  in  registered  instru- 
ment 129175,  thence  westerly  and  southerly 

—thence  westerly  and  southwesterly,  I  should 
have  said— along  the  last  mentioned  25  ft 
right  of  way  to  the  easterly  limit  of  township 
road  No.  47. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Are  you 
sure  of  that? 

Mr.  Meen:  And,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  this 
instance  this  amendment  extends  to  the— 
Perhaps  before  I  go  on  with  this  explanation 
could  I  ask  the  chairman,  do  we  need  to 
take  the  time  of  reading  them  over  again? 
In  fact  do  we  need  to  take  the  time  for  me 

to  read  them  in  the  first  place,  because  it 
seems  to  be  needless  in  the  circumstances? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Oh,  they  have  to  go  on 
the  record  some  place.  One  of  us  should 
read  them  I  think. 

Mr.  Singer:  Do  we  really  need  the  Legis- 
lature? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  motion  carry? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  question  the  rather— 

Mr.  Good:  Before  you  pass  that  section- 

Mr.  Meen:  Yes,  I  think  the  parties  would 
like  to  have  an  opportunity  to  discuss   this 
one,  Mr.  Chairman. 

This  has  the  effect  of  changing  the  boun- 
daries of  Kitchener  and  Waterloo  to  include 

in  the  city  of  Kitchener  a  section  known  as 
Kiwanis  Park,  that  being  an  area  that  had 
been  developed  by  the  Kiwanians  of  Kitch- 

ener with  the  assistance  of  many  other  people 
in  that  city.  We  discussed  this  matter  yes- 

terday in  Kitchener,  when  I  met  there  with 
the  representatives  of  Kitchener  and  Water- 

loo and  of  the  other  municipalities  concerned, 
and  there  seemed  to  be  a  general  concensus 
that  this  was  a  desirable  boundary  readjust- 

ment, so  for  that  purpose  I  have  introduced 
this  amendment. 

My  following  amendment  will  be  to  do 

the  converse,  you  might  say,  this  being  a 
part  of  the  description  of  the  city  of  Kitch- 

ener's boundary,  a  counterpart  to  the  descrip- 

tion that  will  follow  that  same  line  and  re- 
adjust the  boundary  of  the  city  of  Waterloo. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment 
that  the  member  for  York  East  has  brought 
in  does  what  he  says  and  takes  a  portion  of 
the  area  government  of  Waterloo  and  gives 
it  to  the  city  of  Kitchener.  Immediately  after 
this  concession  was  made  to  the  city  of 
Kitchener  the  city  of  Waterloo  made  further 
petitions  to  the  minister  and  the  member 

yesterday  afternoon  to  get  a  portion  of  Wool- 
wich township,  which  is  adjacent  to  our  in- 

dustrial land  in  Waterloo,  for  additional  space. 
This  was  denied  the  city,  but  being  people 
of  a  very  gratuitous  nature,  we  gave  away 
this  part  to  the  city  of  Kitchener  and  we 
really  got  nothing  in  return  which  we  expected 

to  get.  We  don't  mind  giving,  but  we  also 
like  to  get  on  occasion. 

Mr.  H.  Worton  (Wellington  South):  It  is 
more  blessed  to  give  than  it  is  to  receive. 

Mr.  Good:  Now  I  know  it  has  been  made 

abundantly  clear  here,  and  has  been  demon- 
strated on  the  discussion  of  the  Sudbury  bill, 

that  no  amendments  of  any  consequence 

other  than  perhaps  dotting  an  "i"  or  crossing 
a  "t"  are  going  to  be  accepted,  so  I  think 
it  would  in  fact  be  an  exercise  in  futility  for 
us  to  go  through  the  same  motions  on  the 
Waterloo  bill  as  we  did  last  night  on  many 
of  the  same  issues  that  were  debated  at  great 
length  in  the  Sudbury  bill.  So  by  our  lack 
of  prolonging  this  does  certainly  not  mean 
that  we  have  changed  our  mind  on  many  of 
these  issues. 

I  intend,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  draw  attention 
to  several  things  during  the  processing  of  the 
bill  with  which  we  are  not  in  agreement. 
It  is  unfortunate  the  government  has  not  had 
more  dialogue  with  the  people  in  the  areas. 

I  am  in  agreement  with  this  particular  amend- 
ment that  has  been  introduced,  but  we  are 

now  dealing- 

Mr.  Stokes:  Perhaps  the  parliamentary 
assistant  will  be  more  receptive. 

Mr.  Good:  We  are  now  dealing  with— 

An  hon.  member:  How  do  you  mean  that? 

Mr.  Good:  We  are  now  dealing  with  the 
boundaries  of  the  area  government  of  Kit- 

chener. In  this  boundary,  of  course,  is  wrap- 
ped up  the  whole  problem  of  the  religious 

community  of  Caryndale  who  have  presented 
numerous  briefs.  The  department,  within  the 
last  month,  has  finally  got  down  to  dealing 
with    them    specifically    and    did    entertain 
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delegations  from  the  community.  Their  prob- 
lem is  one  of  great  concern. 

They  feel  that  the  additional  land  which 
has  been  taken  into  the  city  of  Kitchener- 

true  it's  owned  75  per  cent  by  land  de- 
velopers, but  I  would  just  like  to  mention  at 

this  point  that  I  certainly  hope  the  decision 
not  to  keep  Caryndale  in  a  rural  setting  was 
not  based  on  the  fact  that  pressure  would 
have  mounted  on  government  from  land- 

holders and  land  developers  in  adjacent  areas, 
who,  of  course,  would  want  to  be  taken  into 
the  city  of  Kitchener. 

I  mention  that  in  passing  because  we  feel 
there  was  a  legitimate  proposition  by  the 
religious  community  to  remain  in  a  rural 
setting.  The  planners,  as  well  as  government, 
I  must  confess,  have  felt  differently  about 
the  whole  aspect.  May  I  suggest  that  every- 

thing possible  be  done  when  the  future 
planning  of  that  area  is  done  by  the  regional 
council,  who  will  be  the  planning  board, 
that  the  planning  of  the  area  be  done  in  a 
manner  which  can  accommodate  as  much  as 
possible  the  retention  of  that  portion  of  the 
region  in  a  rural,  or  semi-rural,  or  estate-type 
of  development?  I  feel  this  is  most  important. 

In  passing,  let  me  simply  say  that  the 
amendment  to  the  previous  section,  Mr. 
Chairman,  which  was  passed  before  I  had 
the  chance  to  get  on  my  feet— and  I  suppose 
carried  the  whole  section— dealt  with  the  in- 

corporation of  the  cities  of  Gait,  Preston  and 
Hespeler. 

I  simply  want  to  state  this,  if  I  may  be 
permitted,  that  I  have  been  asked  to  voice 
the  strenuous  objections  of  the  people  of 
Hespeler,  who  are  being  taken  into  the 
amalgamation  of  the  Gait,  Preston  and  Hes- 

peler area,  on  the  grounds,  they  feel,  that  it 
has  been  done  by  very  few  people  who  have 
had  the  ear  of  the  minister  and  this,  of 
course,  is  the  practice  in  all  regional  gov- 

ernments where  a  small,  intermunicipal  com- 
mittee is  brought  before  a  government  and 

they  are  spoken  to  in  very  nice  terms  with  all 
the   conditions  and  explanations. 

In  many  instances,  perhaps  it's  very  diffi- 
cult and  people  just  don't  know  what's  going 

on.  Just  this  afternoon  I  had  a  delegation 

into  my  office  who  said  they  can't  even  get 
a  copy  of  the  bill.  None  of  the  libraries  have 

it,  the  Queen's  Printer  has  none— they've  been 
trying.  So,  finally  the  hon.  member  for  Kit- 

chener provided  an  extra  copy  of  the  bill 
and  this  delegation,  at  this  late  date,  finally 
has  a  copy  of  the  bill. 

An  hon.  member:  He's  all  heart,  that 
Treasurer  (Mr.  McKeough). 

Mr.  Good:  You  know,  well,  we've  gone 
through  this  process  in  every  regional  gov- 

ernment. The  local  administrators  and  elected 

people  know  what's  going  on,  but,  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  people  at  large  don't  have a  clue. 

On  the  boundaries  of  the  city  of  Kit- 
chener, I've  no  further  comments,  other 

than  to  say  I  think  the  suggestion  made  in 
Kitchener,  Mr.  Chairman— I  think  the  hon. 
member  for  York  East  might  think  about 
this— that  the  easterly  boundary  of  Kitchener, 
across  Highway  8,  could  very  well  be  the 
new  designation  of  the  highway  bypass,  even 
though  it  is  not  built  at  the  present  time. 
I  think  the  government  of  Ontario,  through 
the  Department  of  Highways,  owns  a  con- 

siderable amount  of  that  land.  I  think  future 

problems  could  have  been  relieved  by  leav- 
ing isolated,  sterile  parcels  of  land,  which 

will  now  exist  on  the  other  side  of  the  new 

proposed  highway. 

Mr.  Meen:  Just  to  reply  to  that  comment, 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  explained  at  the  meeting 
yesterday  that  the  boundary  chosen  in  that 
section  reflected  an  existing  condition, 

namely,  a  railway  which  has  limited  cross- 
ing points  on  it,  and  unless  or  until  the  high- 

way is,  in  fact,  built  it's  idle  speculation  to 
use  any  other  line. 

Mr.  Good:  Well,  it's  designated— 
Mr.  Meen:  It  seems  like  good  planning 

to  put  the  boundary  line  where  we  have 
indeed  put  it,  which  is  why  I  would  not 
make  the  amendment  suggested  by  the  peo- 

ple yesterday. 
Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Kitchener. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Mr. 

Chairman,  perhaps  the  parliamentary  as- 
sistant would  like  to  move  his  third  amend- 

ment to  section  2  which  would,  I  believe, 
complete  his  amendments,  at  which  time  I 
could  make  a  few  remarks  on  this  section. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  we  carry  this  amend- 
ment first  of  all  then? 

You've  heard  the  amendment  as  proposed 
by  Mr.  Meen,  shall  this  motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to. 
The  member  for  York  East. 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  my  next  amend- 
ment in  section  2  is  with  respect  to  sub- 

clause (d)  and  I  move  as  follows: 
That  paragraph  (d)  of  subsection   1   of 

section  2  be  amended  by  deleting: 

Thence  in  a  general  southerly  direction 
following  the  middle  of  the  main  channel 
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of  the  said  Grand  River  to  the  easterly 

prolongation  of  the  northerly  limit  of  Lot 
7  as  shown  on  registered  plan  No.  1107. 

Thence  westerly  to  and  along  the 
northerly  limit  of  the  said  Lot  7  to  an 
angle  in  the  same; 

Thence    southerly    and    westerly    along 
the  limits  of  the  said  registered  plan  No. 
1107  to  the  easterly  limit  of  township  road 
No.  47,  known  as  Woolwich  Road; 

commencing    in    line    49    thereof    and    sub- 
stituting therefor: 

Thence  in  an  easterly  direction  following 
the  middle  of  the  main  channel  of  the  Grand 

River  to  the  northerly  prolongation  of  the 
westerly  limit  of  the  lands  of  the  city  of 
Kitchener  described  in  registered  instrument 
number  209579; 

Thence  northerly  along  the  last-mentioned 
lands  to  the  northerly  limit  of  the  25  ft  right 
of  way  described  in  registered  instrument 
number  129175; 

Thence  easterly  and  northeasterly  along 
the  last  mentioned  25  ft  right  of  way  to  the 
easterly  limit  of  township  road  No.  47. 

Mr.  Chairman:  You've  heard  this  amend- 
ment as  moved  by  Mr.  Meen.  Shall  this 

motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  result 
of  these  past  two  amendments  has,  of  course, 

been  to  make  the  minor  boundary  adjust- 
ments to  which  the  parliamentary  assistant 

had  referred,  especially  with  respect  to  the 
Kiwanis  Park.  I  must  say  that  from  the  com- 

ments I  have  received  it  is  appreciated  that 
the  park  has  been  included  within  the  mu- 

nicipality of  Kitchener.  I  agree  with  the 
comments  of  the  member  for  Waterloo  North 

and  certainly,  as  a  citizen  of  Kitchener,  I 
would  have  no  objection  if  lands  given  by 
Waterloo  to  Kitchener  are  reimbursed  for 

by  lands  given  from  Woolwich  to  Waterloo. 

That  would  not  affect  us,  Mr.  Chairman, 
but,  in  fact,  it  would  affect  the  city  of 
Waterloo  substantially.  I  do  hope  that  as  the 
boundaries  are  now  defined  within  the  Act, 
there  will  not  be  a  feeling,  certainly  among 
the  ministry,  that  these  boundaries  must 

stand  for  all  time.  It  is  apparent  to  me,  in 

discussions  I've  had  with  the  mayor  of 
Waterloo,  that  this  additional  triangular  por- 

tion, originally  included  on  the  proposed 
draft  map,  as  members  will  note,  is  now 
not  to  be  included.  I  do  hope  that  that 
matter   is    still    open   for   some    future    con- 

sideration—perhaps as  a  few  more  years  go 

by— so  that  the  problem  can  possibly  be  re- 
solved. 

Now,  the  member  for  Waterloo  North  has 
commented  with  respect  to  the  inclusion  of 

the  Caryndale  community  within  the  boun- 
daries of  the  city  of  Kitchener.  I  do  believe, 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  it  is  a  practical  and 
reasonable  result  to  include  the  southwest 

portion  of  the  township  of  Waterloo  fully 

within  the  boundaries  of  the  city  of  Kit- 
chener. But  having  said  that,  I  do  concur 

with  the  comments  that  have  been  made 

by  the  member  for  Waterloo  North  and  with 
the  views  of  the  residents  of  Caryndale  that 

they,  of  course,  hope  to  be  able  to  remain 
in  the  setting  which  they  now  have. 

As  members  may  be  aware,  this  is  a  resi- 
dential community  which  was  established  by 

members  of  the  Swedenborgian  faith  in  our 
area  who  wish  to  maintain  a  residential  sub- 

division with  their  own  church  and  their 

own  school  in  order  to  bring  benefits  to  the 
members  of  their  families  in  a  community 
sense  and  in  a  developmental  sense,  which 
they  felt  was  most  important. 

I  do  share  the  concern  of  the  member  for 
Waterloo  North  that  this  community  should 
flourish  in  the  future.  It  is,  I  think,  of  some 

consequence  —  and  the  hon.  members  will 
have  received  copies— that  this  community 
felt  so  strongly  about  the  matter  that  they 
have  made  certain  proposals  with  respect  to 

other  changes  in  the  boundary  in  their  re- 
quest to  be  included  in  the  township  of  North 

Dumfries.  It  would  appear  that  the  decision 
has  been  made  that  they  are  to  be  included 
in  Kitchener  and  I  think  that  the  balance 

which  they  are  seeking  can  be  kept  intelli- 
gently, especially  if  the  development  of  that 

portion  of  the  area  which  has  now  been  in- 
cluded in  the  city  of  Kitchener,  is  done  in 

an  intelligent  fashion. 

There  are  certain  problems  with  respect  to 

the  boundaries  between  the  cities  of  Kitch- 
ener and  Waterloo,  and  these  were  conveyed 

to  me  by  members  of  the  municipal  council. 
I  think  the  parliamentary  assistant  is  aware 
of  the  comments  that  were  made,  both  with 
respect  to  minor  adjustments  on  the  northerly 
boundary  of  Kitchener  and  also  with  respect 
to  the  boundary  as  it  affects  the  property 
owned  by  the  Mutual  Life  Assurance  Co. 

Following  my  earlier  comments  with  re- 
spect to  the  possible  addition,  eventually,  of 

lands  on  the  northern  boundary  of  Waterloo, 
if  they  are  taken  at  some  future  time  from 

the  township  of  Woolwich,  I  would  again  en- 
courage the  parliamentary  assistant  and  the 
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ministry  to  not  entirely  close  their  minds  to 
possible  adjustments  in  the  boundaries.  These 
may  be  mutually  beneficial,  and  it  may  be, 
indeed,  that  in  order  to  tidy  up  the  boun- 

daries as  they  new  exist,  a  possible  amending 
bill  could  contain  changes. 

I  don't  know  if  these  changes  are  going  to 
be  necessary,  at  least  with  respect  to  the 
boundary  between  Kitchener  and  Waterloo, 
but  I  do  hope  that  as  we  complete  the  section 
and  set  out  the  boundaries  of  the  seven  muni- 

cipalities within  the  new  regional  munici- 
pality of  Waterloo,  that  it  is  still  possible  to 

should  these  come  to  pass  or  to  light  within 
the  next  year  or  so. 

I  have  some  comments  on  section  3,  but 
perhaps  we  could  clean  up  the  boundary 

matter  at  this  point  if  that  would  be  con- 
venient, Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  perhaps  others 
might  wish  to  speak  on  this,  but  at  the 
moment  I  would  just  like  to  add  a  few 
thoughts.  My  own  views  with  respect  to 
Caryndale  is  that  it  is  indeed  a  lovely  urban 

—suburban  really— setting  with  half-acre  lots, 
and  the  very  nice  homes  on  them.  It  would 
be  my  expectation  that  the  planning  done 
around  them— and  with  their  influence  too, 

for  that  matter—by  the  city  of  Kitchener,  will 
take  that  into  account.  I  should  be  mightily 
diasppointed  if  it  did  not. 

Replying  also  to  the  observation  by  the 
member  for  Kitchener,  I  would  think  that  the 
government  is  not  absolutely  fixed  and  for 
all  time,  for  all  of  these  boundaries.  If  we 

can  be  shown— and  I  said  this  with  respect 
to  Beverly  township— that  there  has  been 
error,  that  there  are  ways  in  which,  by  some 
minor  adjustments,  some  equities  can  be  re- 

stored, then  certainly  the  government  will 
look  into  this. 

We  think  that  we've  got  a  pretty  good  set 
of  boundaries  now,  having  regard  to  good 
planning  practice  and  the  interests  of  the 
people  in  the  various  communities.  But  I 
suppose  nothing  is  ever  perfect,  and  if  we 
can  be  shown  at  a  later  time  that  something 
can  be  done  to  improve  it,  then  we  will  not 
be  inflexible. 

Mr.  Good:  One  short  question- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  2— 

Mr.  Good:  One  short  question;  I  had  for- 
gotten to  ask  this  previously.  Why  was  there 

no  straightening  out  of  the  boundary  between 
Kitchener  and  Waterloo  so  that  it  would  not 

cut  through  existing  houses? 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't  know 
the  answer  to  that,  but  here  has  always  been 

a  fairly  well-established  boundary  line  be- 
tween the  two  cities;  indeed,  I  think  it  is 

precisely  established.  There  are  some  certain 
buildings  that  straddle  those  boundary  lines, 
as  I  understand  it.  Perhaps  it  would  have 
been  wise  to  have  taken  this  opportunity  to 
have  readjusted  that,  but  I  do  not  know  the 
answer  to  that  question. 

Mr.  Good:  Some  time  ago,  Mr.  Chairman, 
there  was  considerable  discussion,  I  under- 

stood, between  Kitchener  and  Waterloo  offi- 
cials that  there  would  be  some  trade-off,  so 

they  could  at  least  straighten  the  boundary 
down  property  lines  rather  than  right  through 

people's  homes. 
Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  2  as  amended 

then,  stand  as  part  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  I  just  might  say  without 
calling  a  vote  on  it,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  in 

fact  I  don't  know  how  on  earth  one  would 
call  a  vote  with  all  these  lengthy  descriptions, 

but  we  still  retain  the  feeling  that  the  de- 
cision to  keep  Waterloo  and  Kitchener  separ- 

ate was  a  political  decision  based  on  the  pre- 
dilections of  the  councillors  and  other  not- 

ables in  the  city  of  Waterloo,  and  has,  in 

fact,  no  justification  in  terms  of  the  future 
shape  and  effective  and  democratic  running 
of  that  particular  region. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  2  as  amended 

stand  as  part  of  the  bill? 

Agreed. 
Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Kitchener 

on  section  3. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Yes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Or  the  hon.  member  for 
York  East— section  3. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  believe  there  is  to  be  an 

amendment.  Perhaps  the  parliamentary  assist- 
ant might  like  to  place  that  first. 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  that 

section  3  be  amended  by  adding  thereto  the 
following  subsection: 

Subsection  8:  In  the  event  that  a  general 
election  is  called  for  the  election  of  members 
of  the  Parliament  of  Canada  on  the  16th  day 
of  October,  1972,  the  minister  may,  by  order, 

appoint  some  other  date  for  the  holding  of 
the  elections  provided  for  in  subsection  2  and 
make  all  such  necessary  amendments  to  the 
incorporation  of  the  regional  municipality  of 
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Waterloo.  The  matter  is  consequent  upon  the 
holding  of  the  election,  including  the  date 
for  the  election  of  school  boards  in  the 

regional  area. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Meen  has  moved,  and 
section  3  is  amended,  by  adding  thereto  the 
following  subsection: 

Subsection  8:  In  the  event  that  a  general 
election  is  called  for  the  election  of  mem- 

bers to  the  Parliament  of  Canada  on  16th 

day  of  October,  1972,  the  minister  may, 
by  order,  appoint  some  other  date  for  the 
holding  of  the  elections  provided  for  in 
subsection  2  and  make  all  other  necessary 
amendments  to  the  incorporation  of  the 
regional  municipality  of  Waterloo.  The 
matter  is  consequent  upon  the  holding  of 
the  election,  including  the  date  for  the 
election  for  school  boards  in  the  regional 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  need  your  help,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, just  on  a  point  of  procedure.  I  do  have 

a  couple  of  amendments  on  this  particular 
clause.  Now,  am  I  correct- 

Mr.  Chairman:  You  mean  some  other  part 
of  section  3? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  in  fact  on  clause- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Well,  that  is  fine.  We  can 
return  to  these  amendments  afterwards. 

Shall  this  motion  carry  then? 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We're  open  for  further  dis- cussion on  section  3. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  The  question  I  had  to  raise 
was  with  respect  to  the  situation  for  the 
election  of  the  various  members  to  the  muni- 

cipal councils.  Now,  I'm  under  the  impres- 
sion that,  of  course,  the  city  of  Kitchener 

made  its  decision  that  the  council  for  the  area 

municipality  would  be  elected  entirely  by 
general  vote  throughout  that  municipality  and 
not  on  a  ward  situation. 

I  am  wondering  if  the  parliamentary  assist- 
ant can  advise  us  if,  in  each  of  these  seven 

areas,  there  was  any  common  theme,  so  far 
as  election  was  concerned,  •  or  whether  the 
election  procedures  were  left  entirely  up  to 
the  persons,  or  the  governments,  that  existed 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  seven  munici- 
palities. 

In  other  words,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  note  for 
example,   that   the   city   of  Gait   appears   to 

prefer  14  members  elected  by  wards. 
Kitchener  wants  a  general  election.  Waterloo 
wants  a  general  election  and  then  we  come 
back  to  wards  in  other  cases.  Was  this  be- 

cause of  the  decision  of  the  township  govern- 
ment, or  of  the  municipal  government,  or 

rather,  was  it  a  decision  that  was  reached  by 
the  ministry?  It  would  seem  to  me  that  there 
was  some  merit  in  consistency  in  the  area. 

I  note  that  in  subsection  3,  the  provision 

is  given  to  divide  into  wards,  as  may  be  de- 
cided upon  by  the  minister,  and,  presumably, 

the  minister  would  not  decide  to  divide  a 
community  into  wards  unless  the  community, 
in  fact,  wanted  it  that  way.  I  am  wondering 
if  the  parliamentary  assistant  can  advise  us 
just  how  we  all  came  to  different  approaches 
within  those  seven  areas?  This  is  just  for  my 
own  elucidation. 

Mr.  Meen:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  was 
done  by  meetings  with  these  groups  in  the 
proposed  areas  and  consensus  was  reached 
among  them.  Some  wanted  wards.  Some 

didn't.  Some  wanted  wards  elected  at  large, 
some  wanted  wards  elected  locally,  and  we 
are  also  seeking  further  instructions  from 
them  as  to  qualifications.  For  example,  must 
you  be  a  resident  in  any  particular  area  in 
order  to  qualify  as  a  candidate?  That  sort  of 

thing.  That  information- 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  To  be  requested  within  a 
ward,  for  example? 

Mr.  Meen:  If  that  kind  of  requirement 
were  requested  within  the  new  combined 
municipalities,  the  ministerial  order  would 
provide  for  that. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  As  well  as  for  the  division 
of  the  ward  itself? 

Mr.  Meen:  Yes,  we  are  going  to  do  our 
best  to  comply,  as  much  as  possible.  The 
section,  as  set  out  here,  is  in  line  with  the 
requests  from  the  various  groups  within  the 
proposed  combinations,  the  consensus  in 
each  having  been  reached,  and  then  we  will 
be  seeking  further  advice  and  information 
from  them  as  to  the  way  in  which  they  would 
want  qualification  of  candidates  to  apply  as 
well. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  this  point— I 
brought  this  up  on  second  reading  of  the  bill, 
and  as  an  example,  if  we  were  to  take  the 

new  municipality  of  Elmira-Woolwich- 
Waterloo,  which  is  going  to  be  represented 
by  nine  members  of  council— and  I  presume 
that's     three     wards,     the     municipality     of 
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Elmira,  the  municipality  of  Woolwich,  and 
the  municipality  of  Waterloo— I  am  wonder- 

ing if  we  are  not  here  perpetuating  the  paro- 
chial interests  of  these  people,  I  presume  the 

consultation  has  been  only  with  existing 

council  members.  They  probably  feel,  "Well, I  have  a  better  chance  to  be  elected  to 

regional  council  if  I  am  within  the  boun- 

daries where  I  have  been  elected  previously," 
and  while  this  is  understandable  and  they 
will  have  the  best  interests  of  their  former 

municipality  at  heart,  I  am  wondering  if  we 
can  afford  to  perpetuate  the  parochial  in- 

terests of  people  in  a  new  large  merged  muni- 
cipality. 

I  don't  for  one  minute  think  that,  for  in- 
stance, the  town  of  Elmira  could  return  all 

new  members  of  the  council  if  there  were 

no  ward  system  in  this  new  municipality,  any 
more  than  any  one  part  of  the  city  of 
Kitchener  can,  for  the  simple  reason  the  city 
of  Kitchener  has  perhaps  at  least  eight  times 
the  population  of  this  new  municipality  of 
Elmira,  Woolwich  and  Waterloo.  By  con- 

tinuing a  ward  system  in  a  rural  area,  you 
are  going  to  perpetuate  local  interest  and 
you  are  going  to  prolong  the  day  when  all 
representatives  will  have  a  truly  area  or  a 
regional  aspect  and  outlook  when  they  are 
dealing  with  area  matters. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  concur  with  the  com- 
ments of  the  member  for  Waterloo  North.  It 

would  seem  to  be  possible  for  persons  living 
within  wards  to  keep,  unfortunately,  the  same 
kinds  of  attitudes  that  might  not  cause  all  of 
the  groups  to  pull  together.  If  the  questions 
have  been  asked  only  of  those  involved  now, 
then  I  would  think  that  it  is  up  to  the  minis- 

try to  perhaps  second  guess  a  little  bit  in 
order  to  ensure  that  things  do  run  smoothly. 

If  the  elections  are  at  large  it  would  mean 
that  the  possibility  would  exist  for  citizens 
within  that  area  to  attempt,  by  their  own  vote 
decision,  to  balance  off  the  interest  that  they 
think  might  be  important. 
What  would  even  be  more  important  is 

that  all  of  the  persons  who  are  elected  would 
be  those  who  are  presumed  by  the  electors 
to  be  most  qualified  for  the  job.  This  would 
not  necessarily  be  the  case  if  the  ward  system 
prevailed  and  I  would  like  to  see  some  com- 

ments before  we  pass  this  section  as  to  how 
the  minister  sees  this  change  occurring  par- 

ticularly in  this  area. 

If  we  look  at  the  Gait  situation,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, we  find  the  same  results  where  wards 

are  introduced.  There  may  indeed  be  good 
reason  to  have  wards  in  some  circumstances, 

if  a  more  local  view  is  wanted  by  the  alder- 

men representing  that  ward.  But  we  do  run  a 
risk  and  that  risk  is  that  people  will  not  pull 
together  in  order  to  develop  the  new  com- munity. 

I  think  that  this  is  the  sort  of  thing  that 

should  be  particularly  reviewed  as  we  de- 
velop. It  is  not  as  important  in  the  Wellesley 

and  the  Wilmot  areas,  but  I  think  it  is  of 
concern,  both  in  the  new  municipality  of 
Gait  and  in  the  municipality  of  Woolwich. 

I  think  it  is  incumbent  upon  us  to  make 
sure  that  people  are  working  for  the  best 
interests  of  their  new  community  and  one 
way  of  doing  this  would  be  to  recognize  the 
fact  that  the  ward  system  does  have  a  cer- 

tain possible  concern  and  that  we  should 
keep  our  eyes  on  the  future  hope  that  this 
new  boundary  is,  in  fact,  going  to  enclose  a 
community. 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  just  replying  to 
that  ,comment,  I  agree  that  when  one  has  an 
amalgamation  of  communities,  such  as  we 
are  having  in  a  number  of  instances  here, 
one  tends  at  a  time  of  election  to  become 
involved  with  some  forms  of  parochial  voting 
and  it  is  for  this  reason,  really,  that  this  kind 
of  thing  is  being  set  up  for  the  first  elections. 

It  is  the  view  of  the  government  that  after 
a  regional  structure  has  been  in  effect  for  a 
few  years  this  kind  of  parochial  effect  should 
go  away.  It  should  vanish  of  its  own  initiative 
and  then  the  new  communities  should  be  in 
a  position  to  determine  whether  they  want 
to  be  divided  into  wards,  or  whether  they 
want  to  have  voting  at  large,  and  what 
qualifications,  if  any,  they  wish  to  impose  on 
their  candidates  as  to  residency. 

So  what  we  are  talking  about  is  only  for 
the  first  elections,  this  year  for  the  coming 
two-year  term. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  appreciate  the  comments 
of  the  parliamentary  assistant.  I  think  that 
that  kind  of  an  attitude  is  a  healthy  one.  It 
seems  to  me  that  it  may  well  be  necessary  for 
a  gestation  period  to  accept  a  ward  system, 
particularly  in  the  Woolwich  area,  with  three 
component  parts.  I  do  encourage  the  review 
of  this  matter,  because  it  may  last  perhaps 

through  two  or  three  elections;  we  don't know  that  at  the  present  time.  But  so  long  as 
the  matter  is  under  review  by  the  authorities 
within  the  regional  government,  and  indeed 
by  the  ministry  itself,  I  think  we  can  achieve 
the  end  result  that  we  would  all  seek. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  there  seems 

to  be  a  pretty  clear  delineation,  which  is  per- 
ceptible in  the  House  here,  between  the  gov- 
ernment on  one  side,  the  Liberal  Party  on 

the  other  and  my  party  on  the  third. 

I  will  move  my  amendment  right  now  and 
then  speak  to  it,  because  in  fact  we  believe 
as  a  matter  of  principle  that  it  is  wrong  to 
perpetuate  the  general  vote  in  cities  of  the 
size  of  Kitchener  and  of  Waterloo.  I  listened 
in  some  amazement  as  a  matter  of  fact,  as  I 

heard  the  members  of  the  Liberal  Party  ex- 
tolling the  virtues  of  an  at-large  election, 

because  in  fact  we  find  that  it  has  many 
defects. 

We  certainly  accept  the  statements  of  the 
minister  as  regards  Gait  and  the  rural  area 
of  Woolwich,  but  we  feel  that  in  larger 
municipalities  in  particular  the  ward  system 
has  become  an  essential  part  of  municipal 
government  and  not  simply  an  option  at  the 
whim  of  local  politicians. 

My  amendment  is  pretty  simple.  It  is  sec- 
onded by  the  member  from  Yorkview  (Mr. 

Young),  that  section  3,  paragraph  1,  be 

amended  by  deleting  the  words,  "by  a  gen- 
eral vote  of  the  electorate  of  the  area  muni- 

cipality," in  paragraph  2  and  3;  and  substi- 
tuting the  words,  "by  wards." 

That  would  have  the  effect  of  making  the 
paragraph  on  the  city  of  Kitchener  read: 

"2.  The  city  of  Kitjchener— Except  as  may  be 
provided  under  subsection  3,  10  members 

elected  by  wards."  And  the  paragraph  on  the 
city  of  Waterloo  would  read  in  the  same  way. 

Now,  I  think  the  problem  faced  by  the 

minister  is  that— by  the  assistant;  I  must  re- 
member that,  although  if  anybody  is  going 

to  make  it  we  would  prefer  you  than  him— 
the  problem  is  that  the  government  goes  up 
and  talks  to  the  local  politicians.  It  attempts 
to  talk  to  them  much  more  assiduously  than 
to  other  people  in  the  municipality  and  it 
tries  to  listen  to  what  they  want.  The  theory 
is  that  the  local  politicians  will  reflect  the 
wishes  and  views  of  the  local  population. 

However,  the  member  for  York  East  is 
certainly  aware  that  politicians  do  have 
some  instinct  to  save  their  own  skin,  to  save 
trouble.  If  they  can  see  that  a  general  vote 
is  an  easier  way  to  get  re-elected,  they  will 
use  it.  Just  as  in  the  case  of  the  new  city 
of  Gait,  the  politicians  there  have  suggested 
to  the  minister  they  would  prefer  to  have  a 
ward  system  in  the  new  amalgamated  city 
rather  than  to  have  a  general  vote. 

Now  we  would  suggest  the  reason  for 
having  the  ward  system  in  the  new  city  of 

Gait  doesn't  have  anything  to  do  with  the 
people  in  what  was  Hespeler  and  in  what 

was  Preston  and  in  what  was  Gait.  It  doesn't 
have  anything  to  do  with  their  chances  of 

getting  re-elected.  They  should  do  it  because 
it  is  the  right  thing  to  do;  and  it  is  right 
that  people  who  have  a  commitment  to 
various  areas,  and  to  various  communities, 
in  that  new  city  of  Gait,  and  hopefully  most 
of  whom  will  actually  live  in  the  wards  that 
they  represent,  will  be  elected  so  that  there 
will  not  be  a  concentration. 

In  the  case  of  Gait,  it  is  fairly  clear  that 
because  of  the  population  of  the  present  city 
of  Gait  there  would  be  a  great  danger  that 
all  of  the  councillors  elected  in  the  general 
vote  would  come  from  the  city  of  Gait  as 
it  now  stands,  and  that  Hespeler  and  Preston 
might  well  find  themselves  with  little  or  no 
representation  on  the  council  of  the  new 
combined   city. 

In  the  case  of  Kitchener  and  in  the  case 

of  Waterloo,  I  understand  that  this  is  pre- 
cisely what  happens  right  now  under  the 

system  of  general  voting  that  exists  in  those 
two  cities. 

Now  it  is  a  bit  harder  to  see  because  it 

is  the  district  of  town  in  which  the  alder- 

men and  the  councillors  live;  and  it  isn't  so 
readily  identifiable  as  living  in  a  former 
municipality.  However,  the  aldermen  tend  to 
live  in  the  best  end  of  town,  rather  than 

living  in  and  representing  various  communi- 
ties. 

I  have  a  few  more  remarks,  Mr.  Chairman, 

and  I  wonder  if  I  might  call  it  6  o'clock. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Will  we  be  staying  in  this 

order  after  6  o'clock? 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  understand 
that  it  was  the  wish  of  the  House  leader 

that  we  revert  to  estimates  beginning  at  8 o'clock. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Now  could  you  dispose  of 

this?  Do  you  have  further  remarks  or  has 
it  all  been  said? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well  if  you  wish  to  have  a 
vote  on  this  particular  section,  we  have  a 
number  of  other  amendments  to  bring  in 
and  we  can  return  to  that  later. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  a  point 

of  order.  The  session  is  now  drawing  to  a 
close;  there  is  much  work  that  is  yet  to  be 

done.   Is  it  impossible  for  us,  for  example, 
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to  continue  right  now  and  those  of  us  who 
are  interested  particularly  in  the  regional 
municipality  of  Waterloo  can  get  on  with 
our  job? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Well  we  will  have  to! 

I  think  there  is  no  provision  for  us  to  sit 

on  beyond  6  o'clock  p.m.  and  we  are  just 
touching  it  right  now. 

Hon.  J.  A.  C.  Auld  (Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment): I  think  under  the  circumstances 

—the  House  leader  is  not  here,  he  will  be 
back  at  8— my  belief  is  that  we  should  rise 

at  6  o'clock,  p.m.  and  resume  at  8  o'clock, 
p.m.  Since  we  will  be  going  into  estimates, 
I  would  move  that  the  committee  rise  and 

report. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld  moves  that  the  committee 

rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 

chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  commit- 
tee of  the  whole  House  begs  to  report  one 

bill  with  certain  amendments  and  progress 
on  the  second  and  asks  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  49th  order,  House 

in  committee  of  supply;  Mr.  R.  D.  Rowe  in 
the  chair. 

It  being  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House  took recess. 
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APPENDIX 

(See  page  4424) 

Answers  to  written  questions  were  tabled  as  follows: 

13.  Mr.  Mattel— Inquiry  of  the  ministry:  A.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Ministry  of 
Community  and  Social  Services  allowed  for  $100,000  for  demonstration  projects  in  1971-72, 
would  the  minister  list  the  projects  which  received  the  grants?  B.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  there 
is  $600,000  for  1972-73  in  the  estimates  of  the  department,  what  groups  have  received 
approval  for  a  grant  or  grants  up  to  the  present  time?  C.  What  are  the  guidelines  to  obtain 
such  a  grant?  D.  Where  are  these  guidelines  published? 

Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Community  and  Social  Services: 

A.     List  of  Projects  Receiving  Funds  in  1971-1972. 
Project  Hawkesbury  (Hawkesbury  Junior  Chamber  of  Commerce)  $26,400.00 
Sophie  Boyd  Home  Base     13,825.00 
Family  Life  Centre  (Markham  region)     16,500.00 
Quality  of  Living  Study  (Peel  Community  Services)     8,137.73 

Carleton  and   OISE          $41,829.22 
(Federal   contribution)            29,878.02       11,951.20 

$76,813.93 
B.  As  announced  in  the  estimates  review  in  the  social  development  committee,  $500,000 

of  the  research  and  planning  budget  has  been  allocated  for  a  possible  income  supplement 
experiment.  Allocation  of  the  remaining  $100,000  awaits  the  final  approval  of  the  projects 
requesting  funds. 

C  &  D.  A  copy  of  the  reference  manual  for  research  and  demonstration  funds  was 
made  available  to  Mr.  Martel  during  the  estimates  review.  Further  copies  are  available  from 
our  Research  and  Planning  Branch,  6th  Floor,  Hepburn  Block,  Queens  Park,  Toronto. 

19.  Mr.  Nixon  (Brant)— Inquiry  of  the  and  a  final  report  are  scheduled  to  be  re- 
ministry:  What  has  been  the  total  cost  to  leased  in  the  next  two  or  three  months, 
date  of  producing  the  COGP  reports?  Pro-  Recommendations  made  to  date  have  been 
vide  as  detailed  a  cost  breakdown  as  pos-  adopted  and  implementation  is  well  under- 
sible,  to  include  administrative  costs,  costs  way. 
of  studies,  printing,  distribution,  etc.  The  fo^  report  ̂   bl^ade  sections  de- 

A             ,       .      _«    .             .   ,  scribing  the  methodology  used  by  the  corn- 
Answer  by  the  Chairman  of  the  Manage-  mittee>  progress  t0  date  in  mtroducing  fan- 

men      oard:  provements,   and   anticipated  benefits.   Many 
Appropriations  of  the  benefits  will  be  of  a  non-tangible  nature 

Funds  were  voted  specifically  for  COGP  as  Producing  economies  and  efficiencies  through 

part  of  the  Treasury  Board  estimates,  in  the  b?tter  ™nagement  of  an  increasingly  corn- 

amount  of  $500,000  for  fiscal  year  1970-1971  plex  5**  e*P"nding  government  administra- 

and    $1,159,000    for   fiscal    year    1971-1972.  tion*  The  committee  recognizes  that  improve- 

Expenditures   for  the   two  fiscal  years  were  ments  wil1  require  additional  iime  and  costs- 
$1,400,510,  lapsed  appropriations  were  $8,388  Breakdown  of  Expenditures 

in  1970-1971  and  $250,100  in  1971-1972.  —     ,  „      .           "             .            ,  .    xt     , T  The  following  costs  were  incurred  to  March 
In   addition,  the  amount  of   $14,070  was  31   1972. 

expended    out    of    general    Treasury    Board      COGP  central  research  staff     $288,523 
estimates   in   1969-1970   to   finance  prepara-      Secretarial  services           49,544 
tions  for  the  commencement  of  the  project.       Administration           140,470 
A            ,.  1  Duplicating,    printing,    distribution       42,460 
Accomphshments  Studies  and  projects           893!583 The    committee    appointed    an    executive 
director  to  direct  a  central  research  staff  and  20.     Mr.    Burr— Inquiry    of    the    ministry 
a  number  of  project  teams  in  undertaking  the  Regarding    the    recent    discovery    that    the 
inquiry.  Six  interim  reports  have  been  sub-  drinking  water  of  Toronto  and  of  Ottawa  is 
mitted    to    date.    Additional   interim    reports  contaminated  by  asbestos:    1.   Are  any  ani- 



JUNE  28,  1972 
4453 

mal  experiments  being  conducted  to  de- 
termine the  long  term  or  lifetime  effects  of 

drinking  asbestos-contaminated  water?  (As- 
bestos-workers have  a  three  times  higher 

death  rate  for  cancer  of  the  colon  or  stomach.) 
2.  Is  there  any  means  of  determining  how 
long  this  contamination  has  been  going  on, 
i.e.,  have  any  samples  of  water  from  past 
years  been  kept  intact.  3.  Has  the  source  of 
the  contamination  been  determined?  (Is  it 
simply  air  pollution  fallout?)  4.  Are  tests  being 

made  of  the  drinking  water  of  any  other  On- 
tario cities  to  determine  whether  asbestos  is 

a  contaminant?  5.  Are  there  any  plans  to  ask 
pathologists  engaged  in  performing  autopsies 
to  look  for  accumulations  of  and  possible 
damage  caused  by,  asbestos  that  has  entered 
the  body  as  a  contaminant  of  drinking  water? 
6.  Is  any  attempt  being  made  to  devise  a 
filter  or  filtration  method  that  will  trap  the 
asbestos  particles  thereby  keeping  them  out 
of  the   drinking  water? 

Answer  by  the  Minister  of  the  Environment: 

Animal  experiments  are  being  conducted  at, 
among  other  locations,  London  and  Leeds, 
England,  and  by  the  health  protection  branch 
of  the  federal  Department  of  Health  and 
Welfare. 

Since  asbestos  materials  are  common  con- 

stituents of  the  earth's  crust,  it  is  reasonable to  assume  that  asbestos  could  have  been 
found  in  natural  waters  for  centuries.  To  our 

knowledge,  the  electron  microscope  analysis 
was  not  performed  on  these  waters  much 
prior  to  the  date  of  this  survey. 

The  sources  may  be  multiple  but  it  is  con- 
sidered that  for  various  reasons  the  material 

is  primarily  air-borne  to  the  drinking  water 
source. 

Investigations  are  being  made  that  will 
allow  the  electron  microscopes  at  installations 
such  as  the  Ontario  Research  Foundation  to 
be  used  to  assess  the  incidence  of  asbestos  in 

the  drinking  waters  of  other  Ontario  cities. 

Pending  the  results  of  experiments  on 
animals,  pathologists  engaged  in  performing 
autopsies  are  not  yet  being  asked  to  search 
more  diligently  than  they  are  already  doing 
for  accumulations  of  and  possible  damage 
caused  by  asbestos  that  has  entered  the  body 
via  drinking  water. 

A  filter  to  trap  the  asbestos  particles  would 
require  such  a  dense  media  that  the  filtering 

rate  would  be  reduced  presently,  to  an  un- 
bearably low  value,  considering  the  millions 

of  gallons  requiring  treatment.  It  is  in  the 
preparation  of  the  water  for  filtering  that 
this  improved  aspect,  if  necessary  may  be 
achieved. 

21.  Mr.  Burr—  Inquiry  of  the  ministry: 
1.  Is  the  minister  contemplating  a  ban  on 

stilbestrol  feeding  of  cattle?  2.  Is  the  min- 
ister willing  to  devise  a  method  of  enabling 

consumers  to  have  a  choice  between  beef 

from  stilbestrol-fed  cattle  and  other  beef? 

Answer  by  the  Ministry  of  Agriculture  and 
Food: 

1.  No. 

2.  The  Ministry  of  Agriculture  and  Food 

is  not  planning  to  devise  a  method  of  dis- 
tinguishing between  stilbestrol-fed  animals 

and  those  which  are  not  fed  stilbestrol. 

We  are  keeping  in  close  touch  with  the 
situation  in  this  country  and  in  the  USA.  We 
are  in  touch  with  federal  authorities  who 

are  responsible  for  the  health  aspects  of  such 
products  and  who  have  been  encouraged  by 

the  Canadian  Cattlemen's  Association  to 
monitor  for  residues  of  stilbestrol  in  meat. 
These  officials  are  in  touch  with  officials  in 

Washington  and  we  are  assured  by  them 
that  there  is  no  health  hazard.  Public  con- 

cern does  not  appear  to  be  based  on  facts 

of  proven  human  health  hazard. 

22.  Mr.  Ruston— Inquiry  of  the  ministry: 
What  was  the  price  of  the  property  pur- 

chased for  a  liquor  store  at  Barry's  Bay,  the 
amount  of  land  acquired,  and  from  whom 

was  it  purchased? 

Answer  by  the  Solicitor  General: 

The  property  on  which  the  Liquor  Control 

Board  store  is  located  in  Barry's  Bay  was 
purchased  in  1969.  The  property  was  ap- 

praised by  A.  H.  Fitzsimmons,  A. A.C.I. 

Realtor  Co.  Ltd.  of  Ottawa,  as  having  a  cur- 
rent market  value  of  $11,400,  and  the  board 

purchased  the  property  for  $10,500. 

The  property  purchased  was  all  of  Lot  18, 
and  the  northerly  10  ft  from  front  to  rear  of 
Lot  19,  according  to  Registered  Plan  No.  143 

for  the  village  of  Barry's  Bay,  which  com- 
prised 11,220  sq  ft. 

The  land  was  purchased  from  Thomas  A. 

Conway  of  Barry's  Bay. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 

The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.m. 

ESTIMATES,   MINISTRY  OF   TREASURY, 
ECONOMICS  AND 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

(concluded) 

On   vote   905: 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  are  on  vote  905,  pro- 
vincial-municipal development  and  services 

programme.  There  seem  to  be  seven  rather 
separately  defined  items,  so  we  will  start 

with  item  1— programme  administration. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  I  think 
the  first  thing  to  ask,  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
whether  the  minister  could  explain  this  item 
on  programme  administration.  I  have  the 

feeling  that  everything  there  can  be  cov- 
ered under  later  items  on  this  vote;  but  it 

may  be  that  there  are  things  that  I  don't 
know  about  programme  administration  — 
what  that  vote  means— that  the  minister  can 

explain  to  us;  things  that  cannot  be  dis- 
cussed elsewhere. 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer,  and 

Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs):  Noth- 
ing that  I  can  think  of. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Could  you  explain  what  you 
do  there,  please? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  assistant  deputy 

minister,  that's  it;  and  his  secretaries,  I  sup- 
pose. 

Mr.   Chairman:    Item   1,   carried? 

Agreed. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  I  just  want 
to  ask  one  question.  Under  which  of  these 

votes  do  we  discuss  impending  regional  gov- 
ernments; not  those  that  are  already  in,  but 

future  ones? 

Hon.   Mr.   McKeough:   Existing  ones? 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  not  the  existing  ones, 
but  those  that  might  well  come  about  in 
years  to  come.   Item  4? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Four. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  Item  2  then,  regional  de- 
velopment. The  member  for  Cochrane  South. 

Mr.    W.    Ferrier    (Cochrane    South):    Yes, 
1  would  like  to  ask  a  little  bit  about  the 

Design  for  Development  programme  that  is 
scheduled  for  northeastern  Ontario.  We  did 

have  the  first  phase  report;  I  believe  it  was 
in  January,  1971.  There  has  been  some  work 
going  on  since  then.  I  know  one  of  the 

officials  in  the  minister's  department  came 
up  in  conjunction  with  the  Northeastern 
Regional  Development  Corp.  meeting.  All 
they  did  at  the  meeting  was  to  decide  that 
Timmins  was  to  be  a  growth  centre  and 
Iroquois  Falls  was  to  be  a  service  centre. 
That  was  the  gist  of  the  decisions  and  the 
discussions  that  took  place. 

One  wonders  what  on  earth  you  needed 
to  send  a  member  of  your  staff  up  to  tell 
us  to  make  those  decisions,  when  we  are 
already  going  to  do  it  anyway. 

However,  we  are  supposedly  in  the  stage 
where  the  second  phase  is  being  studied 
and  certain  proposals  will  be  given  to  the 
region.  We  will  then  be  asked  to  consider 

phase  2,  and  the  ministry  will  no  doubt 
adopt  this  as  the  particular  programme  that 

the  government  intends  to  follow  in  our  re- 
gion of  the  province. 

The  minister,  I  understand,  in  his  state- 
ment at  Ottawa  said  that  we  would  be 

about  four  to  six  months  away  from  this 
phase  2  report.  So  I  wonder  if  the  minister 

can  tell  us  what's  going  on  now,  and  why 
we  are  delaying  so  long  in  getting  a  phase 

2  report  to  the  municipalities  in  the  north- 
east and  how  long  it  will  be  until  we  are 

prepared  to  make  some  decisions,  and  the 

government  is  prepared  to  act  and  start  di- 
recting  a   programme  for  us. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Chairman,  I 

think  the  member's  concern  about  the  phase 
2  report  for  northeastern  Ontario  is  under- 

standable. It  has  been  delayed.  It  is  not, 
unfortunately,  I  guess  for  the  member,  at 

the  top  of  the  list  of  priorities.  I  think  prob- 
ably it  is  a  good  six  months  away.  We  have 

been  concentrating  in  two  areas;  one  to  fin- 
ish  up   the   phase    1    report,   which   is   now 
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done,  except  for  the  process  of  printing  and 

presentation— there  are  two  more  to  be  rolled 
out  which  we  would  hope  to  do  late  August 
or  September. 

The  other  factor  which  I  think  has  thrown 

all  our  priorities  out  of  whack— or  whatever 
priorities  were  presented  in  the  House  a 

couple  of  years  ago  by  my  predecessor  cer- 
tainly, or  anything  that  I  may  have  said  a 

year  ago— has  been  the  enormous  complexity 
of  the  Toronto-centred  plan,  which,  in 
terms  of  the  whole  of  Ontario,  and  in  terms 
of  the  whole  of  the  regional  development 
programme  has  probably  occupied  too  much 

of  the  time;  not  only  of  the  regional  devel- 
opment branch,  or  of  the  ministry,  but  of 

a  number  of  Other  government  departments 
as  well. 

It  is  by  far  the  largest;  I  think  it  is  by 
far  and  away  the  most  important,  and  I 
think  whenever  there  has  been  a  question 
of  priorities  it  has  come  up  first.  As  a  result, 
northeastern  Ontario,  and  some  of  the  phase 
1  reports,  have  been  pushed  aside  far  too 
often.  We  made  the  deliberate  decision  not 

to  push  ahead  with  northeastern  Ontario  a 
few  months  ago,  but  rather  to  roll  out  the 

remaining  phase  1  reports— and  that  is  being 
done. 

I  would  hope  we  would  get  back  to  north- 
eastern Ontario— and  I  think  it's  a  minimum 

of  six  months,   I  would  hope  no  longer. 

Mind  you,  many  of  the  lessons  which  we 

learned  from  northwestern  Ontario  are  ap- 
plicable in  northeastern  Ontario.  But  there 

are  variations  and  it  will  take  time  before 

a  phase  2  conceptual  design  for  northeastern 
Ontario  is  ready. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Phase  2— that  means  that  you 
set  the  goals  and  the  framework  in  which 
you  intend  to  work,  does  it  not;  or  does  it 
have  to  have  more  discussions  with  local 

people,  and  with  officials  of  your  depart- 
ment, before  you  firmly  adopt  the  plan  that 

you  expect  to  use  in  that  region? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Phase  2  is  a  con- 
cept, and,  yes,  we  asked  for  a  response.  Then, 

what  I  call  phase  3  was  announcing  that  a 
variation  probably  of  phase  2,  or  phase  2 
with  some  changes— depending  on  the  re- 

sponse, depending  on  our  own  changes  of 
heart,  I  guess— becomes  a  statement  of  gov- 

ernment policy  which,  for  example,  occurred 
in  northwestern  Ontario  in  August,  1971— 
was  it?  No,  earlier  than  that— whenever  it 
did,  there  was  the  statement  that  we  were 
accepting  it  with  certain  changes,  and  there 
were  some  changes,  and  then  it  became  a 

statement  of  government  policy  on  behalf  of 
the  government.  From  there  on  in  we  are 

in  the  implementation  stage,  and  an  up- 
dating stage.  But  yes,  the  answer  to  your 

question  is  that  specifically  there  will  be  a 
period  for  response  after  the  presentation  of 
the  phase  2  document. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Nickel 
Belt. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, in  the  northeastern  report  do  you  have 

any  specific  plans— about  solving  some  of  the 
problems  in  the  unorganized  territories?  The 
problems  can  range  from  sewers  and  water 
—well,  not  really  sewers— but  water  prob- 

lems and  septic  tanks,  roads,  fire  protection 
and  health  care. 

I  am  sure  you  are  aware,  Mr.  Minister, 
that  at  the  present  time  the  people  really 

don't  have  any  representation.  Sure,  they 
have  a  federal  and  a  provincial  member, 
but  that  is  not  the  kind  of  proximity  that 
they  need.  They  need  somebody  that  they 
can  talk  to  on  a  more  direct  basis.  At  the 

present  time  there  just  doesn't  seem  to  be 
any  way  that  these  people  can  help  them- 

selves out  of  predicaments. 

I  could  take  you  to  a  town  in  an  un- 
organized territory  where  they  have  a  fire 

engine  that  is  too  big  to  put  into  the  fire 
hall,  and  in  the  winter  nights  they  have  to 
empty  the  tanker  because  it  is  too  cold;  it 
would  just  freeze  solid.  I  attended  one  of 
those  fire  hall  meetings  when  the  volunteer 
fire  department  was  striking  its  budget.  They 

had  to  decide  whether  or  not  to  pay  a  tele- 
phone bill  or  fill  the  fire  hydrant— and  they 

elected  to  pay  the  telephone  bill.  To  this 

day  I  don't  suppose  that  there  is  yet  any 
fire  hydrant  in  that  fire  hall. 

I  just  point  that  out  as  an  example  of  the 
kind  of  problems  they  have.  They  just  have 

no  kind  of  tax  base— at  least  they  don't  have 
access  to  it— and  I  would  hope  very  much 
that  your  report  would  address  itself  to  that, 
I  think,  rather  critical  problem. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the 
Design  for  Development:  Phase  3  statement 

a  week  ago  Monday— I'll  just  read  from  it 
briefly— there  was  a  section  labeled  "Time- 

table for  Local  Government  Reform"— and 
I  am  not  sure  that  that  is  necessarily  the 
right  timetable,  or  at  least  the  right  place. 

That  wasn't  the  right  heading  on  this  par- 
ticular item— in   fact,   anything  but.   It  says: 

The  province,  by  the  fall  of  this  year, 
will   announce  its  policies   and  guidelines 
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for  the  strengthening  of  local  government 
in  the  north,  and  for  establishing  planning 
and  other  services  in  those  areas  that  will 

continue  to  be  without  formal  local  gov- 
ernment arrangements. 

I  agree  completely  with  what  the  member 
has  said  about  some  of  the  problems  in  the 
north.  There  are  two  kinds  of  problems,  I 
think,  which  fall  within  the  broad  ambit  of 
regional  development.  One  has  been  the 
local  government  structure.  We  have 
achieved,  or  will  have  achieved,  two  major 
consolidations,  at  the  Lakehead  and  in  Tim- 
mins-Porcupine,  and  a  regional  government 
in  Sudbury.  I  think,  frankly,  there  are  two 
or  three  other  rather  significant  consolida- 

tions that  can  be  achieved,  some  large,  some 
small,  over  the  next  three,  four  or  five  years. 
We  would  hope  to  be  saying  something 
about  that  in  the  fall  in  that  policy  state- 

ment, or  however  it  emerges,  not  necessarily 
with  a  timetable. 

Design  for  Development,  Phase  2,  the 
policy  statement  on  northwestern  Ontario, 

the  provincial  plan— that's  what  we  really 
should  be  calling  it— for  northwestern  On- 

tario, referred  to  the  need  for  municipal 

consolidations.  We'll  be  dealing,  I  think,  with both  northwestern  and  northeastern  Ontario 
in  the  statement  this  fall,  and  that  is  part  of 
my  responsibility;  the  responsibility  of  plan- 

ning and  other  services  in  those  areas  that 
will  continue  to  be  without  formal  local  gov- 

ernment arrangements.  Believe  me,  we  will 
do  our  best,  I  think,  to  find  ways  of  en- 

suring that  there  is  local  government 
wherever  there  can  be  local  government, 

even  if  it's  only  a  local  roads  board.  That  is 
a  primitive  form  of  local  government  but  it's 
better  than  what  the  member  described,  and 
what  I  am  aware  of,  which  is  no  local 
government. 

We  would  like  to  refine  that  concept  just 
a  little  bit— at  least,  I  have  always  had  that 
in  the  back  of  my  mind;  I  don't  know 
whether  the  staff  has  ever  agreed  with  me— 
perhaps  to  give  them  a  little  bit  more  power 
than  they  have.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  some 
of  them  have  assumed  it.  They  are  the  ones 
who  make  the  donation  to  the  local  ball 
team,  sort  of  thing,  or  fix  up  the  local  ball 
park,  whether  in  fact  that  is  within  the 
statutory  powers  of  the  local  roads  board  or 

not,  and  it  isn't.  And  that  hasn't  hurt  any- 
thing. Perhaps  we  should  formalize  that  just 

a   little  bit  more. 

We  then  go  the  next  step,  we  go  to  a 
number  of  communities  where  any  form  of 
local    government    would   be   terribly   expen- 

sive and  inefficient.  Therefore  you  are  right 
back  to  the  responsibility  of  the  province, 
and  I  agree,  under  our  system  of  govern- 

ment, by  no  stretch  of  the  imagination  can 
you  see  that  changing. 

We  think  in  some  areas  there  is  room  for 
local  government  within  a  larger  ambit.  For 
example,  there  is  no  way  the  unorganized 
territory  around  my  friend  from  Cochrane 

South's  home  town  could  be  considered 
really  for  local  government,  other  than 
under  the  mothering  wing  of  Timmins.  How 

well  that  would  work,  I  don't  know.  They're 
going  to  experience  an  increase  in  taxes 
despite  service  rates,  but  there  are  areas 
where  we  can  do  that— Sudbury  is  another 

area,  a  larger  Sudbury  than  we're  creating 
in  the  bill  which  passed  through  committee 

this  afternoon,  and  they're  not  ready  for that. 

Around  the  Soo  area  we  started  there  by 
giving  Sault  Ste.  Marie  the  responsibility 

for  planning  the  large  chunk  of  unorgan- 
ized territory  to  the  north  of  the  Soo  and 

we're  paying  for  it.  They're  delighted  to  do 
it  and  I  think  that  they  can  do  it  better 
locally  than  we  can  do  it  from  here  in 

Queen's  Park. 
We  come,  though,  to  the  third  or  the 

fourth  category— whatever  category  I'm  at— which  was  what  the  hon.  member  for 
Nickel  Belt  was  referring  to.  And  these  are 
areas  where  there  is  just  no  possible  chance, 
in  my  view,  of  some  sort  of  consolidation; 

or  you're  talking  about  a  consolidation.  My 
friend  from  Cochrane  North  (Mr.  Brunelle) 
and  I  are  going  up  in  a  couple  of  weeks  to 
look  at  a  couple  of  those  communities  where 

every  report  we've  ever  looked  at  said  that 
the  taxes  are  going  to  skyrocket  if  you  in- 

corporate them  into  the  incorporated  muni- 
cipality, and  on  top  of  that,  the  incorporated 

municipality  will  go  broke  paying  for  it. 

Now,  some  day  we  will  achieve  a  needs 

resources  grant  which  may,  I  don't  know 
whether  we  can  design  one— look  after  those 
situations.  I  suspect  that  for  a  long  time  to 
come  those  communities— as  opposed  to  mu- 

nicipalities—are going  to  be  under  a  much 
broader  and,  hopefully,  benevolent  wing  of 
some  emanation  of  the  province. 

To  compound  the  problem,  some  of  these 
communities,  as  the  hon.  member  is  well 
aware,  are  non-treaty  Indian  communities 
which  makes  the  problem  that  much  more 

difficult.  We're  all  aware  of  the  special 
problems  which  those  communities  have. 
I  suppose  Moosonee  is  the  greatest  example. 
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I  think  we  embarked  on  a  programme  in 

the  province  when  we  started  with  Mooso- 

nee,  and  we've  looked  after  Brunetville  and, 
to  some  extent,  Mountjoy.  We've  chosen  to 
try  to  assist  these  municipalities  one  at  a 
time  and  do  it  as  well  as  we  can— rather 
than  spreading  our  resources  across  the 

board  and  doing  very  little  in  any  commu- 
nity. 

I  don't  know  whether  that's  been  the  right 
approach  or  not.  I  do  know  that  we  can't 
afford  to  do— at  least  I  don't  think  the  pub- lic of  Ontario  would  allow  us  to  afford  to 

do— what,  for  example,  we've  done  in  Moo- 
sonee  for  every  one  of  the  communities 
which  the  hon.  member  and  I  are  aware  of 
in  the  North. 

At  Moosonee,  I  suppose,  we  have  a  pro- 
vincial investment  now  of  —  conservatively 

$10  million.  One  looks  at  what  is  being 

voted  here  in  these  estimates  and  they'll  be 
exceeded  by  Management  Board  order  — 

they  always  have  been.  It's  over  $200,000. 
The  province  is  still  providing  a  great  num- 

ber of  services,  which  never  show  in  the 

estimates,  from  a  variety  of  government  de- 
partments. These  would  normally  be  borne 

municipality.  I  think  the  local  revenue  is 

about  $40,000.  And  Moosonee  has  the  po- 
tential of  being  much  healthier  in  terms  of 

tax  revenue— than  many  of  the  communities 
in  the  north. 

Whether  our  approach  is  the  right  one— 
in  terms  of  picking  a  particular  situation  and 

force-feeding  it,  and  doing  everything  we 
can  for  it,  and  then  moving  on  to  another— I 

simply  don't  know.  This  is  a  long  way  around 
of  saying  that  the  second  part  of  the  state- 

ment—the brief  paragraph  that  I  mentioned 
about  policies  for  those  areas  which  will  long 

be  without  municipal  organization— will,  I 
hope,  be  presented  sometime  this  fall. 

It,  therefore,  more  particularly  does  not 

concern  my  ministry.  It  concerns  every  de- 
partment of  government.  The  aegis  for  the 

studies,  and  for  the  statements  will  probably 

be— I  think  are— coming  together  in  the  policy 
field  on  natural  resources.  It  obviously  in- 

volves the  Justice  field.  It  obviously  involves 
the  Social  Development  field.  It  obviously 
involves  my  field,  from  the  point  of  view  of 
money  and  potential  for  local  government, 

if  it's  ever  there,  for  structure.  It  cuts  across 
the  whole  government.  A  lot  of  the  problems 
of  course  are  related  to  sewer  and  water,  in 
particular. 

The  other  point  is  that,  in  my  view— this 

hasn't    been    accepted    by    the    government— 

the  great  field  force  to  look  after  these  prob- 
lems is  available  to  us  in  the  Ministry  of 

Natural  Resources,  and  frankly  my  view  has 
always  been  that,  in  those  areas,  we  should 
vest  Natural  Resources  with  a  little  bit  more 

power,  authority,  and  ask  them  to  take  a 
little  bit  broader  view,  than  perhaps  they 
have  in  the  past,  and  concern  themselves 

because  they  have  the  people  there— and 
while  my  friend  the  minister  would  disagree, 
if  you  are  on  fire  watch  in  Cochrane  North, 

you  do  have  a  little  bit  of  spare  time  some- 
times during  the  year.  And  they  could  take 

on,  and,  you  know,  from  my  knowledge  of 
the  north,  which  is  very  limited,  from  my 

knowledge  of  the  Ministry  of  Natural  Re- 
sources, which  is  limited,  within  the  north— 

the  former  Department  of  Lands  and  Forests 
now  Natural  Resources— there  is  a  tremen- 

dous respect,  they  have  a  tremendous  amount 
of  good  will;  they  have  the  field  offices,  and 
if  we  bolster  them  a  bit,  then  they  may 
well  be  the  people  who  should  take  on  this 
larger  motherhood  role,  I  guess,  on  behalf 
of  the  province,  and  on  behalf  of  a  number 
of  ministries  of  the  government. 

But  these  are  the  sort  of  things,  and 
what  I  have  been  saying  for  the  last  five 

minutes  is  not  government  policy,  it's  sim- 
ply what's  been  going  through  my  mind. 

Some  of  the  problems,  hopefully  many  of 
the  problems,  or  the  solutions  to  them,  will 
be  outlined  in  the  statement,  probably  to 
be  made  by  the  Provincial  Secretary  for 

Resources  Development  (Mr.  A.  B.  R.  Law- 
rence) some  time  this  fall  as  part  of  the 

larger  ambit  of  Design  for  Development, 

but  specifically  zeroing  in  on  those  unorgan- 
ized areas,  which  will  probably  remain  un- 

organized  in   northern   Ontario. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Nickel 

Belt. 

Mr.  Laughren:  I  just  wanted  to  pursue 
that  for  a  moment.  I  am  delighted  to  hear 
what  sounds  to  be  rather  sweeping  changes, 
at  least  I  hope  they  will  be,  and  I  would 

urge  the  minister  on  his  trip  up  to  Coch- 
rane North  to  maybe  dip  his  plane  down. 

There's  a  landing  at  Gogama,  and  I  would 
very  much  like  to  know  the  Treasurer's  re- 

action if  he  landed  in  Gogama,  and  then 
drove  from  the  lake,  where  I  assume  they 
would  land  into  the  town.  When  he  would 

come  into  the  town  he  would  see,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, a  beautifully  laid  out  town  with  all 

white  houses,  and  they  have  sewers  and  they 
have  water  and  they  have  paved  roads.  This 

is    not    in    the    minister's    Cochrane    North 
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riding;  it's  in  mine,  but  he  would  drive  into 
that  town  and  that  would  be  his  first  im- 
pression. 

Then  all  of  a  sudden  he  would  come  to 
the  railroad  tracks,  and  on  the  other  side 
of  the  railroad  tracks,  you  have  just  the 
opposite.  You  have  rundown  houses,  almost 

entirely  substandard  housing.  There's  no 
piped-in  water,  there  are  no  sewers— and 
the  difference  in  the  two  towns  is  so  great 
you  would  almost  think  that  is  where  the 

term  "the  other  side  of  the  tracks"  came 
from.  I  would  agree  with  you  that  the  De- 

partment of  Natural  Resources  has  a  large 

degree  of  good  will  in  some  of  those  com- 
munities, and  does  a  lot  of  good  work  with 

groups  in  the  area.  I'm  not  belittling  that, 
but  I  think  that  something  should  be  done, 
in  terms  of  having  a  government  depart- 

ment, so  obviously  the  elite  in  the  town, 
while  the  other  people  are  living  in  sub- 

standard conditions. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  haven't  been  to 
Gogama,  I'm  sorry  to  say. 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  ( Timiskaming ) :  Whose 
fault  is  that? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion ) :  You  went  fishing  there  one  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No  I  wasn't  on  that 
leg  of  the  trip,  I'm  not  a  fisherman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  2.  The  hon.  Leader 
of  the  Opposition. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  think  that  the  government  has  de- 
cided on  a  substantial  departure— change  in 

policy  on  regional  development— that  is  in- 
herent in  recent  statements.  The  very  con- 

cept that  the  regional  development  councils, 
the  10  of  them,  are  going  to  be  replaced  by 
five  planning  regions,  means  that  the  govern- 

ment has  decided  to  cut  bait,  or  whatever  it 
is  you  call  it,  when,  after  a  lengthy  and  ex- 

pensive trial  of  a  noble  idea,  with  all  of  the 
commitment  of  staff,  money,  and  the  most 
enthusiastic  efforts  of  the  ministers  involved, 
they  recognize  failure.  I  have  said  this  be- 

fore, and  frankly  I  congratulate  the  depart- 
ment and  the  minister  for  making  this  sort 

of  decision;  it  is  better  than  continuing  the 
policy  of  simply  brazening  it  through  and 
keeping  saying  that  it  was  working  when 
obviously  the  regional  development  policy 
was  not. 

I  don't  want  to  spend  time  going  over  the 
history    of    its    development.    The    problems 

came  to  a  head  with  the  elaborate  programme 

put  forward  by  the  former  director— probably 
the  third  former  director  of  the  branch— 
with  his  programme  starting  at  square  one, 
as  I  recall,  and  going  to  square  68,  which 
would  have  resulted  in  the  establishment  of 

Valhalla  here  in  Canada  and  in  this  jurisdic- 
tion. That  really  was  the  death  knell;  even 

on  the  Conservative  side  they  realized  they 
had  some  sort  of  a  cuckoo  in  the  nest.  From 
that  point  on,  I  presume,  the  development 
programme  was  absolutely  dead. 

I  would  tell  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  one 
of  the  bases  of  my  admiration  of  the  former 

Treasurer,  the  present  Chairman  of  the  Man- 
agement Board  (Mr.  MacNaughton)  was  his 

undoubted  loyalty,  even  when  his  judgement 
was  entirely  on  the  other  side  of  an  argu- 

ment. He  has  demonstrated  this  on  more 
than  one  occasion,  I  would  submit,  Mr. 
Chairman,  but  since  we  are  talking  about 

regional  development  I  relate  it  to  the  re- 
gional development  issue.  He  inherited  a 

mess.  He  did  his  best  to  pump  some  money 
and  some  new  ideas  into  it— but  it  was  dead. 
Even  with  his  undoubted  talents  he  could 
not  breathe  life  into  a  programme  that  was 
not  viable. 

Therefore,  in  the  minister's  rather  lengthy 
response  to  the  question  from  the  member 
for  Nickel  Belt,  he  used  a  phrase  that  I 
hoped  was  going  to  be  used  more  and  more 
frequently.  Instead  of  talking  about  Design 
for  Development:  Phase  2,  he  said  we  should 
call  it  a  provincial  plan  for  northwestern 
Ontario  or  northeastern  Ontario.  This  is  ob- 

viously what  we  are  going  to  be  talking 
about  from  now  on.  After  all,  that  phrase, 

"Design  for  Development,"  was  tailored  for 
the  former  Premier  (Mr.  Hobarts),  and ,  the 

present  Premier  (Mr.  Davis)  and  this  min- 
ister   obviously    deserve   their    own   phrases. 

I  don't  see  what  is  wrong  with  a  good 
down-to-earth  phrase  like  "provincial  plan," 
which  in  fact  means  something.  "Design  for 
Development,"  I  tell  you,  didn't  mean  a damned  thing. 

I  felt  that  probably  the  last  gasp  of  the 
old  Design  for  Development  philosophy  was 
breathed  by  the  Premier  himself  in  that  min- 

isterial statement  he  gave  last  Friday,  which 

in  my  view  was  the  poorest  ministerial  state- 
ment I  have  ever  heard  enunciated  in  this 

House. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Right.  That 
is  so  right. 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  You  don't 
really  mean  that. 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  really  do.  I  really  do. 

Mr.  Reid:  You  read  it  before. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  have  never  heard  a 

more  ridiculous  collection  of  platitudes  and 

meaningless  mouthings  of  former  public  re- 

lations experts'  phrases  than  what  the 
Premier  had  put  in  his  hand  that  day. 

Mr.  Reid:  Dalton  Camp  let  him  down 
there. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  doubt  very  much  if 
Dalton  Camp  wrote  that.  But  Dalton  Camp 

might  have  said  to  the  Premier,  "Look,  the 
Treasurer  is  going  to  make  what  is  billed 
as  a  major  speech  next  Monday.  You  had 

better  get  in  on  the  act  and  we  will  asso- 
ciate all  of  his  pronouncements  with  this  so- 

called  statement  of  the  Premier  so  that  in  the 

future  anything  that  may  possibly  be  tied 
to  a  new  policy  will  be  said  to  have  had  its 
roots  in  the  statement  of  the  Premier  on 

Friday." 
Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  How  right  can 

you  be? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  don't  know  who  wrote 
it,  but  he  should  be  dismissed;  I  really  be- 

lieve that  most  sincerely. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  The  Premier 

didn't  write  it  himself,  did  he? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  And  I  suppose  the  un- 
fortunate individual  is  over  there— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  he  just  left. 

Mr.  Reid:  Is  he  committing  hara-kiri? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  probably  is  not  too 
much  worried  about  my  opinion,  but  I  hold 

it  so  strongly  that  I  can't  but  believe  that 
some  of  the  brighter  people  in  the  ministry 
must  agree  with  me.  As  a  matter  of  fact 
when  I  went  on  to  read  what— 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Too 
many  people  were  in  on  it.  It  was  a  com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  don't  think  so;  I  think 
it  was  simply  something  contrived  pretty 
much  on  the  spur  of  the  moment  to  give 
the  Premier  something  to  say  before  the  old 
regional  development  concept  died.  I  sup- 

pose it  was  appropriate  that  the  Premier  was 
there  to  administer  the  coup  de  grace,  which 
he  did  in  his  own  inimitable  style  last  Friday. 

Mr.  Reid:  If  that's  a  style! 

Mr.  Young:  They  are  corporate  entities. 
How  do  you  dismiss  them  so  easily? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
say  that  the  regional  development  concept 
of  the  former  Treasurer— and  I  kind  of  forget 
where  it  did  begin.  Was  it  Billy  Nickle? 
Somebody  is  nodding.  I  am  glad  there  is 
somebody  here  who  is  going  to  be  helpful. 

The  Billy  Nickle  concept  of  regional  de- 
velopment caught  the  fancy  about  1963  of 

one  of  the  public  relations  advisers  to  the 
government  and  led  such  a  bloated  existence 
—if  we  are  to  measure  any  existence  by 
means  of  dollars  committed  and  the  numbers 

of  innocent  well-meaning  citizens  who  sat 
through  interminable  meaningless  boring 
meetings  in  all  four  corners  of  the  province. 

If  you  are  prepared  to  judge  it  on  that 
basis— but  anyway  it  is  now  dead— and  if  you 
are  prepared  to  accept  advice  from  me,  and 

I  know  that  you  are  from  time  to  time— I  am 
going  to  have  quite  a  bit  of  advice  to  offer 
on  this  vote— then  you  should  now  start  talk- 

ing about  a  plan  for  Ontario.  I  believe  that 
the  Premier  deserves  to  have  something  like 
that. 

After  all,  when  I  think  of  the  various  sort 
of  catch  ideas  and  catch  phrases  that  were 
associated  with  his  predecessor,  then  this 
Premier  better  get  busy  on  some  of  them. 

We  won't  list  them  all,  but  you  remember 
the  Robarts  plan.  I  don't  recall  a  Davis  plan. 

Mr.  Reid:  The  Davis  ditch. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  right.  A  plan  for 
Ontario,  and  you  know  the  death  notices  for 

regional  development  haven't  got  around  as 
fast  as  they  should.  I  am  not  even  convinced 
that  the  Treasurer  believes  them  himself  be- 

cause his  speech  in  Windsor  last  week,  com- 
mented on  by  my  colleague  from  Sarnia 

(Mr.  Bullbrook)  when  this  vote  was  before 

the  House  a  few  days  ago,  was  another  ex- 
ample of  the  kind  of  rhetoric  that  is  utilized 

by  government  ministers  when  they  become 
too  busy. 

When  they  have  all  these  important  speak- 
ing engagements  which  have  been  escalated 

locally  by  well-meaning  friends,  well-mean- 
ing supporters,  they  all  of  a  sudden  find 

themselves  facing  an  opportunity,  or  facing 

an  occasion  where  the  speech  must  be  de- 
livered and  the  pamphlet  which  is  printed 

in  four  colours  must  be  handed  out  with  ap- 

propriate remarks  such  as,  "This  is  day  one 
in  the  development  of  [what  did  you  call 

it?]  this  region." It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  region 
passed  out  of  existence  a  week  before  day 
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one  arrived  and  there  are  all  those  worthy 
burghers  of  that  area  sitting  in  that  auditori- 

um with  their  mouths  slightly  agape,  say- 

ing, "The  Treasurer  himself  is  telling  us  this 
and  therefore  it  is  of  great  importance  and 
we  must  applaud  when  certain  people  give 

us  that  indication."  I  think  it  took  the 
Windsor  Star,  and  I  wish  I  had  it  here 
although  I  am  sure  the  Treasurer  has  seen  it, 
to  cut  through  some  of  that  crap— I  think 

that's  a  word  that  is  now  parliamentary— 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Not  from  you. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —and  indicated  in  no 
uncertain  terms  that  the  minister  was  in  fact 
talking  about  something  less  than  the  most 
important  aspects  of  the  development  of  that 
part  of  Ontario. 

So  the  regional  development  concept  is 
gone— although  I  notice  that  as  usual  the 
amount  requested  is  being  escalated  from 
$1.7  million  to  $1.8  million,  something  in 
the  order  of  the  usual  percentage  escalation. 

If  we  were  going  to  accept  the  idea  of  a 
provincial  plan  and  prepare  to  work  with 
the  government  with  the  usual  co-operation, 
enthusiasm  and  initiative  when  they  show 
their  ability  to  set  aside  the  public  relations 
path  provided  for  them  and  come  to  grips 
with  local  problems,  then  in  fact  I  would 
suggest  that  that  vote,  under  another  name, 
could  have  been  expanded  even  more. 

Well,  I  hope  regional  development  itself 
is  not  dead.  We  have  seen  the  problems 

faced  by  the  minister's  predecessors  in  a 
variety  of  departments.  I  suppose  they  are 
all  his  predecessors  in  Municipal  Affairs,  in 
the  Treasury  and  Economics  and  Develop- 

ment where  regional  development  in  at- 
tempting to  cope  with  the  kind  of  decisions 

already  arrived  at  by  the  private  sector- 
such  as  the  development  of  new  industries 
in  the  Nanticoke  area  of  Haldimand-Norfolk 
riding— when  the  department  tried  to  cope 
with  that  and  at  least  look  as  if  it  was  some 
kind  of  a  planned  expansion  of  the  growth 
of  Ontario,  really  the  whole  programme 
showed  that  it  was  meaningless  and  that  it 
was  not  the  result  of  any  careful  concept 
of  a  developmental  policy. 

As  far  as  the  plan  for  Ontario  itself  is  con- 
cerned, if  we  may  look  forward  for  a  moment 

instead  of  back,  we  have  the  Toronto- 
centred  region  concept,  which  the  govern- 

ment has  accepted,  and  they  have  used  that 
as  an  excuse,  in  my  view,  for  taking  certain 
decisions  which  are  only  partly  associated 
with    the    basic    concepts    of    the    Toronto- 

centred  region  plan.  But  I  believe  we  should 
have,  at  a  very  early  date,  a  planning  con- 

cept, in  broad  terms,  that  covers  the  prov- 
ince in  its  entirety. 

If  the  minister  had  been  prepared,  in  the 

Ottawa  speech,  to  specifically  say  that  dur- 
ing the  next  three  years  he  was  going  to 

enunciate  a  plan  for  the  province,  and  to  be 
more  explicit  as  to  just  what  the  respon- 

sibilities of  local  regions  and  municipalities 
were  going  to  be  in  the  fulfilment  of  that 
plan,  then  I,  like  the  mayor  of  Whitby— is 
that  the  man  I'm  thinking  of,  Whitby?— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Whitby. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —would  have  been  en- 

thusiastic in— 
Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  He  is  yours. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I'll  share  him  with  you, 
is  that  all  right? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  He  did,  with  many 
thousands  of  others. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —that  I  would  have  been 
prepared  to  say  the  speech  was  worthwhile. 

There  were  a  number  of  items  in  the  two 
speeches  associated  with  item  2  of  vote  905, 

which,  Mr.  Chairman,  I'll  just  mention  very briefly. 

For  example,  in  the  speech  on  the  Friday, 
that  is,  the  last  gasp  of  Design  for  Develop- 

ment, the  Premier  said  that  the  Treasurer 
was  going  to  enunciate  specific  proposals  for 
broadening  the  tax  base  at  the  municipal 

level  and,  while  the  Premier  didn't  want  to get  into  this  in  any  detail,  that  it  was  going 

to  be^and  surely  he  didn't  use  the  word 
"meaningful,"  but  something  like  that— a  part 
of  the  Treasurer's  statement.  My  mind  started 
racing  around  those  old  tapes  about  taxing 
churches  and  cutting  off  a  part  of  the  right 
to  impose  sales  taxes  at  the  provincial  level 
and  allow  them  to  be  levied  at  the  municipal 
level.  But  in  the  event,  in  Ottawa,  the 

Treasurer  didn't  even  refer  to  it  in  as  mild  and 
vague  a  way  as  his  boss  had— I  knew  that 
would  bring  a  scowl— that  the  Premier  had 
two  or  three  days  previously. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Leader? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  think  there  should  be 
some  clarification  of  that  veiled  threat,  or 
maybe  it  was  a  veiled  offer,  on  the  part  of 
the  Premier. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  was  going  to  say, 
threat— never! 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  consider  it  a  threat  if 

you  are  talking  about  fragmenting  the  tax 
base  of  the  province  and  doling  it  out  among 
some  favourite  regions.  And,  of  course,  if 
you  are  prepared  to  opt  for  the  taxation  of 
churches,  then  I  am  here  to  say  that  I 

oppose  that  position  even  before  the  Pre- 
mier himself  expresses  it.  That  is  a  debating 

gambit  I  learned  last  week  when  he  was 
commenting  on  some  questions  from  the 
NDP. 

Mr.  Reid:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  am  glad  you  are  learn- 
ing. 

Mr.  Reid:   Set  up  a  straw  man! 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Well,  it  may  be  a  bit 
late,  but  if  there  is  any  circumlocution  to 

be  learned  you  are  the  best  teacher  I've  ever heard  of. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  congratulate  the 
minister  if,  in  fact,  he  is  abandoning  the  old 
Thoman  concepts  of  regional  development. 
I  suggest  to  him  with  sincerity  that  he  should 

talk  much  more  about  a  plan  for  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario,  and  be  as  specific  as  he  can 

as  to  what  the  responsibilities  of  the  munic- 
ipalities and  regions  will  be,  and  to  beware 

of  interposing  between  the  regions  and 
municipalities  and  himself,  this  new  level  of 

a  sort  of  super-mini  planning  region,  or 

whatever  he  intends  to  call  it.  That's  what 

it  is.  It's  super  as  far  as  the  people  who 
have  got  to  live  with  it  are  concerned,  and 
it  is  mini,  as  almost  everything  is,  in  relation 
to  the  Treasurer. 

I  would  also  like  to  complete  my  remarks 
on  item  2  by  asking,  Mr.  Chairman,  where 
we  can  discuss  the  matter  that  pertains  to 
the  granting  of  certain  sums  to  the  town  of 
Southampton? 

Mr.  Young:  Item  5? 

Mr.  MacDonald:   Five? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Six. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  6  would  be  most 

appropriate.    The   member   for   York    South. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  Premier  an- 
nounced that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  said  that  this  afternoon 
at  20  after  3. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Could  I  reply  to  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  have  some  overviews 

that  are  in  the  same  package.  Fine,  if  you 
wish  to  reply,  go  ahead. 

Mr.  Reid:  It  might  save  us  a  lot  of  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  I  might  wait. 
Go  ahead. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  York 

South. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  having 

had  one  unfortunate  day's  absence  from  this 
House  on  Monday,  when  all  the  portion  of 
this  estimate  that  was  my  responsibility  was 
rushed  through  by  1  or  1:30  in  the  morning, 
I  now  find  myself  with  a  few  odds  and  sods. 

However,  this  is  one  that  I  have  had  a  long- 
term  interest  in,  and  I  do  want  to  raise  some 

aspects  of  the  question  in  an  overview  ap- 
proach, such  as  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition 

has  just  taken,  but  perhaps  with  one  or  two 
specifics,  which  I  hope  will  provoke  a  reply 
from  the  minister. 

I  can  remember,  not  too  many  years  ago, 

in  this  House  we  suddenly  became  preoccu- 
pied, if  not  obsessed,  with  coping  with  the 

problem  of  overlapping  jurisdictions,  in  pro- 
viding services  of  one  kind  or  another  across 

the  Province  of  Ontario.  In  fact  I  think  when 

we  got  around  to  county  jails,  the  then 

Minister  of  Corrections,  or  Reform  Institu- 
tions, or  whatever  he  was  called  at  that  point, 

said— 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  He  was  called  a  lot  of 

things. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  And  appropriately— said 
that  the  establishment  of  a  regional  approach 
for  this  service  meant  the  32nd,  or  33rd,  or 

34th  different  land  of  administrative  unit- 

many  of  them  overlapping— and  it  was  this 
kind  of  problem  that  I  think  the  government 
as  a  whole  began  to  face  up  to. 

Now  it's  within  this  context  that  I  want  to 

come  to  regional  development.  I'm  speaking 
specifically,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  regional  de- 

velopment though,  because  on  the  face  of  it, 

or  the  problem  that  I'm  raising,  inevitably 
I'm  going  to  digress  for  purposes  of  illustra- 

tion into  other  areas. 

Some  years  ago,  when  we  were  beginning 
to  realize,  as  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition 

reviewed  a  few  moments  ago,  the  ineffective- 
ness of  the  10  regional  development  councils, 

across  the  Province  of  Ontario— the  point  was 
often  made  that  it  was  impossible  to  have 

effective  regional  development  if  it  wasn't 
tied  in  with  governments   that  could  imple- 
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ment  that  development— and  therefore  the 
question  was  raised— what  is  the  relationship 
between  regional  development  and  regional 

government?  Well,  okay,  it's  a  very  pertinent 
question  once  again.  If  we  have  moved  from 

10  regional  development  areas,  to  five  region- 
al development  areas— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  No,  you  say? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Perhaps  if  you  would 

let  me— perhaps   I  should  reply  just  briefly. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  You'd  better  when  you 
say  that,  sure,  because  I  thought  I  was  only 

quoting  you.  What  could  be  more  author- 
itative? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Five  planning  areas,  it  is 
right  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  have  moved  to 
five  planning  areas.  But  what  I  attempted  to 
say,  perhaps  not  too  well  in  the  speech  the 
Other  day,  and  which  I  have  said  on  a  couple 

of  occasions  since— in  Windsor  the  other  night 
in  reply  to  questions,  and  to  the  regional 

development  councils— perhaps  we  are  talk- 
ing about  two  different  things.  We  are  talk- 

ing, first  of  all,  about  a  provincial  plan, 
which  in  terms  of  not  having  the  province 
do  it  all  itself,  is  being  divided  really  into 

five  parts  as  opposed  to— and  forget  the  10 
for  a  moment— is  in  five  parts  and  which  will 
come  together  as  one. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  just  rivet  our  attention 
on  the  10. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  And  to  assist  in  the 
preparation  of  those  five  provincial  plans  we 

will  rely  on,  perhaps  a  group— five  groups, 
under  the  aegis  of  the  Ontario  Economic 

Council— and  we  haven't  thought  this  through 
yet  completely— to  get  the  private  sector  in- 

put. We  will  rely  on  five  subcommittees,  if 
you  will,  perhaps  under  the  aegis  of  the 
municipal  liaison  committee. 

But  more  particularly  dealing  with  the 
municipal  side,  the  speeches  used  to  be  made 
that  the  regional  development  councils  were 
the  grassroots  input.  Well,  whether  they  were 
or  not,  I  think  we  have  come  full  circle,  and 
the  Leader  of  the  Opposition,  and  this  why 
perhaps  I  should  reply  to  him  now,  is  very 
right  in  a  number  of  things  that  he  has  said 
tonight,  and  perhaps  that  he  has  always  said, 
and  perhaps  we  are  admitting  how  right  he 

and  I  were  when  others  weren't. 

Mr.  Reid:  Oh  God;  the  kiss  of  death,  right 
there! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  won't  go  into  that, 
but  you  know  it's  interesting  if  you  go  back 
to  1966  and  the  original  statement,  which 

talked  about  regional  development— and  the 
word  was  then,  from  the  regional  develop- 

ment branch  and  from  the  former  Premier 

that  the  two  phrases— regional  development 
and  regional  government— had  nothing  to  do 
with  each  other  whatsoever. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  said  it  many  times. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  That's  right.  In 
1968,  we  had  progressed  far  enough  that  the 

Premier  made  a  statement  on  regional  de- 
velopment, and  the  Minister  of  Municipal 

Affairs  made  a  speech  on  regional  govern- 
ment, and  they  were  bound  together— in  two 

sections  mind  you— but  with  one  cover  saying 

"Design  for  Development:  Phase  2."  That  was 
an  enormous  concession.  Really  the  speech, 
a  week  ago  Monday,  put  the  whole  thing  in 

one  package  and  added  a  third  ingredient— 
which  I  will  admit  was  not  horribly  explicit, 

but  included  in  that  package- 

Mr.  Reid:  Make  it  explicit. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  A  third  element, 

which  is  also  part  and  parcel  of  both— 
namely  tax  reform  at  the  local  level— whi^ch 
vote  has  long  since  been  passed.  But  the 

three  things  do  go  hand-in-hand  together, 
in  our  view. 

Mr.  Reid:  It  was  hardly  a  surprise. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  could  not  understand 
what  the  speech  said,  we  had  to  let  it  go. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  They  go  together, 

and  that  is,  in  the  overall,  what  the  state- 
ment by  the  Premier,  by  myseK,  tried  to  do 

a  week  ago— 10  days  ago.  But  to  come  back 
to— and  let  me  just  say  something  about  the 
regional  development  councils,  which  I  said 

to  their  association  yesterday  at  lunch— they 

were  meeting— and  I  left  them— 

Mr.  Reid:  I  trust  you  spoke  before  lunch 

and  didn't  ruin  their  appetites! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —left  them  with  my 

colleague,  the  Minister  of  Industry  and  Tour- 
ism (Mr.  White),  into  whose  protective 

hands  they  may,  or  may  not,  be  passing  in 
some  form  or  another. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  didn't  find  that  speech 
on  our  doorsteps  this  morning. 
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Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  But  what  I  said  to 
them  was  that,  if  you  look  back  to  1966,  or 

1968,  or  1963,  when  you  look  back  to- 
frankly  when  I  was  appointed  Minister  of 
Municipal  Affairs  in  1967— there  has  been  an 
enormous  change  since  that  time.  We  had, 
five  or  six  years  ago,  1,000  municipalities. 

Moreover  we  had  1,000— or  whatever  there 
were— municipalities  who  did  refuse  to  look 
beyond  what  I  call  their  own  backyards. 

I  think  that  situation  has  changed.  It  has 

changed  considerably.  Today  we  have  muni- 
cipalities, through  a  variety  of  arrangements, 

regional  governments— I'll  come  back  to  that 
—metropolitan  areas,  a  district  municipality, 
through  now  one  very  large  municipal  asso- 

ciation, through  the  municipal  liaison  com- 
mittee, bringing  together  four,  now  three, 

municipal  associations— someday  perhaps  one 
—through  the  association  of  counties  and 
regions,  which  was  only  formed  four  or  five 
years  ago,  which  in  my  view  has  done  a  great 
deal  to  strengthen  the  role  of  the  county  and 
give  it  a  broader  outlook  in  coming  to  grips 
with  some  of  the  problems.  So  that,  10  years 

ago,  five  years  ago,  when  the  regional  devel- 
opment councils  were  created,  and  were 

being  defended  by  my  predecessor,  perhaps 
even  in  a  weak  moment  by  myself— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  know  you  are  being  very 
defensive  tonight. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  There 
are  a  lot  of— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —and  up  until  two 
or  three  years  ago,  they  were  the  one  group 

around  who  were  spreading  the  gospel— other 
than  people  in  this  House;  other  than  the 
media;  other  than  the  universities,  perhaps; 
other  than  the  Smith  commission.  But  they 
were  the  one  organized  group,  consisting 
mainly  of  local  municipal  leaders,  elected 
and  appointed,  who  were  in  some  organized 
way,  saying  we  have  to  look  beyond  our  own 
backyards  and  we  have  to  look  at  a  little 

bit  bigger  picture,  and  the  problems  of  east- 
ern Ontario  do  not  stop,  or  start,  at  the 

borders  of  Cornwall,  and  the  problems  of 
agriculture  in  Essex  county  are  very  similar 
to  the  problems  of  agriculture  two  townships 
away  in  Kent  county. 

They  were  a  group  who,  for  better  or  for 
worse,  were  asked  to  do  that  by  the  province. 
And  whether  they  are  entirely  responsible— 

and  I  don't  suggest  for  one  minute  that  they 
are;  I  have  named  some  of  the  others,  the 
liaison  committee,  the  municipal  associations 
themselves,  ACRO-today  I  think  we  have  a 
much  healthier,  much  wiser,  much  broader, 

viewpoint  being  expressed  by  local  govern- 
ment right  across  the  province.  Sure  there 

are  centres  of  narrow  parochialism,  and  I 
suppose  there  will  be  for  another  20  or  30 
years.  But  we  felt  that  we  had  arrived  at  the 
point  in  time  where  we  could  move  away 
from  something  which  was  frankly  artificial 

—10  regional  development  councils— and  they 
are  artificial.  They  were  based  on  a  report 
done  for  DBS  by  one  Samitz  in  1945.  Frankly 
artificial. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  know  that  because 

we've  been  saying  that— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I'm  agreeing  with 
you.  I'm  agreeing  with  you.  I'm  agreeing with  you. 

Mr.  Reid:  No,  that's  what  bothers— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  And  if  the  member 

wants,  I'll  write  a  letter  to  the  Paris  paper 
and  say  that  I  agreed  with  the  Leader  of 
the  Opposition. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Take  it  easy.  Don't 
promise  too  much. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Go  ahead- 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  They  were  sure  they 
were  artificial.  But  there  was  no  other  vehicle 

around  to  do  the  particular  job  which  needed 

doing.  And  if  we  spent  money,  and  we  did— 
$350,000  a  year,  and  had  promoted  the  kind 

of  provincial  thinking,  of  wide  regional  think- 
ing in  the  province,  which  is, necessary  to 

achieve  some  of  the  goals  and  objectives 

which  all  of  us  share- 

Mr.  Reid:  All  right!- 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —then  I  think  that 
was  money  terribly  well  spent. 

Mr.  Reid:  What?  Don't  take  credit  for  it, 

because  you  didn't  plan  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  we've  arrived 
at  the  point  in  time,  and  I'm  now  returning 
to  my  interjection  to  the  member  from  York 
South,  where  we  will  have  at  the  end  of 
this  year,  nine  restructured  local  governments. 
We  will  still  have  a  number  of  counties,  we 
will  still  have  separated  cities  and  towns. 

The  counties,  in  my  view— five  years  ago  they 

wouldn't  look  at  county  planning.  Today  they 
want  to  take  on  that  function,  and  in  some 

cases,  they're  doing  so. 
I  say  to  my  friend  from  Rainy  River, 

we  have  much  more  active,  better  financed 
municipal  associations,  district  associations  in 
northern  Ontario,  which  are  some  sort  of  a 
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substitute  at  this  moment  for  a  regional  gov- 
ernment; probably  will  be  for  a  long  time 

to  come;  perhaps  forever.  Perhaps  they  need 
more  funding.  Perhaps  they  need  more 
organization. 

Mr.  Reid:   More  what? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Funding.  Perhaps 
they  do.  The  roles  have  to  be  sorted  out.  I 
said  this  at  Thunder  Bay  a  year  ago  and  it 

wasn't  terribly  popular.  We  have  the  North- 
western Ontario  Chamber  of  Commerce,  the 

Northwestern  Ontario  Development  Associa- 
tion, the  Northwestern  Ontario  Tourist  Associ- 

ation—three district  associations  and  within 
that,  all  trying  to  do  the  same  thing.  And 

most— and  I  think  nearly  all  that  I've  men- 
tioned, in  part— funded  by  the  province. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  And  they  all  want  to  come 
down  and  have  an  interview  with  the  min- 

ister twice  a  year. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  True,  with  the  cab- 
inet, with  the  cabinet. 

Mr.   Roy:   You  are  so   agreeable  tonight— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  decided  that 

we'd  reached  the  point  in  time  where,  in- 
stead of  dealing  with  10  things  which  were 

rather  artificial,  that  perhaps  they  had  out- 
lived their  usefulness,  and  that  we  could 

now  move  ahead  to  dealing  with  essentially 

what  I've  called  the  list  of  70—70  regions— 
the  metropolitan  municipality,  the  regional 
governments,  the  district  municipality,  a 
couple  of  district  associations,  the  north,  the 
counties,  the  separated  cities  and  towns.  And 
if  you  add  that  up,  you  come  to  a  list  of 
about  70,  hopefully  someday,  which  will  be 
reduced  to  30  or  40,  but  who  are  taking  a 
look  at  the  broader  picture   within  the   70. 

We  have  not  talked  this  through  yet.  We 

will  probably  be  asking— I  don't  know,  I 
haven't  totalled  this  up— but  let's  say  within southern  and  western  Ontario  there  are  15. 

We  haven't  defined  the  precise  border  even 
yet.  But  let's  say  there  are  15— there  will  be 
one  region,  probably  eight  or  nine  counties, 
six  or  eight  separated  cities  or  towns,  15  or 
16,  or  17,  something  like  that.  We  would 
ask  them  to  come  together,  those  16  or  17, 
as  the  subcommittee  forming  one  of  the  five. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Would  you  envisage  the 
counties  existing  only  in  an  area  where  the 

other  jurisdictions  don't  exist? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  There  won't  be  an  over- 
lap. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  no.  And  in  many 

cases,  that  won't  be  a  permanent  arrange- 
ment, but  we  think  that  we  are  in  a  position 

now  to  push  for  that  sort  of  loose  organiza- 
tion, and  it  will  be,  but  they— coming  to- 

gether, that  group  in  southern  and  western 

of  15  or  16,  whatever  they  are,  coming  to- 
gether, will  form  a  subcommittee,  if  I  can 

put  it  that  way,  of  the  liaison  committee,  or 

whatever  emerges,  which  will  be  the  munic- 
ipal planning  adviser  in  the  preparation  of 

the  provincial  plan  for  southern  and  western 
Ontario.  By  the  same  token,  we  still  want  to 
involve— and  we  still  want  to  involve— and  I 

don't  think  we've  been  entirely  successful 
in  this,  perhaps  anything  but,  we  want  to 

involve  the  private  sector— business,  labour, 
the  academic  community- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Labour.  You  didn't  mention 
that  in  your  speech. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Oh,  I've  mentioned 
that  on  a  number  of  occasions- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Not  in  the  definitive  speech 
in  Ottawa. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  said  "the  private 
sector,"  and  to  my  view  the  private  sector 
includes  the  trade  union  movement  as  op- 

posed to  government. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  said  specifically  industry, 

commerce  and  universities— academic. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  member  is  very 

sensitive,  but  I  have  said  that  on,  I  don't 
know  how  many  occasions,  that  we  have  to 
find  a  way  for  government  at  all  levels,  in 

my  view,  federal,  provincial,  regional,  to  sit 
down  with  the  private  sector,  the  academic 
community,  the  business  community,  the 
Chamber  of  Commerce,  the  trade  union 
movement,  once,  twice,  three  times,  in  the 

year  to  sit  down  and  sort  out  their  common 
problems.  As  the  member  for  York  South 
who  called  me  a  right-wing  Tory,  I  suppose 
I  am,  yet  I  do  recognize  that  the  problems 
of  our  society  today  are  much  too  large  for 

the  private  sector  to  solve  in  isolation,  cer- 
tainly much  too  large  for  any  one  level  of 

government  to  solve  in  isolation,  and  our 
answer  has  been  the  regional  development 

councils.  I  don't  think  it  has  worked  very 
well  because  mainly  it  has  involved  municipal 

representation,  and  only  municipal  represen- 
tation—with a   couple   of  exceptions,   EODC 
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has  involved  the  private  sector  and  has  in- 
volved it  rather  well.  Not  all  segments  of  the 

private  sector,  I  might  say,  but  I  think  they 

are  exceptions.  Lake  Erie— trying  pretty  hard 
to  involve  the  private  sectors- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  is  EO? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Eastern  Ontario,  yes. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Erie  ones  have  been 

the  best,  in  my  view. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  comes  from  down  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  All  right,  yes,  okay. 

Lake  St.  Clair,  no,  that's  my  own.  AH  munic- 
ipal people,  or  ex-municipal  people- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What's  the  Niagara  one 
called?  Southern  Ontario?  That's  been  the 
worst  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  hasn't  succeeded. 
Now  that  may  come  under  the  aegis  of  the 
Economic  Council.  Frankly,  I  think  in  some 

ways  that  is  too  big.  I  am  hoping  to  en- 
courage the  existing  regional  governments  in 

some  way  or  another  to  have  that  kind  of 
consultation  with  the  private  sector  two  or 

three  times  a  year,  not  necessarily  struc- 
tured. You  know,  I  think  of  Ottawa;  for  that 

matter,  I  think  of  Niagara  first  off,  with  the 
university  there,  Brock,  to  bring  together  the 

regional  council,  to  bring  together  represen- 
tatives from  the  various  segments  of  the 

community,  to  talk  out  some  of  the  problems 

of  Niagara  on  two  or  three  times  a  year- 

Mr.  MacDonald:  And  Ridley? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  no,  I  doubt  it. 

But  they  could  stay  there,  they  don't  have 
to  commute  that  far.  I  am  sorry  to  interrupt 
the  member  for  York  South,  but  when  I  try 
to  express  what  was  in  the  speech  perhaps 

in  more  lay  language— which  I  can  under- 
stand—whether I  have  helped  him  or  not,  I 

don't  know. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Well  as  a  matter  of  fact  I 
think  it  is  well  that  the  minister  did  inter- 

vene because  quite  frankly  I  was  doing  a  lot 
of  speculating  and  he  has  now,  at  least,  given 
what  we  can  accept  as  authoritative— as  inside 
a  view,  for  the  moment,  as  we  can  get,  with 
regard  to  the  evolving  pattern.  And,  what 
becomes  very  clear  is  that  first,  the  old 
moulds  have  been  completely  shattered,  and 
second,  nobody,  including  the  minister,  has 
any  very  clear  picture  as  to  what  the  new 
mould  is  going  to  be. 

He  states,  for  example— if  I  can  pick  up 
with  the  very  point  that  I  was  discussing 

when  he  took  the  floor— that  the  five  regional 
development  areas  are  now  going  to  be  five 

parts  of  the  provincial  plan— they  may  have 
their  organizational  structures  insofar  as  de- 

velopment is  concerned,  perhaps  as  subcom- 
mittees of  the  Ontario  Economic  Council,  but 

that  hasn't  been  thought  through.  In  short,  we 
are  really  seeking  a  new  and  effective  kind 
of  organizational  structure. 

Well,  okay.  Obviously  we  in  the  Legisla- 
ture can  have  some  sort  of  an  input,  but  most 

of  it  is  going  to  be  from  the  cabinet  and  in  that 
vast  array  of  civil  service  and  brain  trusting 
that  the  government  has  in  terms  of  coming 

up  with  something  specific.  I  want  to  reiter- 
ate the  basic  points,  because  quite  frankly  I 

don't  get  any  clear  idea  at  all  as  to  what  is 
going  to  be  a  relationship  as  yet,  surely  no 
clear  idea  of  what  the  minister  admits  is  a 

vital  need,  namely  the  relationship  between 

regional  development  and  regional  govern- 
ment, the  structures  and  how  you  can  tie 

the  two  of  them  together. 

I  can  quite  understand  the  proposition,  if 
I  may  take  northern  Ontario  to  illustrate  my 

point,  of  saying  now  northeastern  Ontario 
and  northwestern  Ontario,  because  quite 
frankly,  that  middle  group  that  was  in  there 

before  was  a  real- 

Mr.  Reid:  What  middle  group? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Well,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
you  are  right.  There  was  no  middle  group, 
except  that  the  whole  area  from  North  Bay 
through  to  Sudbury  through  to  the  Soo, 

didn't  really  fit  anywhere.  They  were  more 
of  a  unit  by  themselves. 

And  this  was  true,  quite  frankly,  if  one 
came  down  to  the  regional  development 
councils  in  southern  Ontario.  There  were 

many  places  where,  if  Samitz  was  the  man 
who  made  the  decision,  I  was  a  bit  curious 
on  what  basis  he  made  the  decision.  There 

didn't  seem  to  be  any  very  convincing  ration- ale for  the  choice  of  the  boundaries  between 
them  and  I  wondered  when  there  were 

going  to  be  amalgamations  or  shifts  in  boun- 
daries, and  now,  of  course,  the  whole  thing 

has  been  thrown  into  the  hopper,  and  you 

are  going  to  come  up  with  five  different  areas. 

Well,  let  me  come  back  to  my  basic  point. 

What  is  going  to  be  the  tie-in  between— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  don't  know  what 
rationale  he  used  but  it  is  rather  interesting 
that  in  my  discussion  with  him,  he  mentioned 
one   of  the   limitations— he   did  it  for  DBS, 
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but  he  came  to  the  province  for  help.  He 
was  told  by  the  then  Premier  that  it  was  a 

great  idea,  but  don't  violate  a  county  boun- 
dary. That  was  one  of  his  limitations. 

Mr.  Reid:  In  other  words  you  haven't— 
Mr.  MacDonald:  As  a  matter  of  fact,  that 

sounds  like  an  echo  of  Leslie  M.  Frost!  Don't 
violate  the  boundaries!  I  remember  when 
some  travesty  of  a  rationale  redistribution 
of  constituencies  was  presented  to  the  House. 
The  defence  was  the  reason  why  we  were 

given  that  they  didn't  want  to  violate  some 
county  boundaries  which  had  become  about 
as  irrelevant  as  the  boundary  between  a 
couple  of  African  states. 

Mr.  Reid:  On  which  you  are  an  expert. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  At  the  moment! 

I'm  sorry.  If  it  is  possible  for  me  to  go 
back  and  pick  up  again  on  the  basic  point 
that  I  was  trying  to  make— the  tie  between 
regional  government  and  regional  develop- 

ment. I  shall  look  forward  with  a  great  deal 
of  interest  to  discovering  how  you  tie  in  the 
regional  governments  that  inevitably  will  be 
found— and  along  with  them  separate  cities 
and  counties  and  districts  and  heaven  knows 

what— into  some  sort  of  a  co-ordinated  gov- 
ernmental base  for  the  regional  development 

in,  for  example,  northeastern  Ontario,  or 
northwestern  Ontario,  or  eastern  Ontario,  or 
central  Ontario  or  the  southwest. 

However,  the  minister's  interjection  about 
county  boundaries  prompts  me  to  raise  a 
specific  point  for  his  comment  a  little  later. 
That  is  what,  if  any,  relationship  is  there 
going  to  be  between  the  county  boundaries 
that  were  chosen  for  school  boards  and  all 
of  this  rationalization? 

The  minister  will  recall  that  when,  follow- 
ing the  1967  election,  we  suddenly  moved 

toward  county  school  boards  without  any 
prior  consultation  or  revelation  to  the  elec- 

tors of  the  province- 

Mr.  Young:  That's  when  this  minister  blew 
his  top. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  —there  were  a  lot  of  ques- 
tions asked  as  to  what  was  the  relationship 

between  some  rationalization  or  integration 
of  school  government  and  municipal  govern- 

ment and  that  was  sort  of  sloughed  off: 

"Well,  we  aren't  necessarily  tied  to  county 
boundaries  when  we  moved  to  regional  gov- 

ernment." What  we  were  tied  to,  nobody 
knew,  but  now  here  we  have  this  whole 
structure    of    county    school    boards,    and    it 

seems  to  me  what  while  they  don't  have 
perhaps  an  immediate  tie-in  with  municipal 
government  and  in  turn  regional  develop- 

ment, they  are  obviously  part  of  the  overall 
picture.  I  am  curious  to  know  if  the  minister 

has  even  any  vague,  off-the-top-of-his-head, 
off-the-seat-of-his-pants  —  or  wherever  they 
may  come  from  at  this  point  —  comments  with 
regard  to  some  rationalization  of  that  aspect 
of  it. 

Finally,  without  wandering  on  too  much 
further,  there  is  a  specific  that  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  minister  to  comment  on.  I  under- 

stand that  when  the  study  was  initiated  in 
Haldimand-Norfolk  it  was  something  of  a 
unique  or  an  unprecedented  study  in  that  it 
was  a  study  that  sought  to  come  up  with  the 
answers  for  a  regional  development,  at  least 
on  a  corner  of  what  is  now  a  new  area. 

Secondly,  it  sought  to  come  up  with  the 
necessary  new  structures  for  regional  govern- 

ment, particularly  as  one  envisaged  all  of  the 
fantastic  industrial  development  that  sud- 

denly had  emerged  at  Nanticoke  and  with 
Dofasco  and  Stelco  and  other  great  indus- 

trial complexes. 

What  is  the  government's  view  at  this 
point?  What  guidelines  have  emerged  from 
that  study  in  terms  of  an  integration  of 
regional  government  and  regional  develop- 

ment? And  how  do  you  fit  that  into  the  new 
pattern,  since  it  is  now  only  a  small  part  of 
one  of  your  five  provincial  areas?  If  you  are 

going  to  make  that  kind  of  a  study  in  Haldi- 
mand-Norfolk part  of  the  past  chapter  for 

which  the  curtain  has  now  been  lowered,  is 

there  any  thought,  for  example,  of  a  com- 
parable kind  of  study,  which  seems  to  me  for 

the  future  would  be  much  more  meaningful, 
of  an  integration  of  regional  development  and 

regional  government  in  one  of  the  areas?  Be- 
cause there  you  have  the  problem  of  inte- 

grating separate  cities,  districts  and,  in  some 
instances,  counties.  Perhaps  there  is  even  an 

opportunity  to  come  to  grips  with  the  prob- 
lem of  county  school  boards  and  how  they 

may  be  rationalized  in  the  new  pattern. 
There  are  many  other  questions  I  suppose 

one  might  raise,  but  that  is  enough  for  the 
moment. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  two  points  the 
member  for  York  South  has  raised.  First  of 
all  the  school  boards,  which  is  an  interesting 

problem. 

Mr.  Reid:  In  other  words  you  haven't  got 
an  answer  for  that  one,  either. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  sounds  like  a  restate- 
ment of  the  problem  without  an  answer. 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  Have  you  ever  talked  to  the 
fellow  behind  you? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  Minister  of  Edu- 
cation (Mr.  Wells)  is  out  of  the  country  and 

my  boss  may  be  listening  on  the  blower  so 
perhaps  I  had  better  be  careful. 

It  is  interesting,  of  course.  It  is  not  the 

local  politicians,  it  is  the  directors  of  edu- 
cation who  in  many  cases  have  decided  that 

those  county  boundaries  were  the  most  sacred 
of  boundaries  which  had  ever  been  drawn 

anywhere  in  the  province.  It  is  so  ridiculous, 
you  know,  because  the  school  boards  under 
the  aegis  of  the  county  councils  drew  some 
of  the  most  sensible  lines  which  have  ever 

been  drawn  in  this  province  reflecting  "com- 
munity of  interest"  in  the  best  possible  world 

when  they  created  the  high-school  districts, 
and  they  wandered  across  township  borders, 
they  wandered  across  county  borders.  They 

did  so,  reflecting— and  this  goes  back  10,  15, 
20  years  when  those  high  school  boundaries 

were  set  up— reflecting  a  community  of  in- 
terest, reflecting  perhaps  the  strongest  com- 

munity of  interest  of  all,  the  wishes  of 
mothers,  I  suppose,  and  fathers,  who  wanted 
their  kids  to  be  going  to  the  town  where  they 
went  to  do  their  shopping,  where  they  went 
to  the  local  moose  hall,  where  they  went  to 
the  bank;  in  the  same  direction,  and  that 
was  the  community  of  interest.  Not  something 
which  John  Graves  Simcoe  laid  out  200  years 
ago  or  Baldwin  confirmed  150  years  ago. 

There  can  be  more  than  one  community 
of  interest.  I  recall  one  female  reeve  of  this 

province  who  said  she  didn't  know  where  her 
community  of  interest  lay;  she  was  talking 
about  three  communities  at  a  particular  meet- 

ing and  she  said  she  taught  school.  She  taught 
school  in  one  community,  she  lived  in  another 
community,  bought  her  clothes  in  a  third 
community,  but  always  went  to  the  liquor 
store  in  the  fourth  so  that  nobody  from  the 

other  three  ever  saw  her.  So  she  didn't  know 
where  her  community  of  interest  was.  There 
are  not  that  many  female  reeves  in  the 
province  and  you  can  figure  out  where  she 
was  from. 

Mr.  Reid:  Where  did  she  drink  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  is  an  interesting 
problem  and  I  am  delighted  to  have  the 
support  of  the  member  for  York  South  that 
there  is  something  not  sacred  about  school 
board  boundaries- 

Mr.  Young:  We  have  told  you  that  for 
years. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —or  county  bound- 
aries. We  are  doing  our  best  and  I  wish  he 

would  have  a  little  chat  with  the  member 

for  Wentworth  who  was  screaming  blue 
murder  about  a  change  in  Wentworth  county 
boundaries,  which  simply  reflected  nothing 
more  or  less  than  adhering  to  a  high-school 
board  boundary  which  had  been  established 
for  20  years  and  which  had  worked  very  well. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He's  the  one  who  got  you 
to  change  your  mind. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  yes,  there  were 

a  couple.  Without  getting  into  the  merits  of 
that  case  at  all,  I  simply  point  out  that  the 
intensity  of  feeling  and  the  interest  runs 
rather  high  in  these  matters.  However,  my 
friend  the  parliamentary  assistant  from  York 

East  (Mr.  Meen)  has  achieved  a  12-square- 
mile  breach  into  a  county,  which  is  a  signifi- 

cant advance.  I  agree  with  my  friend  from 
York  South  completely— 

Mr.  Roy:  You  are  all  peaches  and  cream 
tonight. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  just  have  to  tell 
him,  because  he  knows  a  great  deal  about 

Ontario's  history  and  Ontario's  counties,  that 
it  is  not  an  easy  task.  But  we  are  keeping  it 
in  mind  and  we  are  trying  to  work  with  the 
school  authorities.  In  Timmins,  for  example, 
Mr.  Chairman,  the  Minister  of  Education 

is  expanding  the  school  area  to  make  it  con- 
terminous. We  are  trying  to  make  these 

things  conterminous  wherever  we  can,  and  we 
will  work  to  that  end. 

Haldimand-Norfolk  really  comes  under 

item  6,  but  let's  deal  with  it  now  since  it 
has  been  raised.  Yes,  there  will  be  a  com- 

bined regional  government  or  restructuring 

of  local  government.  We  started  on  the  eco- 
nomic planning  first;  then  there  was  the 

land-use  planning,  which  is  largely  com- 

pleted. I  think  it's  fair  to  say  there  was  a 
tremendous  amount  of  local  input. 

We  are  very  satisfied  with  the  way  it  has 
gone.  It  has  taken  longer  than  we  thought. 
Fortunately,  the  plans  of  the  Steel  Co.  were 
considerably  delayed;  originally  they  were  to 
have  started  work  in  1972,  I  think,  and  it 
would  now  appear  to  be  1975  because  of  the 
state  of  the  economy,  steel  prices,  expansion 
at  Hamilton  and  a  number  of  other  things. 

Therefore,  we  have  had  more  time  and  we 

have  been  able  to  involve  more  people,  al- 
though I  think  they  are  beginning  to  wonder 

what  is  happening.  I  can  tell  the  member 
that  the  report  is  completed  and  there  is  a 
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note  on  my  desk  wanting  to  know  if  the 
foreword  is  okay  to  go  to  the  printer.  We 
are  that  far  along  with  it. 

In  terms  of  restructuring  the  local  govern- 
ment, that  started  about  six  months  ago  with 

joint  study  groups  between  the  two  counties. 
One  county,  Norfolk,  has  agreed  that  the  two 
counties  should  come  together;  the  other 
county  still  thinks  it  should  proceed  on  a 
two-county  basis.  I  suspect  what  they  are 
really  saying  is  the  minister  can  do  it  and 

they  won't  yell  too  much;  I've  got  to  get back  into  that  situation. 

Within  both  counties  a  very  healthy  dis- 
cussion is  going  on  with  regard  to  the  pos- 

sible consolidation.  They  have  made  their 
views  known  to  the  study  director,  Mr.  Rich- 

ardson, and  he  is  to  report  to  them  and  to 
me  in  September  or  October— well,  I  said  that 
in  the  statement  the  other  day.  He  will 
report  this  fall  and  we  hope,  after  a  response, 
to  develop  a  government  proposal.  Quite 
frankly,  we  hope  that  there  will  be  a  suffi- 

cient degree  of  consensus  to  proceed  to  legis- 
lation in  1973  for  implementation  on  Jan. 

1,  1974.  Whether  we  will  achieve  that  or  not, 

I  don't  know,  but  that's  the  very  tentative 
timetable  at  this  moment.  The  plan  should 
be  out  by  then. 

I  don't  want  to  indicate  that  the  whole 
plan  can  be  carried  out  by  a  new  regional 

government,  if  that's  what  it  is  called  when 
it  is  created.  It's  a  big  plan  and  it  involves  a 
tremendous  amount  of  growth.  A  lot  of  pro- 

vincial help  is  going  to  be  needed,  but  if  we 
can  restructure  the  local  government  it  will 
need  a  lot  less  provincial  help  and  guidance 
and  mothering  than  if  we  do  not  restructure 
the  local  government. 

The  member  also  asked  if  we  were  doing 
that  anywhere  else- 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Well,  more  particularly 
within  one  of  the  areas;  if  there  was  validity 
in  doing  it  in  Haldimand-Norfolk  to  find  out 
how  to  integrate  regional  development  and 
regional  government,  then  it  is  even  more 
valid  for  the  future  to  study  one  of  the  areas. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Not  specifically;  not 
that  same  sort  of  approach,  but  to  some 
extent  going  down  the  same  route,  perhaps 
on  a  smaller  scale,  in  the  implementation  of 
zone  3  of  the  TCR.  I  am  referring  now  to 
Simcoe  in  growth  for  Barrie,  Orillia,  Colling- 
wood,  Midland— planning  their  growth.  And 
in  the  other  case,  Port  Hope-Cobourg— and 
perhaps  Port  Hope  and  Cobourg  is  a  better 
example.    There    are    two    townships    there, 

Hamilton  and  Hope.  I  have  said  to  them  I 

don't  want  to  confuse  the  issue  at  this  point. 
TCR  roughly  said  there  are  25,000  people 

there  now;  we  would  hope  within  20  or  30 
years  this  would  be  a  planned  community 

of  100,000  people.  Centred  where,  I  don't know. 

The  four  municipalities  accept  that  con- 
cept. We  have  now  appointed  a  joint  task 

force;  one  of  technical  people  drawn  from 
their  staffs  and  our  staffs.  We  will  have  to 
roll  in  consultants,  a  political  committee, 

composed  of  myself,  my  parliamentary  assist- 
ant, the  four  heads  of  the  municipalities  and 

a  couple  of  others,  to  work  on  that  develop- 
mental plan  and  see  how  it  can  be  achieved 

—what  provincial  incentives  or  assistance  are 
going  to  be  needed. 

At  the  same  time,  as  I  said,  I  don't  want 
to  confuse  this  issue  with  talking  about  re- 

gional government.  But  I  have  said  to  them, 
both  in  Simcoe  and  in  Port  Hope-Cobourg, 
that  that  is  undoubtedly  part  of  the  pack- 

age; that  the  consultants  or  anybody  else 
are  going  to  recognize  that  to  achieve  that 
kind  of  rapid  growth,  we  want  to  make  very 
sure  that  the  local  government  structure  is 
modern,  is  sound— hopefully  is  one,  rather 
than  split  into  a  number  of  parts. 

I  think  those  are  the  two  places  we  are 
sort  of  following  on  from  the  Haldimand- 
Norfolk  approach  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Rainy 
River. 

Mr.  Reid:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  try  to  be 
brief.  In  listening  to  the  Treasurer,  etc.,  on 

his  titles,  I  can't  help  having  the  same 
feeling  that  Duncan  must  have  had  when  he 

approached  Macbeth's  castle  when  Lady 
Macbeth  was  there  to  meet  him— all  full  of 
smiles  and  handshakes  and  words  of  welcome. 
I  have  that  feeling  that  somewhere  in  the 
not  too  distant  future  we  are  all  going  to  get 
stabbed  in  the  back.  When  the  Treasurer  is 
full  of  sweetness  and  light  like  this,  he  is 
either  trying  to  get  through  his  estimates,  or 
trying  to  avoid  trouble  so  he  can  get  out  of 
here. 

He  has  come  on,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the 
last  few  minutes  with  all  the  zeal  of  a 

Catharine  Kuhlman  or  Rex  Humbard  con- 
vert. Really,  he  has  suddenly  seen  the  light. 

He  can't  say  how  much  in  the  past  he  has 
perhaps  been  a  sinner  but  now  he  has  seen 
the  light  and  he  is  converted.  Everything  we 
on  this  side  have  been  saying  for  the  past 

few  years  he  agrees  with— even  more  so  than 
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we  do.  Of  course,  that  has  to  give  us  pause 
on   this   side   and   we   have   to   re-assess   our 

position- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Reid:  Well,  the  conversion  is  not  un- 
like the  suddenness  of  the  conversion  of  St. 

Paul.  Actually,  one  would  almost  think  that 
the  boss,  as  he  so  fondly  put  it,  had  a  word 

with  him  on  the  way  in  and  said;  "Let's  wrap 
this  up  tonight  and  let's  not  provoke  any 

discussion." 

Mr.  B.  Gilbertson  (Algoma):  Where  did  the 
member  learn  those  big  words? 

Mr.  Reid:  However,  I  would  like  to  make 
fust  two  or  three  points,  Mr.  Chairman;  the 
first  one  being  that  while  we  talk  about 
regional  government,  the  fact  remains  that 

until  we  have  basic  tax  reform  in  this  prov- 
ince, the  whole  system  is  not  going  to  work. 

I  don't  think  we  have  to  elaborate  on 
that;  we  have  heard  that  almost  ad  nauseam. 

I  said  it  in  the  Throne  Speech  debate,  and  I 
will  reiterate,  that  until  we  have  basic  tax 

reform  in  the  province,  none  of  these  gran- 
diose schemes— no  matter  what  name  or 

phrases  or  cliches  of  the  provincial  Treas- 
urer or  his  boss  wants  to  call  them— are  not 

going  to  work.  Until  we  reform  the  tax  base, 

it  just  won't  wash. 
I  am  sure  the  Treasurer  realizes  it  in  his 

heart  and  perhaps  next  year  in  his  estimates, 
if  he  is  still  in  that  position,  he  will  get  up 

and  say:  "I  recall  the  members  opposite  say- 
ing that  for  years;  and  of  course  I  couldn't 

agree  with  them  because  I  wasn't  Premier 
at  the  time.  But  now  that  he  has  gone  on 
to  lesser  things  in  Ottawa,  I  can  say  what  I 

think." The  Treasurer  must  be  getting  a  little  tired 
of  going  to  York  and  Niagara,  and  various 
other  places,  with  his  cheque  book  ready  to 
bail  them  out  of  their  difficulties  because  the 
basic  tax  reform  has  not  been  done. 

Well,  regardless  of  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  say  a  few  words  about  northern 

economic  development— and  I  will  include 
the  whole  region  there.  And  it  is  rather 
interesting  what  the  Treasurer  said  in  regard 
to  northeastern  and  northwestern  Ontario. 

The  Treasurer  has  agreed,  or  admitted 
finally,  that  regional  economic  development 

—or  rather  regional  government,  perhaps— is 
far  in  the  distance  as  far  as  this  area  of  the 

province  is  concerned,  and  I  think  that  this 
has  been  rather  obvious  to  those  of  us  who 

live  in  that  area.  The  distances  are  too  great, 

the  people  are  too  spread  out,  to  have  that 
community  of  interest  within  all  of  northern 
Ontario,  stretching,  shall  we  say,  from  North 
Bay  across  to  the  Manitoba  border. 

I  would  like  to  say— and  I  have  to  tread 
softly  and  carefully  here— that  while  the 
Treasurer  and  others  have  indicated  in  the 

House  over  the  last  two  or  three  years  that 
the  10  economic  regions  or  the  10  economic 
development  councils  have  not  been  overly 
successful,  the  Treasurer  has  at  the  same 
time,  on  two  or  three  occasions  that  I  can 
recall,  admitted  that  probably  one  of  the 
most  successful,  if  not  the  most  successful, 
has  been  the  Northwestern  Ontario  Economic 

Development  Council. 

I  don't  know  if  the  Treasurer  is  listening. 
Perhaps  a  small  nod  in  that  regard  would 

prompt  me  to  sit  down  shortly,  but  if  I  don't 
get  a  response  of  some  kind  I  will  have  to 
continue. 

Mr.  Good:  You  are  going  to  have  to  con- 
tinue. 

Mr.  Reid:  I  am  going  to  have  to  continue. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downs view):  You  will 
probably  never  sit  down. 

Mr.  Reid:  Probably  not.  Well,  we  are  going 
to  be  here  all  night  anyway.  I  would  repeat, 

in  case  the  Treasurer  didn't  hear,  it  is  my 
own  personal  feeling  that  the  Northwestern 
Ontario  Economic  Development  Council  was 
singularly  successful.  That  plan,  in  that  stage 

of  a  programme  that  now  seems  to  be  ex- 
tinct, was  given  a  certain  amount  of  lead 

play.  We  in  northwestern  Ontario  were 
guaranteed  certain  things. 

The  minister  himself,  as  I  recall,  along 
with  various  cabinet  ministers,  journeyed  up 
to  Thunder  Bay  some  two  or  three  years 

ago  and  with  a  great  deal  of  fanfare  an- 
nounced that  the  government  was  accepting 

almost  holus-bolus  the  recommendations  of 

that  council  and  that,  indeed,  we  were  plan- 
ning on  a  five-  to  seven-  to  10-year  basis 

to  carry  out  the  programme  as  set  out  in  the 
northwestern  Design  for  Development  pro- 

gramme. I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister  if  he  is 

indicating  in  his  estimates  here  tonight  that 
those  promises  made  by  him  and  by  other 
cabinet  ministers  on  behalf  of  this  govern- 

ment, are  in  fact  not  going  to  be  carried  out 
in  regard  to  northwestern  Ontario?  Are  we 
in  fact  going  back  to  square  one,  not  going 
to  do  anything,  or  are  we  going  to  fit  this  in? 

I  agree  with  the  basic  philosophy  of  the 
Treasurer  as  he  has  enunciated  it.  Basically 
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that's  what  we  have  been  saying  for  some 
time.  I  don't  think  you  can  plan  for  a  region 
in  isolation  to  the  rest  of  the  province.  It  has 

to  be  done  as  a  whole.  You  can't  isolate 
these  things  or  compartmentalize  them.  But 
it  seemed  to  me  that  we  in  northwestern 
Ontario  had  done  a  reasonably  good  job  on 
our  Design  for  Development;  that  very  basic 
requirements  were  necessary,  regardless,  to 
fit  us  in  with  the  rest  of  the  programme. 

We  talk  about  the  Toronto-centred  region 
plan  and  we  talk  about  the  Design  for  De- 

velopment: Northwestern  Ontario,  and  we 
are  talking  about  two  distinct  and  different 
areas,  because  we  do  not  have  the  services, 
we  do  not  have  the  low  transportation  rates, 
we  do  not  have  the  investment  opportunities 
or  the  funds  to  develop  our  part  of  the 
province  the  way  we  would  like  to.  I  wonder, 
Mr.  Chairman,  through  you  to  the  Treasurer, 

if  he  would  mind  commenting  on  those  mat- 
ters, particularly  as  to  the  future  of  the 

Design  for  Development:  Northwestern 
Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Premier  answered  a  question  about  this  the 
other  day.  We  indicated  in  the  speech  three 

items,  what  we're  moving  ahead  out  of  the 
list,  and  I  don't  think  I  have  anything  more to  add  at  this  moment. 

Mr.  Reid:  I  am  sorry  that  the  Treasurer 
did  not  see  fit  to  respond  a  little  more  fully 
than  that,  because  I  am  sure  the  Treasurer 
knows  that  those  few  small,  infantile  steps 

on  the  part  of  the  government— really  a  re- 
action to  what  is  being  done  by  the  people 

in  the  area  themselves,  much  to  their  credit 

—are  not  really  accomplishing  very  much  in 
the  economic  development  of  northwestern 
Ontario. 

I'll  give  you  one  example.  I'll  refresh  the 
Treasurer's  memory  in  regard  to  a  com- 

munication system  for  northwestern  Ontario. 

Again,  with  a  great  deal  of  fanfare,  the  gov- 
ernment announces  a  forgivable  loan  or  per- 

formance loan  to  CKPR-TV  in  northwestern 

Ontario  to  provide  a  regional  television  net- 

work. They're  going  to  bring  in  CTV  pro- 
gramming eventually.  I  have  a  letter  as 

recently  as  a  week  to  10  days  ago  from  the 
gentleman  concerned  in  that  enterprise  and 

he  indicates  that  it's  going  to  be  two  to  three 
years,  at  least,  before  this  network  ever  gets 

out  of  Thunder  Bay,  if  even  then.  It's  going 
to  take  that  kind  of  time  to  set  it  up  to  see 
if  it  will  work  in  Thunder  Bay. 

Really  what  that  programme  is  is  some- 
thing for  the  benefit,  I  believe,  of  that  par- 

ticular gentleman  and  for  that  particular  city 

of  Thunder  Bay.  There's  something  like 
240,000  square  miles  left,  that  are  not  going 
to  be  touched  by  this  system  in  the  near 
future.  I  oan  only  think  that,  if  that  is  the 

best  response  that  I  can  get  out  of  the  min- 
ister, the  platitudes  and  the  cliches  that  he 

mouthed  in  our  region  some  two  or  three 
years  ago,  were  nothing  more  than  that.  The 
government  never  had  any  intention  of  doing 

anything  in  regard  to  development  in  north- 
western Ontario  or  the  rest  of  the  north. 

I  want  to  conclude  with  one  statement, 
Mr.  Chairman,  and  that  is  simply  this,  that  if 
we  are  going  to  have  any  kind  of  economic 
development  in  the  northern  part  of  this 

province,  it  cannot  be  based  simply  on  eco- 
nomics. It  cannot  be  based  simply  on  where, 

right  at  the  present  time,  the  most  number 
of  people  are  living  and  where  the  most 
number  of  votes  come  in  this  province.  It 
has  to  come  from  a  basic  commitment  on  the 

part  of  this  government  to  develop  the 
northern  part  of  this  province. 

Until  the  province,  until  the  government, 
this  Tory  government,  makes  up  its  mind 

that  it  is  going  to  have  to  provide  more  direc- 
tion and  more  capital  for  the  development  of 

the  northern  part  of  the  province,  this  devel- 
opment is  not  going  to  take  place.  We  realize 

in  the  northern  part  of  the  province  that 

politically  we're  very  weak  in  numbers.  I 
think  across  the  board,  out  of  the  117  mem- 

bers, we  have  12  members.  If  we  take 
northern  Ontario  as  stretching  between  North 

Bay  and  the  Manitoba  border,  we  have  some- 
thing like  12,  or  if  you  like  15— no  more  than 

15  out  of  a  total  of  117.  But  the  fact  remains 

and  I  make  this  prediction,  Mr.  Chairman- 

Mr.  Ferrier:  And  better  quality. 

Mr.  Reid:  I  would  say  they're  the  highest 
quality  in  the  House.  The  fact  remains  that 
for  the  development  of  the  northern  part  of 
the  province  to  take  place,  it  necessitates  the 
government  to  make  up  its  mind  to  spearhead 
that  development.  I  make  the  prediction,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  within  the  next  10  or  20  years 
the  northern  part  of  this  province  is  going 

to  feel  the  brunt  and  the  pressure  of  develop- 
ment in  the  rest  of  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

We're  running  out  of  room  in  the  "golden 
horseshoe."  We're  destroying  the  quality  of 
life.  We're  packing  people  in  like  sardines 
down  here.  We're  starting  to  pile  industry 
upon  industry.  We're  causing  all  kinds  of 
congestion  and  all  kinds  of  pollution  prob- 

lems. The  spread  can  only  go  to  the  northern 
part  of  the  province.  If  the  province  does  not 
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move  now  with  a  basic  plan  to  provide  that 
incentive  and  that  direction  and  that  com- 

mitment, the  northern  part  of  the  province 
will  not  be  prepared  to  accept  the  thrust  of 
Ontario  development  in  the  years  ahead. 

Mr.  J.  P.  Spence  (Kent):  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  wonder  if  I  might  say  something? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Have  you  any  reply  at  this 
time,  Mr.  Minister?  Is  it  arising  out  of  this 
or  is  it  something  else? 

Mr.  Spence:  Development  in  southwestern 

Ontario.  Of  course,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  min- 
ister is  my  neighbour  in  southwestern  On- 
tario. A  few  days  ago  there  was  a  bill  passed 

here  which  gives  the  highly  populated  areas 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario  $7.10  per  capita, 

and  the  lightly-populated  areas  of  the  prov- 
ince of  Ontario  $5.05  per  capita.  Actually, 

those  areas  in  southwestern  Ontario,  the 

small-populated  areas,  are  more  deserving 
than  the  rich  areas.  The  minister  resides  in 
a  small  populated  area  in  the  Province  of 

Ontario.  My  point  is,  no  matter  where  you 

live  in  the  province,  I  don't  want  to  take  any 
per  capita  grants  from  any  area  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario.  I  would  say,  no  matter 
where  we  live— if  you  live  in  Winisk  or  in 
Moosonee— we  are  still  citizens  of  the  Prov- 

ince of  Ontario. 

I  would  say  the  per  capita  grants  should 
be  the  same  no  matter  where  you  live  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario.  This  has  bothered  me 
ever  since  I  became  a  member  of  this  Ontario 

Legislature.  I  would  say  the  per  capita  grant 
should  be  the  same,  no  matter  where  you 
reside  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

And  the  minister  does  reside  in  the  county 
of  Kent.  We  are  a  small  populated  area.  No 
matter  where  you  live  the  per  capita  grant 
should  be  the  same  if  we  want  development 
in  every  part  of  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

This  isn't  what  is  taking  place  under  this 
government,  and  I  would  like  to  hear  the 

minister  say  to  me  that  no  matter  where  you 
live,  the  per  capita  grant  should  be  the  same. 

Of  course,  in  the  great,  populated  areas  of 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  I  would  say  in  their 
city  halls,  or  the  offices  of  those  areas,  there 
is  a  tremendous  difference.  I  would  say  you 
could  buy  the  town  halls  in  the  small  areas 

of  this  province  for  $1,000.  And  I've  great 
respect  for  the  city  of  Toronto;  its  city  hall 

cost  $30  million,  I'm  informed. 

Mr.  P.  G.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):  It's $24.5  million. 

Mr.  Spence:  That's  right,  and  I  don't  want 
to  take  anything  away  from  the  city  of 

Toronto;  we're  proud  of  the  city  of  Toronto. 
But,  of  course,  the  minister  knows  the  offices 
of  the  municipal  government  in  the  town  of 

Blenheim.  There's  a  tremendous  difference 
between  the  cost  of  the  town  hall  in  the 

town  of  Blenheim  and  the  minister  doesn't 
live  too  far  away  from  the  town  of  Blenheim. 
I  would  say,  no  matter  where  you  are,  it 
should  be  the  same. 

A  few  days  ago  there  was  a  bill  here 
which  gives  the  small  municipalities  $5.05 

and  the  large  municipalities  $7.10.  And  I'll 
tell  you  this,  if  you  are  a  citizen  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario  it  should  be  the  same, 
no  matter  if  you  live  in  Winisk,  Moosonee, 
Muirkirk,  or  any  place  in  the  province. 

Of  course,  I'm  speaking  for  members  of 
my  own  party,  Mr.  Minister,  and  I  would 
like  to  see  you  make  the  unconditional  grants 
the  same,  no  matter  where  you  live  in  this 

province. 

Mr.  Givens:  Will  you  say  something  al- ready? 

Mr.  Spence:  Pardon?  Under  the  federal 

government  the  have-not  province  gets  more 
than  the  have  province.  Here  in  the  Province 

of  Ontario  that  isn't  the  case.  I've  great 
respect  for  the  Treasurer  of  the  Province  of 

Ontario,  but  I'm  most  concerned  and  it 
bothers  me,  that  the  have-nots,  or  the  little 

people,  don't  get  the  same  as  those  who  have. 
I  would  hope  the  minister  would  see  that  if 
you  live  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  you  should 

be  the  same,  no  matter  if  you're  rich  or 
poor.  I  hope  my  friend  will  make  an  effort 
to  bring  us  who  are  not  as  big  as  the  others 
up  on  the  same  level,  no  matter  where  you 
live  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Spence. 
The  hon.  member  for  Forest  Hill. 

Mr.    Givens:    York-Forest   Hill. 

Mr.  Chairman:  York-Forest  Hill,  I'm  sorry. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  How  do  you 

get  it  that  way,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  three  Liberals  in  a 
row,   Mr.   Chairman. 

An  hon.  member:  Yes,  well  it  takes  three 
of  us. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Don't  you  know  about  the 
alternating  system  in  this  House? 
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Mr.  Chairman:  I  have  nobody  over  there 
on  my  list. 

An  hon.  member:  I've  been  standing  up. 
Mr.  Cassidy:  I  originally  got  up  at  10  past 

8,  but  put  me  on  the  list. 

Mr.  Reid:  You're  going  to  get  your  chance, 
anyway. 

Mr.  Chairman:  You'll  have  your  chance next. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  York- 
Forest  Hill. 

Mr.  Givens:  I  am  glad  to  see  the  govern- 
ment already  recognizes  the  stellar  qualities 

of  the  former  reeve  of  Etobicoke,  and  made 
him  chairman  and  made  him  go  on  and  on 
and  on  to  go  up  to  the  bench  to  get  out  of 
here.  I  hope  you  go  far,  the  farther  the 

better.  I  wasn't  talking  to  you,  Lawrence, 
I  don't  care  where  you  go. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  You  municipal  politicians. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Secretary 
for  Justice):  We  recognize  things  around  here. 

Mr.  Givens:  Mr.  Chairman- 

Mr.  Chairman:  I'll  rule  you  out  of  order in  a  minute. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  feeling  is  not 
mutual,  you  know. 

Mr.    Givens:    I    know    the    feeling   is    not 
mutual.  Under  regional  development- 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  You  care  where  he  goes. 

Mr.  Givens:  —you  have  an  item  there,  Mr. 
Minister,  of  $430,000  that  is  being  spent  on 

services.  I've  got  a  few  questions  here,  I  don't 
know  whether  you  want  me  to  ask  them  one 
at  a  time.  Shall  I  get  them  all  through  or—? 

All  right,  $430,000  spent  on  services.  What 
are  these  services,  Mr.  Minister?  You  see 
actually,  Mr.  Minister,  there  appears  to  be 
a  sort  of  ratio  here,  and  perhaps  you  can 

explain  it  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio.  I  don't 
know  whether  there  is  a  correlation  or  not. 
But  there  is  the  $430,000  I  just  mentioned. 

Then  you  have  under  regional  development 
$356,000  in  transfer  payments  to  regional 
development  councils.  What  regions  are 
receiving  these  payments,  how  much  money 
is  each  region  receiving,  and  what  are  they 
using  the  money  for? 
And  the  third  group  of  questions  which 

appears  to  be  correlated:  you  have  allotted 

$32,000  for  the  intergovernmental  committee 
on  urban  and  regional  research.  What  is  this 
committee?  Who  is  on  it,  and  how  is  this 
money  being  spent?  Now  that  all  adds  up 
to  a  lot  of  bread.  That  is  close  to  $1  million. 

Mr.  Roy:  Don't  lose  your  temper  before 
the  night  is  over. 

An  hon.  member:  Oh  come  on,  somebody 
has  got  to. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  regional  devel- 
opment councils  receive  a  basic  grant  of 

$35,000,  and- 
Mr.  Givens:  What  regions  are  you  saying? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —what  the  extra 

$1,000  is,  I  am  sorry  I  don't  know. 
Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  the  cost  of  mailing 

the  cheque  out . 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  services— well, 

I'll  have  to  get  a  breakdown  of  $430,000,  we 
don't  seem  to  have  one  here  tonight.  I'll  get 
that  for  the  member.  The  grant  to  the  inter- 

governmental committee  on  urban  and  re- 

gional research— I'm  sorry,  I  don't  know.  It's 
an  old  grant,  I  don't  seem  to  have  an  expla- 

nation of  it  here.  I  get  a  little  confused  be- 
tween it  and  this  is  ICURR  and  then  there 

is  CER.  I'll  get  an  explanation  of  that  and 
then  come  back  to  both  of  those  things  for 
the  member. 

Mr.  Givens:  What  is  the  $10,000  each  for, 
for  the  10  regions  that  you  are  giving  the 

$10,000- Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  $35,000  to  the 
regional  government  councils.  It  is  a  match- 

ing grant. 
Mr.  Givens:  It  is  a  what? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  A  matching  grant. 

It  is  not  exactly  matching;  I've  forgotten  the 
details  of  it  and  it  will  probably  vary  some- 

what this  year  because  they  are  being  wound 
up  on  December  31. 

Mr.  Givens:  What  do  you  mean  by  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Basically  they  got  a 
flat  amount  and  the  amount  of  money  which 
they  raised  from  the  municipalities  and  from 
the  councils— from  the  municipalities  and  the 
private  sector— we  put  money  with  that. 

Mr.  Givens:  You  mean  if  they  raise 
$35,000  you  will  give  them  $35,000  as  a 
matching  grant? 
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Hon.   Mr.   McKeough:   Well,  roughly,  yes. 

Mr.  Givens:  You  are  going  to  tell  me  who 

is  on  the  intergovernmental  committee  on 

urban  and  regional  research  and  what  they 

do?  There's  $32,000  for  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Do  you  wish  to  deal  with 
that  now,  Mr.  Minister,  or  do  you  want  to 
come  back  to  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  I  think  we  had 
better  find  the  answer  to  both  those  things 

and  we'll  come  back.  Go  ahead. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right.  The  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted  to 
say  a  number  of  things  in  commenting  on 
the  regional  development  programme  and, 
particularly,  on  the  new  phase  into  which  it 
now  seems  to  be  lurching. 

Before  I  do  that,  I  want  to  say  about  three 
words  of  commendation  to  the  Eastern  On- 

tario Development  Council.  I  assure  the  min- 
ister that  after  that  I  will  be  talking  in  a 

more  general  vein.  I  think  they  have  done  a 
good  job.  They  have  been  in  existence  now 
for  more  than  a  decade.  They  have  served  as 
initiators  within  the  province  for  the  whole 
regional  development  council  concept. 

I  think  that  they  have  been  cruelly  treated 
by  the  minister:  first,  by  the  fact  that  they 
were  encouraged  to  undertake  planning,  and 
did.  They  prepared  a  report  in  1968  which 
could  have  served  very  easily  as  the  first 
kind  of  phase  1  report  that  the  minister  had 
been  preparing  up  until  the  last  few  months. 

Secondly,  the  government's  own  phase  1 
report  on  eastern  Ontario  was  delayed,  in 
fact,  to  the  very  end  of  the  queue,  despite 
the  initiatives  taken  in  that  area.  Thirdly,  the 
delays  of  the  government  have  had  the  effect 

of  stultifying  and  paralyzing  any  local  par- 
ticipation in  the  region  in  terms  of  regional 

planning. 

Mr.  Chairman,  participation  is  what  I  want 
to  talk  about,  partly  because  we  believe  in 
it  here  in  this  party;  partly  because  the 
minister  in  his  speech  in  Ottawa  and  at  other 
points  certainly  seems  to  subscribe  to  it  as 

well.  The  quote  I  have— I  can't  remember  the 
exact  portion  of  the  speech.  You  need  a 
concordance,  like  the  Bible,  for  that  speech 
—was  that  there  is  an  essential  ingredient  of 
participation  in  major  policies.  That  was  what 
the  minister  had  to  say  in  Ottawa. 

I  want  to  talk  about  participation  because 

I've  got  some  grave  reservations  that  the  new 
plan  is  going  to  ensure  adequate  participation, 
adequate  feedback  from  citizens  from  all 
kinds  of  community  groups,  including  labour. 

I  am  glad  that  the  minister  is  now  elaborat- 
ing, to  be  generous,  on  the  statements  by 

himself  and  the  Premier  of  the  last  couple 
of  weeks. 

He  stated  just  now  that  the  regional  devel- 
opment councils  will  be  wound  up  on  Dec. 

31.  If  they  are  to  be  passed  over  to  the 
Ministry  of  Industry  and  Tourism,  then  I 
suppose  that  the  gloss  one  has  to  take  from 
that  statement  is  that  they  will  either  be 
wound  up  or  they  will  be  passed  over  to 
undertake  specifically  tourism  development 
and  industrial  promotion  functions,  while  the 
planning  functions  will  go  elsewhere. 

One  way  or  another  it's  going  to  be  a 
pretty  tough  year  for  them,  because  they 
will  know  that  one  role  is  being  phased  out, 

but  they  won't  really  know  what  else  they 
are  doing.  If  they  look  at  what  government 
statements  there  are,  they  will  have  a  very 
legitimate  concern  about  what  is  going  to 
happen  for  the  role  that  the  better  regional 
development  councils  were  trying  to  do  in 
the  various  parts  of  the  province. 

A  year  ago  the  regional  development  coun- 
cils were  coming  under  a  fair  amount  of 

criticism  from  none  other  than  one  of  the 

minister's  senior  bureaucrats— a  senior  official, 
Mr.  Clasky,  who  gave  a  speech  in  Peter- 

borough and  subsequently  issued  a  clarifica- 
tion, which  the  minister  read  in  the  House. 

At  that  point,  the  minister's  official  admitted 
that  the  province  hadn't  clarified  the  role  of 
the  councils;  that  financial  support  was  want- 

ing; and  that  there  was  a  problem  in  the 

existence  of  the  regional  development  coun- 
cils, because  they  were  seen  by  some  as  rivals 

to  the  municipal  councils. 

In  other  words,  it  was  the  government's 
own  ambiguity,  and  certainly  the  govern- 

ment's own  lack  of  financial  support  in  giving 
only  $35,000  per  council,  which  played  a 
major  role  in  the  admitted  weakness  of  a 
number  of  the  regional  development  councils 
and  in  the  inability  of  the  stronger  regional 
development  councils  to  take  part  in  effective 
partnership  with  the  provincial   government. 

There  was  not  only  that,  but  also  the  fact 
that  in  eastern  Ontario,  and  I  presume  in 

the  rest  of  the  province,  the  provincial  plan- 
ning went  on  in  the  regional  development 

branch  in  isolation  and  without  continuing 
consultation  during  the  phase  1  preparation 
stage.  Being  without  continuing  consultation 
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with  these  development  councils  meant  that 
they  were  sitting  out  there  in  left  field, 
charged  with  spending  a  bit  of  dough  in 
promoting  the  regional  concept  and  trying 

to  raise  people's  sights  and  this  sort  of  thing, 
but  not  really  plugged  in  to  the  really  im- 

portant things  that  were  happening  in  their 
region. 

Now  the  minister  says  that  he  is  going 
to  set  up  a  new  series  of  advisory  councils 

in  each  of  these  big  new  planning  regions- 
three  instead  of  eight  in  southern  Ontario. 

In  the  first  place,  he  states  he  doesn't  know 
the  boundaries  yet,  although  I  would  assume, 
from  looking  at  the  maps  and  so  on,  that  the 
boundaries  for  the  new  planning  regions  in 
the  south  would  roughly  consist  of  the 

Toronto-centred  region  as  the  central  region; 
everything  west  of  there  as  the  western  and 
southern  Ontario  region;  and  everything  east 
of  there  as  the  eastern  Ontario  region.  Would 
that  be  correct,  Mr.  Minister? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Right! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Okay!  Well,  that  is  some- 
thing you  might  have  told  us  before.  And 

that  any  changes  in  that  would  be  minor 
boundary  variations;  is  that  correct?  You 
would  not,  for  example,  take  the  Kitchener 

region  out  of  the  Toronto-centred  region  and 

put  it  into  southern  and  western  Ontario- 
make  a  major  change  like  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  don't  think  we 
are  ready  to  say  that  at  this  point.  As  one 
who  lives  in  southern  and  western  Ontario— 
and  you  will  notice  the  term  used  someplace 

there  about  urban-centred— the  pull  on  Kit- 
chener, Waterloo,  Gait  to  London  is  very, 

very  strong.  I  think  it  is  borderline,  and  I 

suspect  that  it  is  more  part  of  the  Toronto- 
centered  region  than  it  is  part  of  southern 

and  western  Ontario;  but  we  haven't  made 
a  final  determination  about  that  as  yet. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  think  the  same  question 
might  be  asked  about  Peterborough,  which 

is  at  the  eastern  fringe  of  the  Toronto- 
centred  region— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:   Right! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —and  whether  it  belongs 
with  the  eastern  region  or  not.  I  frankly 

don't  know  the  answers  there.  But  what  con- 
cerns me  in  looking  at  the  map— this  is  out 

of  the  Lake  Ontario  region— in  looking  at  the 
map,  and  seeing  the  way  in  which  the 
Toronto- centred  region  sprawls  amidst  these 
two    other    regions,    I    then    see    what    is 

left  and  then  ask  myself,  well,  what  really 

is  the  common  interest— let's  say  between  an 
alderman  on  the  Fort  Erie  council,  at  one 
extreme,  and  the  town  clerk  of  Southampton 
up  on  Lake  Huron  to  take  someone  else;  and 

a  vice-president  of  the  big  government  pe- 
troleum company  in  Sarnia  and  a  Ford  Motor 

Co.  executive  in  Windsor. 

An  hon.  member:  Polymer. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Polymer,  thank  you.  What 
really  is  the  connection  between  these  people. 

The  problems  of  their  sub-regions  are  quite 
disparate.  I  find  it  very  difficult  to  see  even 
the  individual  advisory  committees  working 
effectively  together,  because  they  are  being 
asked  to  cover  such  a  broad  range. 

In  the  same  way  as  between  the  reeve 
of  Parry  Sound,  the  fellow  who  runs  the 
Kingston  Penitentiary,  and  a  civil  servant  who 
is  living  in  a  suburb  of  Ottawa,  and  for  the 

sake  of  argument,  an  Indian  living  in  Al- 
gonquin Park— all  of  whom  would  be  pre- 

sumably in  the  eastern  Ontario  region. 

Now  these  regions,  in  other  words,  have 
been  drawn  so  broadly  that  it  is  very  difficult 
for  the  private  sector  advisory  committees 
that  the  minister  has  talked  about,  to  make 
an  effective  contribution  under  the  aegis  of 

the  Ontario  Economic  Council— or  any  other 
body  which  it  is  intended  that  they  work 
under. 

But  then,  in  addition,  we  find  that  not  only 

has  the  minister  not  sought  to  create  some- 
thing like  the  development  councils  and 

strengthen  them  with  the  funds,  with  the 

involvement  that  they  haven't  had  before; 
but  he  has  also,  in  effect,  created  a  divided 
house  within  each  of  these  three  enormous 

regions  across  the  southern  part  of  the  prov- 
ince. He  is  creating  two  chambers— a  private 

sector  chamber  responding  to  the  Ontario 
Economic  Council,  according  to  his  latest 
version;  and  a  municipal  government  sector, 

which  responds  to  the  municipal  liaison  com- 
mittee. 

And  then  there  is  a  third  chamber,  if  you 

will,  which  is  the  most  powerful  because  it 
is  closest  to  the  minister  and  has  easiest 

access  to  the  minister's  ear.  That  is  the 
shadow  cabinet  of  senior  civil  servants  re- 

sponsible for  that  particular  area,  who  will 
also  be  looking  at  the  problems  for  the 

region. 
I  just  wonder  with  this  kind  of  structure 

where  do  the  people  who  live  in  these  regions 
actually  fit  in?  What  kind  of  participation  or 
involvement  can  they  really  expect? 
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Will  the  private  sector  committee,  for 
example,  be  of  the  nature  of  the  new  advisory 

body  set  up  by  the  Premier  the  other  day— 
about  which  either  the  Premier  or  the  Treas- 

urer has  said  in  question  period  that  they 
might  occasionally  publish  things  when  they 

felt  like  it.  I  know  I  don't  quote  the  minis- 
ter accurately,  but  they  were  words  to  that 

particular  effect.  Will  these  private  sector 
bodies  or  the  municipal  bodies  have  adequate 
funding  in  order  to  carry  out  any  research 
or  study  or  planning  on  their  own,  or  will 
they  simply  be  purely  advisory  and  pawns  of 

the  minister's  planners? 
For  that  matter,  will  this  scheme  even 

come  to  fruition?  And  I  ask  that  fairly  seri- 
ously, because  I  have  been  looking  at  some 

of  the  minister's  statements  and  speeches  and 
so  on  and  finding  an  enormous  number  of 

things  that  are  promised  and  just  don't  some- 
how seem  to  come  out.  It  struck  me  that 

there  is  a  style  of  government  here  which 
is  worrying,  and  that  is  if  you  tell  people 
you  are  going  to  do  something  they  will 
believe  you,  and  by  the  time  it  gets  around 
to  having  to  deliver  you  can  tell  them  you 

went  on  to  something  else  and  they'll  forget. 
Now  for  example,  the  minister  last  year 

spoke  specifically  about  the  decentralization 
of  government  departments  as  part  of  the 

government's  regional  development  strategy. 
That  was  announced  last  year,  mentioned 
last  year  in  the  estimates,  and  nothing,  to 
my  knowledge,  has  happened.  In  fact,  when 
the  estimates  of  the  Minister  of  Government 

Services  (Mr.  Snow)  were  up  we  were  told 
that  the  government  is  concentrating  its  civil 
servants  here  in  Toronto  within  half  a  mile 

of  the  Queen's  Park  complex. 
The  land  acquisition  corporation  has  been 

mentioned  in  this  House  before;  it's  dis- 
appeared. 

The  minister  promised,  the  Premier  prom- 
ised, on  Oct.  14,  that  there  would  be  a  white 

paper  on  resources  policy.  Whatever  hap- 
pened to  that  white  paper? 

The  Premier  also  promised  on  Oct.  14 
that  there  was  an  interdepartmental  task 
force  working  on  an  industrial  location  policy 
for  Ontario,  that  work  had  gone  on  for  three 
months.  It  is  nine  months  later  now.  Where 
exactly  is  that  work? 

There  have  been  some  announcements 
about  the  forgivable  loan  programme,  speci- 

fically in  denying  these  loans  to  foreign  sub- 
sidiaries. But  in  Aug.  1971,  Mr.  Minister,  in 

the  status  report  on  the  Toronto- centred  re- 
gion, you  said  that  the  EIO  programme  was 

being  reviewed  in  the  light  of  regional  devel- 

opment objectives.  Is  the  decision  to  cut 
loans  off  to  foreign  subsidiaries  the  full  and 
complete  result  of  that  review?  Or  will  there 
be  further  results? 

These  are  a  number  of  the  areas  which  I 

have  noted  and  which  are  bothering  us.  If, 
in  fact,  the  government  promises  without 
delivering  in  those  pretty  important  areas, 
then  what  is  going  to  happen  about  the 
later  set  of  promises?  Is  it  going  to  be 

another  will-o'-the  wisp? 
Yes,  I  notice  there  is  another  one  here,  and 

this  was  in  the  minister's,  the  Premier's 
speech,  on  Oct.  14.  That  was  quite  a  docu- 

ment, particularly  in  view  of  the  speed  with 
which  it  was  thrown  together. 

The  Treasurer  [it  said]  will  also  be 
aided  by  the  Ontario  Advisory  Committee 
on  Confederation,  [I  am  not  even  sure 
who  the  members  are  on  that]  which  is 
being  reconstituted  and  given  a  mandate 
to  concentrate  much  more  squarely  on  the 
functional  and  economic  problems  now 
facing  the  country,  with  particular  atten- 

tion to  the  identification  of  bottlenecks  to 
greater  economic  productivity  and  growth, 
and  to  ways  that  the  government  can 
assist  the  private  sector  to  enlarge  its 

potential. 
Now,  what  I  presume  has  happened  is  that 
the  Advisory  Committee  on  Confederation, 
either  never  existed  or  has  been  scrapped  or 

bypassed.  But  I  would  like  to  know,  what- 
ever has  happened  to  its  involvement,  which 

was  meant  to  begin,  not  in  June  of  1972,  but 
some  time  around  October  or  November  of 
1971. 

I  would  like  to  turn  now,  Mr.  Chairman, 

to  a  more  specific  problem  which  I  think  is 
fundamental  to  provincial  planning  and  to 
the  regional  planning  programme  right 
through  the  province.  There  is  a  basic  am- 

biguity in  all  of  this  planning  because  of  the 
tremendous  importance  of  the  Toronto-cen- 

tred region  within  the  provincial  plan  as  a 
whole.  And  where  I  come  to  this  originally 
in  fact  is  very  simply  through  the  estimates, 
which  have  been  prepared  by  the  minister, 
by  his  predecessor  and  by  the  government, 
for  the  population  in  the  Toronto-centred 
region.  Now  the  Toronto-centred  region  in 
1970  had  about  four  million  people,  and  the 
estimate  is  that  by  the  year  2000  it  will 
double  to  approximately  eight  million  people. 

Depending  on  whose  forecasts  you  read, 
the  provincial  population  will  grow  from 
about  7.7  million  people  in  1970  to-and  then 
you  have  to  take  a  number.  The  middle  range 
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I  understand  is  just  under  11  million.  The 
figure  used  by  the  government  is  approxi- 

mately 13  million. 

However  you  cut  it,  though,  and  even 
using  the  projected  population  of  13  million 
in  the  province,  what  it  means  is  that  the 

Toronto-centred  region  doubles  in  size,  or 
grows  by  100  per  cent,  while  the  rest  of  the 
province  enjoys  a  growth  of  about  40  per 
cent.  It  is  my  personal  feeling  that  the  growth 
forecast  for  the  province  is  a  bit  high  and 
that  therefore  there  will  be  little  or  no 
growth  available  to  the  rest  of  the  province. 
What  there  will  be  will  go  mainly  into  the 
area  west  of  Toronto. 

In  fact,  the  figures  which  were  given  by 
Mr.  McNaughton  at  the  time  of  the  Design 
for  Development  was  first  introduced  really 
tend  to  confirm  that.  What  he  said  was,  in 
1966,  taking  the  Toronto  region— that  is,  the 
area  of  Toronto  and  the  Toronto  fringe— and 
ignoring  the  rest  of  the  Toronto-centred 
region,  the  population  to  the  west  of  the 
Toronto  region  would  grow  from  600,000  in 
1966  to  1.85  million  in  the  year  2000.  He 
said  the  population  of  the  central  area  would 
grow  from  two  million  to  three  million,  and 
the  population  in  the  eastern  area  would 
grow  from  170,000  to  750,000. 

In  other  words,  east  of  Metro,  with  all  the 
planning  you  have  going  on  with  the  airport 
and  everything  else,  what  the  government  is 
saying  is  that  there  will  be  only  a  very  small 
shift  of  population,  an  increase- 

Mr.  Givens:  No  shift  at  all.  That  will  be 

part  of  the  whole- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —in  population  of  around 
600,000,  while  the  population  to  the  west  of 
the  region  would  be  approximately  doubled. 

The  point  is  that  if  there  is  virtually  no 
growth  left  for  the  rest  of  the  province,  and 
if  in  particular  the  growth  of  the  north  and 
of  eastern  Ontario,  the  so-called  eastern 
Ontario  planning  region,  is  negligible— and 

this  is  what  is  forecast  in  the  minister's  plans, 
according  to  the  population  projections  we 
have  seen  right  now— well  then  you  get  a 
combination  of  a  continuation  of  the  prob- 

lems of  stagnation  in  the  vast  land  area  of 
the  province,  while  you  have  a  tremendous 
concentration  of  problems  from  over-rapid 
urbanization  within  the  Toronto-centred 
region.  We  find  that  unacceptable  and  we 
believe  there  are  other  means  by  which  to 
work. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister  in  this 
vein,  and  this  is  a  final  question;  I  will  have 
some    more,    but    I    would    like    to    ask    this 

question  at  this  time:  Does  the  minister  pro- 
ject that  the  Toronto-centred  region  will  con- 

tinue to  grow  after  the  year  2000,  or  do  the 
water  and  sewer  plans  now  being  made, 
which  are  projected  to  certain  ultimate  popu- 

lation levels,  indicate  that  the  minister  ex- 
pects that  growth  will  stop  in  the  Toronto- 

centred  region,  or  in  portions  to  the  Toronto- 
centred  region,  after  the  turn  of  the  century? 

I  will  have  some  more  questions,  Mr. 
Chairman,  but  I  think  I  had  better  stop  and 
let  the  minister  provide  a  few  answers. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  2. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  waiting 
for  some  answers  from  the  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
are  two  or  three  things  that  I  might  answer. 
The  member  for  Kent  asked  about  uncon- 

ditional grants,  which  are  really  not  part  of 
this  vote  but  I  appreciate  his  concern  for 
rural  Ontario. 

I  would  simply  point  out,  as  I  have  pointed 
out  before  when  we  have  discussed  uncon- 

ditional grants,  that  this  is  the  one  grant 
which  reflects  the  fact  that  urban  municipali- 

ties do  have  higher  expenses. 

My  friend  made  reference  to  the  fact  that 
I  live  in  Raleigh  township.  I  would  have  to 
say  that  if  I  lived  in  the  city  of  Chatham, 
which  receives  a  higher  unconditional  grant, 
I  suspect  my  taxes  would  be  exactly  twice 
as  high  as  they  are  now,  and  perhaps  they 
should  be.  If  I  lived  in  York-Forest  Hill  they 
would  be  three  or  four  times  as  high.  I  really 

don't  begrudge  the  fact  that  Raleigh  town- 
ship is  receiving  about  $8  or  $9  less  for  my 

wife,  my  two  children  and  myself  than  it 
would  if  we  lived  in  Chatham. 

Mr.  Spence:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  ask 

the  minister  if  we  shouldn't  have  the  same 
kind  of  life  as  they  have  in  the  city  of 
Toronto— with  great  respect  to  the  city  of 

Toronto.  Why  would't  he  try  to  bring  us  up 
to  the  same  level  as  other  municipalities  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario? 

Mr.  Havrot:  Oh  come  on.  You've  got  to be  kidding! 

Mr.  Spence:  Why  shouldn't  we  all  be  the 
same,  I  say  with  great  respect  to  the  minis- 
ter. 

Mr.   Havrot:    Heaven  forbid! 

Mr.  Spence:  I  point  out  that  the  equali- 
zation grants  of  the  federal  government  are 

greater   to    the    have-not   provinces    than   to 
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the    others.    Why,    therefore,    wouldn't    the  Central    Mortgage   and   Housing  Corp.,   and 
minister  like  to  bring  us  all  up  to  the  same  the  remaining  50  per  cent  comes  from  the 
level  as  the  great  metropolitan  communities  provinces  on  a  per  capita  basis.  I  am  afraid 

of  the  Province  of  Ontario?  I  can't— 

Mr.  A.  K.  Meen  (York  East):  Would  the 
hon.  member  for  Kent  trade  his   for  ours? 

Mr.  Spence:  I'll  tell  you  this:  the  minister 
comes  from  my  area— listen  here— and  we 

depend  on  him,  so  why  doesn't  he  bring 
us  up?  We  haven't  got  the  tremendous  oppor- 

tunities that  they  have  in  many  parts  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  but  we  look  forward  to 

being  brought  up  to  the  same  level  as  any 
municipality  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  We 
look  to  the  minister  to  help  us. 

Mr.  Havrot:  That  was  weak. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
agree  with  much  of  what  the  member  said, 

but  I  don't  think  we  are  going  to  accomplish 
all  that  with  $2  per  capita-hardly.  He 

wouldn't  move  to  Toronto  if  we  cut  his  taxes 
in  half  again;  he  loves  it  in  Kent. 

My  friend  from  York-Forest  Hill  asked 
about  grants  to  regional  development  coun- 

cils. The  $356,000  consists  of  $35,000  to  each 
of  the  eight  regions  in  southern  Ontario  and 
$38,000  to  the  two  northern  regions,  for  a 
total  of  $356,000. 

I  still  haven't  got  a  complete  breakdown 
on  the  services;  I'll  get  that  for  the  member 
and  provide  it  to  him  later,  if  I  can.  It  is 
higher  this  year,  much  higher,  because  of  the 
publication  of  the  Phase  1  reports,  both  the 
short  version  and  the  technical  version.  It 

includes  perhaps  two  Phase  2  reports,  a  num- 
ber of  status  reports  and  the  consulting 

services  of  the  branch,  which  are  needed 
from  time  to  time. 

It  also  includes  the  moneys  on  research, 
mainly  from  the  university  and  from  the  pri- 

vate sector,  graduate  and  post-graduate 
studies  directed  to  the  regional  development 
programme  and  our  involvement  in  the 

grassroots  exercise— the  meetings  in  Windsor 
the  other  night,  for  example. 

I  have  a  breakdown  for  the  member,  but 
it  is  higher  than  it  normally  would  be  because 
of  the  printing  costs  this  year. 

Finally,  the  member  for  York-Forest  Hill 
asked  about  the  intergovernmental  commit- 

tee. This  was  set  up  after  1967  following  the 
housing  conference  which  Mr.  Nicholson 

chaired;  it  was  to  act  as  a  research  clearing- 
house on  urban  matters  for  the  10  provinces 

and  the  federal  government.  There  is  a  50 

per    cent    contribution    to    the   budget    from 

Mr.  Good:  Who  represents  you? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Who  represents  us? 
Mr.    Clasky  represents   us. 

Mr.  Good:  Is  he  working  on  it  now? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  shouldn't  say  this 
in  front  of  Mr.  Clasky,  but  it  is  a  committee 
about  which  there  has  been  discussion  from 
time  to  time  as  to  whether  its  role  should 

be  enlarged,  shrunk,  disappear— I  think  I'm 
putting  it  charitably.  There  is  no  consensus, 
so  it  goes  on. 

But  it  has  been  an  example  of  federal- 
provincial  co-operation  in  the  area  of  urban 

research.  Lord  knows,  that's  necessary.  It  is, 
I  believe,  to  be  discussed  at  the  meeting  of 
Ministers  of  Municipal  Affairs  this  summer, 

and  there  was  some  discussion  about  it  par- 
ticularly in  reference  to  the  tri-level  con- 

ference. This  group  offered  its  services  very 
nicely,  and  I  think  the  offer  has  been  declined 
in  favour  of  Mr.  Henry  Davis  of  the  con- 

stitutional secretariat.  But  they  will  find  a 

role  at  some  point  or  another,  I'm  sure.  In 
the  meantime,  Ontario  is  glad  to  assist. 

I'm  not  satisfied— none  of  us  is  satisfied— 
that  we  are  getting  nearly  enough  research 
in  this  area.  The  provinces  feel  keenly  of 

course— some  provinces  more  than  others— 
that  if  we  are  talking  urban  problems  we  are 
basically  talking  about  something  which  con- 

stitutionally has  been  a  provincial  responsi- 
bility. This  was  the  first  attempt  to  try  and 

fund  research  on  a  joint  basis  between  the 
federal  and  provincial  governments. 

The  vehicle  the  federal  government  used 
was  Central  Mortgage.  Whether  something 
more  appropriate  will  emerge  out  of  the  new 

Department  of  Urban  Affairs  I  don't  know, 

I   simply  don't  know. 
Mr.  Givens:  It  would  seem  to  me  that 

might  very  well  be  a  topic  of  conversation  for 

your  tri-level  conference  in  November,  be- 

cause in  the  light  of  the  Minister  of  Revenue's 
statement  today  that  they  are  scrubbing, 
federally,  just  about  every  concept  we  have 
ever  had  about  housing  and  urban  develop- 

ment, this  whole  thing  is— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Wide  open! 

Mr.  Givens:  —being  scuppered— it's  wide 
open.  There's  a  whole  new  age  dawning,  it 
would  appear  to  me. 
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Do  you  feel  the  way  I  do?  What  is  the 
use  of  throwing  $32,000  into  something  which 

Nicholson  thought  of,  when  whatever  Nichol- 
son and  Hellyer  thought  of  is  now  being 

completely  reversed? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  That's  just  one  of 
our  contributions  to  the  Canadian  Confedera- 

tion, I  think.  No,  I  shouldn't  put  it  that  way. 
Urban  Affairs  is  a  member  of  the  committee, 
and  I  think  the  form  may  change,  but  there 
is  a  purpose. 

You  were  asking  me  about  the  revisions 
to  the  National  Housing  Act.  Really,  that  in 
no  way  comes  under  this  vote.  I  would  just 

say  that  I  didn't  hear  my  colleague  the  Min- 
ister of  Revenue  read  his  statement  today. 

He's  often  earth-shattering,  but  if  he  de- 
scribed it  as  earth-shattering  he  might  have 

added,  as  we  did,  that  the  amount  of  money 

is  still  the  same,  so  it's  a  little— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  didn't  describe  it 
as  earth-shattering. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Not  earth-shattering? 
Well  the  member  for  York-Forest  Hill  was 
getting  ready  for  the  federal  election,  no 

doubt.  Finally— 

Mr.  Givens:  No,  I  am  not. 

I  want  to  make  a  serious  point,  Mr.  Min- 
ister. Having  been  up  there,  I  know  the 

barriers  that  stand  in  the  way  of— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Some  of  us  would 

say  "down  there"  rather  than  "up  there." 

Mr.  Givens:  I  won't  even  argue  the  point 
with  you.  But  I  really  mean  this  seriously:  I 

know,  having  been  there— up  or  down— the 
barriers  that  stand  in  the  way  of  federal- 
provincial  co-operation  with  respect  to  ufban 
affairs.  When  I  first  started  discussing  this 
matter  up  in  Ottawa  I  was  told  as  clear  as  a 
bell  by  the  Prime  Minister  that  there  was  just 
no  way  that  the  federal  government  was  ever 
going  to  get  involved  in  the  field  of  urban 
affairs.  But  research— and  I  wish  the  Minister 
of  Revenue  would  listen  to  me  on  this  too— 
research  is  one  subject  which  can  be  done 
without  any  difficulties  or  fear  of  any 
squabble  on  a  constitutional  basis,  because 

even  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  I  don't  think 
they  would  deny  the  benefits  that  might 
accrue  from  research  toward  which  the  fed- 

eral government  can  contribute  an  awful  lot 
of  money. 

I  think  he  should  consider  that  research 

at  the  tri-level  conference  in  November,  with 
respect  to  urban  affairs,  with  respect  to  hous- 

ing, with  respect  to  transportation— because 
these  are  fields  of  activity  in  which  the 
federal  government  is  definitely  going  to  have 
to  get  involved,  or  they  have  no  damn  role 
at  all  to  play. 

That's  one  role  that  they  can  play.  It's  a 
heavy  role  and  it's  an  expensive  role,  and  I 
suggest  that  it  is  a  role  you  can  extricate 
yourself  from  as  a  province  and  let  them  pay 

the  shot.  They  can  legitimately  play  it  with- 
out any  squabble  over  the  BNA  Act  and 

going  to  the  court,  you  know,  for  delinea- 
tions of  propriety  as  to  constitutional  matters 

and  so  on.  And  you  should  mark  that  down 
mentally  in  your  little  book.  This  is  one 
subject  that  we  should  make  inroads  on  as 
far  as  the  federal  budget  is  concerned,  and 
we  can  do  so  without  this  business  of  a 

squabble  over  constitutional  matters;  and 
take  it  out  of  our  budget  too. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  point  that  the 
member  makes  it  a  good  one,  and  I  think 

that's  something  which  will  be  discussed  at 
the  tri-level  conference.  I  hope  we  might  get 
a  little  bit  more  money  out  of  them  than 

just  that  for  research,  but  we'll  see. 
Just  touching  on  some  of  the  points  made 

by  the  member  from  Ottawa  Centre:  I  really 

don't  think  under  regional  development  we 
can  discuss  the  Oct.  14  statement,  that  great 
manifesto  of  Progressive  Conservatism;  I  am 

always  glad  to  discuss  it,  but  I  hardly  think 
it  comes  under  vote  905— item  2.  It  might 
better  have  been  discussed  in  the  Prime 

Minister's  estimates. 

The  Advisory  Committee  on  Confederation 
might  also  better  have  been  discussed  there. 
I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  that  concept 
described  in  the  Oct.  14  statement  on  the 

Advisory  Committee  on  Confederation  is 

really  rolled  into  the  Premier's  Advisory  Com- 
mittee on  Economic  Policy,  which  he  an- 

nounced, and  the  names  of  which  he 
announced,  a  couple  of  weeks  ago. 

Finally,  With  reference  to  the  population 
figures  in  the  Toronto-centred  region,  I  think 
we  want  to  remember  that  the  Toronto- 
centred  region  population  figures  are  relative. 
What  we  were  hoping  to  achieve,  regardless 
of  what  existing  Metropolitan  Toronto  might 
grow  to  by  the  year  2000,  was  to  direct  a 
greater  portion  of  the  growth  out  into  what 
we  call  Zone  3— not  necessarily  into  northern 

Ontario,  much  as  we'd  like  to;  not  neces- 
sarily into  Blenheim,  much  as  we  might  like 

to;  if  that's  a  good  thing,  I'm  not  sure  that 
it  is.  I  said  that  in  Windsor  the  other  night— 

or  into  Chatham— I'm  not  sure  that's  such  a 
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good   thing.   But  London  or   Cornwall,   let's say! 

Realistically,  to  slow  down  the  growth  in 
Toronto  it  may  be  realistic  to  talk  about 

growth  in  Zone  3  of  the  Toronto-centred  re- 

gion. We've  debated  this  before— i.e.,  Barrie, 
Port  Hope,  Cobourg,  Kitchener,  Brantford— 
but  to  talk  about  building  a  great  variety 
of  things  and  manufacturing  a  great  variety 
of  things,  or  the  service  industry  for  a  great 
variety  of  things,  too  far  a  distance  from  the 

Toronto- centred  market  may  not  be  practical. 

We  like  to  think  that  the  population  pro- 
jections which  we  made  in  the  TCR  report 

will  about  achieve  the  same  relationship 

between  the  Toronto-centred  region  and  the 
province  as  exists  now— roughly  a  population 
in  the  province  now  of  eight  million,  of 
which  about  3.5  million  are  in  the  TCR, 
perhaps  four  millions.  And  we  projected  that 

by  the  year  2000,  we  would  have  a  popula- 
tion of  13  or  14  million  in  the  province,  of 

whom  about  seven  or  eight  million  would  be 

in  the  TCR— roughly  the  same  proportion. 
The  important  thing  in  the  TCR,  the  impor- 

tant thing  in  the— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  What  is  this?  The  minister  has 

an  amazing  facility  for  disguising  things  with 
figures. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  All  right,  fine! 

What  I'm  saying  is  that  about  less  than 
half  of  the  population,  3.7  out  of  eight  mil- 

lion, are  in  the  TCR  now.  Projections  which 
we  used  in  the  TCR  were  I  think,  as  I  recall, 
about  slightly  over  half;  about  eight  million 
would  be  in  the  TCR  out  of  a  total  popula- 

tion of  13  or  14  million. 

The  important  point  we  were  trying  to 
make  in  the  TCR  with  those  figures  was  that 
we  hope  to  direct  more  of  the  growth  which 
was  going  to  occur  in  the  TCR,  whether  we 
liked  it  or  not,  to  direct  that  growth  from 
the  immediate  Metropolitan  Toronto  core  out 
into  Zone  3.  Also  to  stretch  it  in  Zone  1 

out  farther  along  the  lakeshore.  That  was  the 
significant  thing  about  the  population  figures 
in  the  TCR. 

Whether  the  projections  are  right  or  not, 

frankly  we  don't  know.  They  were  based  on 
the  best  data  at  that  time.  They  are  under 
very  intensive  examination  at  this  point  in 
time  because  of  new  evidence  which  is  turn- 

ing up  in  terms  of  birth  rates,  in  terms  of 
immigration  policy.  We  will  try  and  maintain 
the  relativeness  of  the  figures,  both  between 
the  TCR  and  the  other  regions  of  the  prov- 

ince; and  within  the  TOR  the  relationship 
of  the  figures   between  Zones    1,   2   and   3, 

and  particularly  between  Zone  1  and  Zone  3. 
But  whether  the  figures  are  going  to  be 

right  or  not,  I  suppose  is  anyone's,  or  it's  a 
statistician's  very  good  guess. 

There  is  very  good  evidence,  at  this  point 
in  time,  that  the  figures  for  the  province,  for 
the  TCR  therefore  for  the  rest  of  the  prov- 

ince, were  all  on  the  high  side.  We  haven't 
completed  ours.  I  expect  they  will  have  to 
be  updated,  I  suppose,  every  three  or  four 
or  five  years;  and  no  doubt  will  become  the 
subject  of  a  status  report  at  some  point  or 
another. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  2. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  pursue  this  question  of  population.  I  just 

don't  think  the  minister  should  get  away 
with  saying  facilely  that  it  was  maybe  only 
seven  million  people  in  the  TCR  in  the  year 
2000  out  of  a  provincial  population  of  13  or 
14  million.  He  takes  the  total  population 
figure  for  the  province  at  the  absolute  highest 

level  of  all  the  mid-1960's  forecast— which 
were  based  on  assumptions  of  a  birth  rate 

that  are  quite  untrue— and  in  the  meantime 
starts  out  with  an  estimate  of  the  population 

in  the  Toronto-centred  region  that  is  at  the 

absolute  low  point.  You  simply  can't  do  that. 
This  document  itself,  the  original  Design 

for  Development  for  the  Toronto-centred 
region,  said  that  in  the  year  2000  nearly 
eight  million  people  would  be  in  the  TCR. 
The  estimates  that  we  checked  into  from 

Central  Mortgage  and  Housing  Corp.,  and 

other  expert  demographic  sources  in  fact  in- 
dicate that  the  population  of  the  province  in 

the  year  2000  could  easily  be  less  than  11 

million,  or  around  the  11.5  million  mark- 
indicating  that  there  could  even  arise  the 
situation  where  there  is  no  net  population 
growth  in  the  province  outside  of  the 
Toronto-centred  region,  but  all  of  the  growth 
is  concentrated  here. 

I  am  willing  to  accept,  with  the  minister, 
that  too  is  going  too  far  to  the  other  extreme; 
that  there  will  be  some  growth.  Certainly  in 
London  and  the  industrialized  areas  of  St. 

Catharines,  Windsor,  Sarnia,  and  so  forth, 
one  can  expect  to  find  some  growth. 

But  present  trends,  and  the  way  that  the 
province  is  developing  and  the  way  in  which 
the  province  is  allowing  growth  to  keep  on 
almost  unchecked  in  the  Toronto-centred 
region,  can  very  easily  have  a  consequence 

that  there  is  no  net  growth  in  eastern  On- 
tario and  no  net  growth  in  the  two  regions 

of  northern  Ontario;  none  at  all. 



JUNE  28,  1972 

4485 

When  you  have  no  growth,  when  you  have 
these  enormous  disparities  in  growth  between 
one  part  of  the  province  and  the  other  we 

know— because  we  know  it  already— who  is 
going  to  get  the  provincial  funds,  the  pro- 

vincial attention  and  the  provincial  assistance. 

The  bulk  of  it,  the  lions'  share,  will  continue 
to  go  to  the  Toronto- centred  region— just  in 
the  same  way  that  it  does  right  now. 

Can  the  minister  in  fact  give  us  popula- 
tion projections  for  eastern  Ontario,  southern 

and  western  Ontario  regions  and  the  Toronto- 
centred  region  in  the  year  2000,  and  for  the 
two  northern  Ontario  regions?  And  will  he 
compare  them  with  the  population  based  on 
1970  or  1968,  or  some  other  convenient  year? 
The  figures  that  I  have  been  looking  at,  for 
example,  would  seem  to  me  to  be  instructive, 
and  possibly  indicative,  would  give  some 
signs  of  the  kinds  of  problems  that  we  are 
going  to  get  into  in  the  disparities  of  growth 
the  government  seems  willing  to  accept. 

In  the  Lake  Ontario  region— Peterborough, 
Port  Hope,  Cobourg,  Belleville,  Bowmanville; 

that  area— the  government's  Phase  1  study 
projects  an  increase  in  population  over  the  30 

years  from  1970  to  the  year  2000  of  approxi- 
mately 30  per  cent— from  370,000  to  about 

500,000. 

In  the  St.  Clair  region,  the  government 

forecasts  a  growth  of  40  to  60  per  cent— 
from  500,000  to  the  700,000-800,000  range. 
And  yet,  when  we  come  back  to  the  Toronto- 
centred  region,  the  government  projects  a 
doubling  of  population  from  the  4  million  to 
the  8  million  mark. 

Granted,  some  of  that  growth  will  go  out 

into  Zone  3;  so  it's  up  by  Lake  Simcoe  or 
down  west  of  Hamilton  and  Kitchener,  or  in 
the  Port  Hope,  Cobourg  area.  But  that  is  a 
relatively  small  dispersion  of  population. 

In  other  words,  that  implies  a  very  great 
concentration  of  urban  problems  within  the 
heart,  within  the  Lakeshore  belt,  within  the 

Toronto-centred  region— and  it  continues  to 
imply  very  little  growth  for  the  rest  of  the 
province. 

The  minister's  figures  indicate  that  Zone  3 
would  grow  from  about  800,000  to  about  2 

million.  In  other  words  that  just  under  one- 
third  of  the  growth  to  the  Toronto-centred 
region  would  go  into  that  peripheral  area 
outside  of  the  recreational  belt;  and  that, 
while  substantial,  is  still  nothing  near  what 
is  needed. 

I'd  like  to  ask  the  minister  to  comment  on 
what  I've  said  and  then  to  say  what  tech- 

nique is  the  government  prepared  to  use  in 

order  to  ensure  there  is  a  better  distribution 

of  population  growth,  industry  and  develop- 
ment throughout  the  province  rather  than  a 

concentration  within  the  Toronto-centred  re- 

gion. Secondly,  within  the  Toronto-centred 
region,  what  techniques  is  the  government 
prepared  to  use  in  order  to  ensure  that 
growth  occurs  more  in  Zone  3,  rather  than 
in  the  Lakeshore  belt,  in  Zone  1? 

Does  the  government  intend  to  stimulate 
growth  to  the  east  simply  by  processes  of 
stimulation?  If  so,  what  other  techniques  are 

being  prepared,  particularly  for  the  Port 
Hope-Cobourg  area,  besides  the  decision  to 
put  the  airport  in  its  Pickering  location  where 
it  will  tend  to  strengthen  Metro  Toronto 
rather  than  the  area  further  to  the  east? 

How,  precisely,  will  growth  to  the  west 
be  controlled  or  stopped  if  necessary?  Does 
the  government  intend  in  fact  to  use  control? 
We  suggested  some  form  of  pretty  tough 
direction— far  beyond  the  persuasion  that  the 

minister  has  spoken  about.  It's  going  to  be 
necessary  in  forms  of  land  use  policy,  in 

forms  of  incentives  and  in  forms  of  restric- 
tions, if  an  adequate  mix  of  development 

throughout  the  province  is  to  be  achieved. 

So  what  are  you  going  to  do?  Can  the 
minister  reply  to  those  questions? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Chairman,  no; 

not  in  one  word  obviously.  We're  talking 
about  the  whole  ,concept  of  regional  develop- 

ment which  has  been  debated  here  many 

times.  Essentially  when  we're  talking  about 
techniques,  we're  talking  about  a  variety  of 
techniques.  In  Port  Hope-Cobourg  specifi- 

cally, which  the  member  mentioned,  that's what  the  task  force  has  been  set  up  for,  to 

find  out  how  we  can  encourage  that  kind  of 

growth. 
The  limiting  factor  to  growth  in  Port  Hope- 

Cobourg,  I  think  more  than  anything  else, 
is  the  lack  of  infrastructure.  We  have  to 

decide  what  kind  of  provincial  help  may  be 

needed  to  provide  that  kind  of  infrastruc- 
ture in  a  hurry  to  accelerate  the  growth. 

Using  Barrie  as  an  example,  I've  said  in 
Barrie  that  I  think  it  would  be  reasonable 

to  expect  growth  to  go  from  a  population 
of  about  25,000  to  50,000  by  the  year  2000 

with  no  help  from  the  province  at  all.  If  it's 
to  go  from  25,000  to  perhaps  a  population 

of  100,000  plus,  then  it's  going  to  need  vari- 
ous kinds  of  provincial  assistance,  I  would 

think.  That's  precisely  what  the  task  forces 
are  going  to  examine  and  precisely  what  they 
will  recommend  to  us. 
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I  suppose  the  decision  not  to  build  a 

airport  as  being  a  technique.  I  don't  know 
whether  it's  a  technique  or  not.  Certainly  the 
fact  that  we  have  chosen  to  go  east  with 
the  first  new  commuter  town  rather  than  west, 
I  would  say,  is  a  technique.  Certainly  the 
decision  to  build  another  water  and  sewer 

pipeline  to  the  east,  as  opposed  to  building 
another  one  west  if  it  were  required,  is  a 
rather  large  inducement. 

I  suppose  the  decision  not  to  build  a 
water  pipeline  or  a  sewer  pipeline  is  even  a 
larger  decision  which  we  may  have  to  face 
at  some  point  or  another  in  terms  of  directing 

growth.  It's  probably  only  the  province  that 
can  afford  those  kind  of  large,  trunk  facilities. 

Essentially,  Design  for  Development:  Phase 
3  is  saying  that  we  propose  to  work  with  the 
municipalities  on  this  problem,  with  the 
counties,  with  the  region,  with  the  separated 
cities  and  towns,  to  a  much  greater  extent 
than  we  have  in  the  past,  particularly  those 
which  want  that  kind  of  growth. 

They  don't  all  want  that  kind  of  growth. 
I'm  waiting  with  interest  to  see  the  Waterloo 
South- Wellington  study.  From  what  I've  read 
in  the  press,  they're  not  that  wild  about 
growth.  Perhaps  we're  going  to  have  to  en- 

courage them,  if  they're  going  to  take  their 
fair  share  of  Zone  3  free  growth  within  the 
province. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  You  don't  need  any stimulation? 

Mr.  Good:  Not  the  kind  that  you're  pre- 
pared to  give. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I'll  quote  you  on 
that  some  day. 

No,  I  would  agree.  I  think  that's  why  we 
chose  Barrie  and  chose  Port  Hope-Cobourg 

for  stimulation— if  that's  the  right  word— be- 
cause I  think  what's  happening  in  Kitchener- 

Waterloo-Galt  is  good,  steady  growth,  per- 
haps not  as  fast  as  it  might  be  if  we  were  to 

reverse  the  trend  of  what  is  happening  in 
Metropolitan  Toronto,  but  relatively  much 
easier  than  the  problem  we  would  have  in 
trying  to  get  growth  to  go  beyond  the  com- 

muter-shed north  or  east  of  Toronto. 

Brant  county  presents  somewhat  of  a  prob- 
lem, I  think,  for  the  reason  that  they  have 

been  largely  dependent  on  an  industry  which 
has  not  been  buoyant,  but  it  should  really 
grow  without  much  stimulation.  Hamilton,  as 
an  anchor  city,  has  been  growing.  The  com- 

munities immediately  east  of  Toronto  may 
need  some  stimulation- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  What  sort  of  stimulation  do 

you  have  in  mind? 

Mr.  Good:  The  airport  will  do  nothing  to 
promote  development  east  of  Toronto.  It  is 
really  only  part  of  Metro  Toronto. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Oh,  it  should  make 
a  difference,  when  one  looks  at  the  growth 
in  Mississauga  related  to  the  airport. 

It  depends,  of  course,  on  how  fast  the 
airport  develops.  The  need  for  serviced  land 
exists  whether  the  airport  develops  that 
quickly  or  not.  It  may  be  that  by  the  time 
the  airport  is  built  the  serviced  land  will 

have  been  purchased  by  people  who  don't 
work   at  the  airport. 

I  simply  don't  know,  and  I  don't  know 
how  you  can  play  those  two  things  in  bal- 
ance. 

I  suppose  more  than  anything  else  it  is 
important  to  find  ways  to  attract  manufac- 

turing industry  to  a  particular  part  of  the 
province  and  make  sure  that  the  provincial 
infrastructure  is  sufficient  in  terms  of  trans- 

portation. Highways  are  our  responsibility, 

but  in  the  north  we  are  talking  about  im- 
proving air  transportation  and  in  the  south, 

hopefully,  about  finding  ways  of  improving 

rail  transportation— the  whole  host  of  tech- 
niques. 

From  our  point  of  view,  of  course,  we 
are  stimulating  where  we  can  the  private 
sector,  working  with  the  private  sector  as 

opposed  to  simply  taking  governmental  ac- 
tions and  in  so  far  as  possible  by  encourage- 
ment rather  than  some  form  of  prohibition. 

Mr.  Givens:  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 

East  was  on  his  feet  a  few  moments  ago.  I 
think  we  should  hear  from  him. 

Mr.  Roy:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
just  have  one  or  two  brief  questions  for  the 
minister.  I  understand  that  in  the  Ottawa 

area  your  plan  for  reduction  of  16  munic- 
ipalities  to    eight   has    now   been    deferred— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Chairman,  with 
respect  we  have  strayed,  but  if  that  is  the 
subject  we  are  going  to  get  on,  then  that 
should  come  under  item  4.  It  has  nothing  to 
do  with  regional  development  in  that  sense. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Chairman,  is  it  the  minister 
who  decides  what  comes  under  a  heading 
or  is  it  you  as  the  chairman? 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  is  regional  development- 
economic  planning. 
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Mr.  Roy:  You've  been  answering  questions 
on  all  sorts  of  matters  dealing  in  this  area- 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  has  been  fairly  well  con- 
fined to  regional  development  I  think. 

Mr.  Deans:  Absolutely. 

Mr.  Chairman:  However,  if  it  is  on  your 
municipal  organization,  that  is  item  4. 

Mr.  Roy:   Item  4? 

Mr.  Good:  We  are  on  the  regional  devel- 
opment  council. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  York- 
Forest-Hill. 

Mr.  Givens:  Mr.  Chairman,  there  probably 
will  never  be  an  opportunty  to  discuss  this 
again  and  I  hope  the  minister  will  bear 
with  me. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Are  you  trying  to 
run  for  mayor? 

Mr.  Givens:  No,  I  have  had  the  Cadillac 

and  the  chicken  croquette  circuit,  thank  you. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  we  can  discuss 

it  next  year;  you'll  be  back. 

Mr.  Givens:  Mr.  Minister,  if  there  is  any 
merit  in  formulating  your  regions  on  an 
urban  basis  with  a  rural  hinterland  or  flexi- 

bility for  the  purpose  of  providing  elbow 
room,  for  the  purpose  of  providing  control 
development,  so  that  there  is  some  kind  of 
a  relationship  between  your  rural  area  and 
your  urban  economic  and  geographic  core, 
then  surely,  a  fortiori,  there  should  have  been 
a  rationale  for  the  same  reasons  with  respect 
to  Metro  Toronto. 

In  your  budget  speech  you  said  that  the 

borders  of  Metro  are  frozen  and  that's  it. 

You  were  pretty  dogmatic  and  that's  the 
region.  I  mean  we  are  talking  regional  things 

and  that's  the  region. 
Now  it  would  seem  to  me  that  what  we 

are  getting,  in  effect,  what  my  hon.  friend 
from  Ottawa  West  was  talking  about,  devel- 

opment of  Mississauga,  Peel,  Halton.  You'll 
be  bringing  in  a— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Our  friend  from  Ottawa  West 
(Mr.  Morrow)  never  talks  in  this  House. 

Mr.  Deans:  He's  from  Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  Givens:  Ottawa  Centre,  all  right!  You 
know  who  I  meant.  The  man  who  leads  with 
his  chin. 

Mississauga,  Peel-Halton,  Chinguacousy, 
Markham,  Vaughan— and  even  with  your  air- 

port in  Pickering  you  are  getting  the  same 

kind  of  development  that  you  have  in  Metro- 
politan Toronto.  You  have  taken  away  from 

Metropolitan  Toronto  any  possibility  of 

Metro  Toronto  being  the  economic  and  finan- 
cial anchor  for  a  region,  which  the  city  of 

Toronto  was  for  its  peripheral  areas  when,  in 
1953,  the  Metropolitan  corporation  was  set 
up. 

Now,  was  it  simply  because  you  have  a 
fixation  in  your  mind.  You  were  determined 

that:  "It's  too  big  now  at  2%  million  or  so; 

it  must  not  grow  any  bigger."  When  actually, 
in  fact  geographically,  economically,  from  a 
socio-economic  standpoint,  from  a  geographi- 

cal standpoint,  the  same  kind  of  development 

that's  taking  place  to  the  north  and  the 
immediate  west  and  the  east,  cheek-by-jowl, 
is  the  same  as  you  have  in  Metropolitan 
Toronto. 

Why  did  you  not  permit  the  Metropolitan 

region  to  have  the  flexibility  and  the  elbow- 
room  you  are  allowing  all  your  other  regions 
you  are  now  bringing  in  for  the  first  time? 

Now  this  is  something  I  do  not  understand. 
Maybe  you  have  a  compelling  reason  for 
that.  If  you  have  a  compelling  reason,  I  wish 
you  would  state  it.  But  if  the  compelling 
reason  is  merely  that  you  thought  it  was 

getting  too  big— it's  getting  too  big  anyway! 
Don't  bank  too  much  on  that  airport,  Mr. 

Minister,  with  great  respect.  Because  there 
have  been  airports  built  in  other  parts  of 

North  America  that  did  not  have  this  mag- 
netic inducement  you  are  hoping  this  one 

will  have.  And  knowing  the  realistic  guy  that 

you  are,  I  am  sure  you  are  not  really  putting 
all  your  eggs  in  that  basket. 

So  what  I  am  asking  you  is  this:  For  all  the 
reasons  that  you  set  up  the  regions  all  over 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  why  did  you  not 
allow  the  same  kind  of  flexibility  in  this  area 
where  it  was  needed  so  much? 

Because  you  can  talk  about  Port  Hope  and 
Ottawa,  and  all  the  other  parts  of  Ontario, 

the  fact  is  that  capital  has  very,  very  skit- 

terish  characteristics.  It's  a  fact  that  certain 
areas  have  the  markets,  the  resources  and 

materials.  In  the  post-industrial  society,  where 

you  are  having  a  big  swingover  from  indus- 
trial production  to  the  service  industries, 

markets  go  where  the  people  are,  where  the 
action  is.  And  the  action  is  in  this  particular 

area.  It  isn't  because  it's  the  greatest  area  in 

the  world— I  think  it  is,  but  I  wouldn't  want 
to  sell  it  on  that  point. 
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Now,  again  I  come  back  to  the  first  question 

that  I  would  like  you  to  answer  for  me,  be- 
cause I  am  sure  you  and  your  officials  must 

be  giving  it  a  lot  of  thought.  Why  did  you 
shove  Metro  Toronto  into  this  procrustean 

bed  where  you  didn't  allow  the  land  of 
flexibility  you  are  allowing  everywhere  else? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman, 

we  really  are  back  in  the  municipal  organiza- 

tion item  4;  but  I'll  answer  this  now.  At 
some  point  or  another  I  think  you  have  to 
form  a  new  municipal  governmental  region. 
At  some  point  you  have  to  make  a  start. 

Metropolitan  Toronto's  idea  — well,  they 
never  wanted  to  take  on  Mississauga!  That 
was  always  interesting,  because  I  think  they 
thought  they  were  a  little  bit  too  big  for 

them,  I  don't  know.  But  they  wanted  to  take 
part  of  Markham,  part  of  Vaughan  and  part 

of  Pickering— and  keep  nibbling  away.  And 
we  would  never  have  set  up  a  new  unit  of 
local  government. 

Alternatively,  if  you  take  in  the  real  com- 
munity of  interests,  you  take  in  such  an 

enormous  area  that  it  would  never  have  been 

acceptable  to  Metro.  I  suggested  to  Metro, 
every  time  they  wanted  to  chew  up  the  rest 

of  York  county,  I  said:  "Why  don't  you  go 
right  up  to  Lake  Simcoe?  You  are  paying 
them  for  the  suburban  roads— for  your  people 
to  get  up  there— through  the  Toronto  and 

York  roads/'  If  they  want- 

Mr.  Givens:  What  about  the  watershed? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Sure;  wreck  York 
region!  Talk  to  your  friend  from  York  Centre; 
he  will  tell  you  all  about  this. 

Metro  wanted  the  growth  area  out  of  York 
county.  We  are  trying  to  put  together  a  new 
region,  which  to  some  extent  will  be  self- 
sufficient. 

If  Metro  had  said:  "Sure,  we'll  take  the 
whole  of  York  county,  and  we'll  pay  our  fair 
share  for  development  for  parks  on  Lake 

Simcoe,  which  we  are  going  to  use"— it  might 
have  been  an  interesting  and  different  story. 

All  they'd  ever  talk  about  was  going  to 
the  watershed;  and  a  lot  of  the  time  they 

didn't  want  to  go  that  far;  and  would  have 
torn  the  guts  right  out  of  what  is  now  emerg- 

ing as  a  very  good  region— York  region. 

I  don't  want  to  go  into  all  that  now,  but 
some  of  us  had  the  privilege  tonight  of  seeing 
the  presentation  they  made  to  the  cabinet,  as 
a  response  to  the  Toronto-centred  region 
status  report.  It  was  an  excellent  report- 
given  in  the  MacDonald  Block  at  5  o'clock 
tonight-coming  to  grips  very  quickly  with  an 

official  plan;  coming  to  grips  very  quickly 
with  a  pattern  for  development;  and  respond- 

ing to  the  initiatives  of  the  TCR.  You  should 
have  been  there. 

Mr.  Givens:  You  didn't  invite  me. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  they  did  the 
inviting.  The  member  for  York  Centre  was 

invited,  and  unfortunately  obviously  couldn't be  there. 

Mr.  Givens:  You  are  going  to  be  feeding 
them  intravenously  for  a  long  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No. 

Mr.  Givens:  We'll  see;  we'll  still  be  here. 

Hon.  J.  W.  Snow  (Minister  of  Government 
Services):  I  doubt  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  ex- 
press to  the  minister  some  concerns  I  have 

had  over  the  lack  of  direction  in  the  whole 

Niagara  region. 

The  growth  has  taken  place;  there  is  no 
question  about  that.  The  municipalities  in 
the  area  have  grown,  but  they  have  grown  at 
the  expense  of  the  future  of  the  province,  in 
my  opinion.  I  think  that  over  the  last  few 
years  a  number  of  people  have  come  to 
realize  that  there  has  to  be  a  new  approach 
to  land  use  in  the  Niagara  peninsula.  Unless 
it  comes  about  very  quickly,  no  amount  of 
planning  or  no  amount  of  direction  from 

Queen's  Park  will  make  any  difference,  be- 
cause there  will  be  very  little  left  in  fact  to 

provide  any  kind  of  economic  development. 

I  don't  think  that  the  economic  develop- 
ment council  in  the  region  have  been  able 

to  come  to  grips  with  the  primary  responsi- 
bilities. The  minister  has  said  that  the  Ham- 

ilton area,  Hamilton  in  particular,  provides  a 
good  anchor,  a  good  industrial  anchor  for  the 
total  region.  The  unfortunate  part  about  it 
is  that  the  Hamilton  municipality  has  now 
grown  to  its  fullest  extent.  There  is  very 
little  left  in  the  way  of  growth  within  the 
municipality  that  could  be  of  any  great 
stimulating  effect  to  the  total  region.  By  not 
moving  more  forcefully  and  more  quickly 
into  the  whole  area  of  establishing  much 
larger  regions,  the  government  itself  has 
abdicated  its  responsibility. 

I  want  to  say  more  than  that,  though.  It 
seems  that  the  government  looks  at  economic 

planning  and  it  looks  at  the  regional  devel- 
opment and  it  fails  to  understand  that,  no 

matter  what  one  does  in  that  area  from 

Oshawa  or  beyond  to  Niagara  Falls,  it  is  very 
much  influenced  by  the  Metropolitan  Toronto 
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area.  No  matter  what  you  do  in  that  area, 
you  are  not  actually  establishing  new  centres 
of  growth. 
Even  though  you  build  in  Pickering,  all 

you  are  doing  is  establishing  a  new  boundary 
on  the  east  for  Metropolitan  Toronto. 

Mr.  Givens:  Artificial  and  synthetic! 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes.  It  is  a  new  boundary  on 
the  east  for  Metropolitan  Toronto. 

In  the  first  place,  it  is  too  close  to  Metro- 
politan Toronto.  Having  once  built  a  200,000 

person  community  there,  all  that  will  happen 
will  be  that  there  will  be  an  in-filling  be- 

tween the  existing  boundary  and  the  new 
boundary,  and  we  will  end  up  with  a  much 
larger  metropolitan  area.  At  the  same  time 
that  this  is  going  on,  you  are  going  to  have 
the  inevitable  in-filling  between  the  Missis- 
sauga  area  on  the  west  and  Oakville,  and 
between  Oakville  and  Bronte- 

Mr.  Givens:  They  have  it  now. 

Mr.  Deans:  —and  between  Bronte  and 
Burlington. 

Mr.  Givens:  Right! 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Bronte?  Where  is  Bronte? 

Mr.  Deans:  Well,  what  used  to  be  Bronte. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Bronte  disappeared  10 
years  ago. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  is  a  place,  nevertheless. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  That  is  what  they'll  say 
about  you  in  a  few  years. 

Mr.  Deans:  They  may  say  it  about  me, 
but  I  will  at  least  have  felt  that  I  have  con- 

tributed more  than  the  member  for  Halton 
East. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  You  are  the  only  one  that 
will  think  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  That  may  be  so;  but  at  least  I 
will  have  felt  that,  because  I  tried.  It  is  easy 
to  sit  and  be  critical.  It  is  better  to  try. 

The  point  that  I  am  making  is  this,  that 
you  cannot  establish  the  kinds  of  economic 
development  regions  you  are  talking  about 
with  the  artificial  stimulus  that  you  are  trying 
to  develop.  If  what  I  think  is  going  to  hap- 

pen happens;  if  in  fact  by  developing  Pick- 
ering all  you  do  is  establish  an  easterly 

boundary  for  Metropolitan  Toronto,  which 
will  result  in  an  enlargement  of  the  metro- 

politan region;  and  if,  as  I  suspect,  the  area 

between  Mississauga  and  Oakville  does  in- 
fill, as  I  am  almost  positive  it  will,  we  are 

going  to  end  up  with  one  enormous  Metro- 
politan Toronto  area  from  Oakville— maybe 

even  a  little  further— all  the  way  to  Oshawa 
and  beyond.  You  are  going  to  end  up  with  a 
huge  metropolitan  area  and  you  will  have 
defeated  the  very  thing  that  you  set  out  to  do. 
What  should  be  done,  in  a  very  lay  point 

of  view,  what  I  think  should  be  done;  is  that 
you  have  to  start  now  to  establish  new 
economic  regions  somewhere  in  northern  On- 

tario. There  is  no  point  anymore  in  saying 
that  we  are  going  to  raise  all  the  money  here 
in  the  southern  Ontario  region  to  pay  for  the 
entire  shot  in  the  north.  What  you  have  to 
do,  first  of  all,  is  take  the  steps  to  try  to 
protect  the  recreational  land  that  exists  and 
is  much  needed  and  will  be  even  more 

needed  in  the  future,  between  here  and  let's 
say  the  Sudbury  area.  The  Sudbury  area, 
stretching  from  Sudbury  perhaps  to  Sault  Ste. 
Marie,  which  is  a  very  useful  piece  of  real 
estate,  is  where  the  province  should  be 

putting  its  emphasis  in  terms  of  the  stimula- 
tion that  is  required  for  economic  develop- 

ment, to  provide  a  second  economic  base  for 
Ontario.  In  this  way  the  people  of  northern 
Ontario  will  have  an  economic  base  that  will 
be  able  to  carry  them  into  the  next  century. 

The  young  people  in  northern  Ontario  won't have  to  travel  the  thousands  of  miles  down 
here  to  find  the  kind  of  employment  that  they 

are  looking  for  and  put  the  additional  bur- 
den on  the  municipalities  in  this  area  of 

providing  the  services  that  are  so  necessary 

if  they're  going  to  live  here. 
This  is  the  kind  of  economic  planning  that 

should  be  going  on.  It's  not  a  matter  of  try- 
ing to  stimulate  a  new  growth  of  200,000 

within  20  or  30  miles  of  Metropolitan  Tor- 
onto, but  rather  a  completely  new  growth 

of  industrial  and  economic  development  in 
the  areas  well  removed  from  the  Metropoli- 

tan Toronto  area  so  that  at  some  point  we 
will  have  a  second  strip  of  economic  develop- 

ment that  will  carry  that  portion  of  northern 

Ontario— and  this  isn't  being  done. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Or  in  eastern  Ontario! 

Mr.  Deans:  Or  eastern  Ontario! 

It  isn't  good  enough  to  be  so  short-sighted 
^and  that's  the  government's  attitude.  I 
understand  all  of  the  dilemmas  and  the  prob- 

lems they  go  through,  yet  it  seems  that  we 
can  afford  to  spend  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars  to  stimulate  Pickering  with  an  airport 
and  all  of  the  sewers  and  services  that  have 
to  be  developed  for  that  metropolitan  area 
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—and  it'll  grow  inevitably  anyway,  it  will 
eventually  grow. 

If  we're  prepared  to  spend  that  kind  of 
money  there,  we  should  be  prepared  to  spend 
an  equivalent  amount  of  money  to  provide 
the  sewers,  the  services  and  all  of  the  sup- 

port that's  necessary  to  bring  about  a  more 
balanced  economic  growth  in  the  region 
from  Sudbury  to  Sault  Ste.  Marie  so  that 
over  the  years  it  would  become  equivalent, 
and  similar  in  importance,  to  the  area  we 

call  the  "golden  horseshoe." 

I  simply  feel  that  we're  being  very  short- 
sighted. In  the  long  haul,  I  think  the  answer 

perhaps  lies  in  a  more  costly  endeavour- 
more  costly  in  terms  of  investment— to  pro- 

vide a  new  economic  development  and  a 

new  economic  stimulus  in  the  mid-north,  and 
over  the  long  term  a  less  costly  expansion 
of  development  in  the  area  surrounding 
Metropolitan  Toronto. 

If  we  do  what  we're  doing  in  the  Metro- 
politan Toronto  area,  I  suspect  it  will  come 

to  a  point  where  we  won't  be  able  to  afford 
to  live  here.  That's  the  difficulty  we  face, 
that  the  cost  of  living  in  the  Metropolitan 

area  will  have  reached  such  a  stage  we  won't be  able  to  afford  to  live  in  it  at  all. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  item  2  carry? 

The  hon.  member  for  Yorkview. 

Mr.  Young:  Mr.  Chairman,  just  a  short 
question  of  the  minister  in  connection  with 
the  new  planning  areas  that  are  being  set  up 
and  the  progress  that  is  being  made.  Does 
the  minister  see  that  these  five  planning 
areas  eventually  will  disappear  as  the  regional 
municipal  governments  are  set  up?  Or  will 
they  continue  as  viable  entities  even  after 
the  new  municipal  governments  emerge? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  don't  think  they'll 
ever  be  more  viable  than  being  something  on 
paper.  I  suspect  that  the  provincial  plan  will 
always  have  five  subdivisions. 

Mr.  Young:  But  they  will  not  exist  as 

organized  units;  that's  What  I  mean. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  They  will  never  be 
five  organized  units,  no. 

Mr.  Young:  In  other  words,  it's  simply  a 
designation  whereby  the  province  is  broken 
up  into  five  areas  for  the  purpose  of  plan- 

ning and  for  the  purpose  of  merging  the  new 
governments.  Well  I  think  that  makes  sense. 
I  think  this  does  the  job  which  needs  to  be 
done. 

I  do  just  want  to  say  a  word  about  some 
of  the  background  here,  if  I  can  take  one 
minute.  The  minister  pointed  out  the  changes 

taking  place  in  thinking  across  the  province, 
and  I  want  to  pay  tribute  to  the  Ontario 
Municipal  Association  in  connection  with  that. 
He   mentioned   them. 

One  of  the  things  that  did  happen  over 
the  last  decade  is  the  spark  that  was  provided 

by  at  least  one  member  of  the  old  Depart- 
ment of  Municipal  Affairs  and  a  number  of 

the  employees  of  the  city  of  Toronto,  who 

sparked  the  safaris— if  you  want  to  call  them 
that— of  municipal  officials  going  overseas  to 
have  a  look  at  what  is  going  on  in  Europe. 

We  have  had  three  municipal  tours,  1962, 
1966,  and  now  1972.  What  happened  there 
is  that  these  people  went  out  to  see  what 
was  happening  in  other  jurisdictions.  I  just 
want  to  say  in  passing  that  I  think  those 
tours  play  a  very  strong  part  in  the  whole 
thought  process  of  what  should  happen  and 
what  outreach  could  take  place  in  the  whole 
municipal  field. 

I  could  say  something  about  the  1972  trip, 

Mr.  Chairman,  but  I  won't  do  that.  The 
minister  has  already  had  some  reports  on  that. 

But  the  Yugoslav  part  of  the  trip,  partic- 
ularly, is  one  which  I  think  the  minister  is 

going  to  hear  a  great  deal  about,  because  of 
the  very  open  society  which  I  think  surprised 
all  of  us  who  were  there.  We  thought  of  a 
directed  society  in  the  Communist  sense,  and 
we  found  one  of  the  most  open  societies  in 
the  world,  where  the  municipalities  have 
primary  power.  I  am  not  going  to  elaborate 
on  that  except  to  say  to  the  minister  that  in 
Croatia— one  of  the  provinces,  if  you  will, 
of  that  country— where  you  have  4.5  million 
people,  there  are  exactly  1,000  civil  servants 
at  the  provincial  level. 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  Sounds 

good!  When  I  asked  about  the  people  in  the 

Department  of  Finance  in  Croatia— that's  4.5 
million  people— the  Department  of  Finance 
has  100  employees.  The  Department  of 
Municipal  Affairs  has  35  employees.  In  other 
words,  the  power  there  is  at  the  municipal 
level.  The  taxing  power,  the  whole  bit, 
seems  to  be  right  there,  and  then  it  flows 

upward.  It's  perhaps  too  open  a  society,  in 

the  sense  that  when  Tito  goes  we  don't  know 
what  might  happen  to  it.  But— 

Mr.  Givens:  If  Tito  goes,  they  go. 

Mr.  Young:  Well,  it  may  be  that  it  flies 

apart  because  of  its  very  openness.  But  the 
fact  is  that  I  think  a  great  many  people  are 
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going  to  be  telling—and  these  are  Tories  too 
—the  minister  that  here  is  an  example  of 
municipalities  wielding  very  great  power, 

and  saying  to  him  "Go  now  and  do  likewise, 
set  up  this  kind  of  a  system  in  Ontario/'  I 
don't  think  I  am  prepared  to  recommend  that 
quite  in  the  sense  that  we  saw  it  in  Yugo- 

slavia, but  I  do  think  there  is  a  lesson  here 
that,  all  around  the  European  scene  at  least, 
regional  municipal  government  now  is  being 
pushed  by  the  upper  authorities.  Years  ago 
Yugoslavia  came  through  a  great  deal  of 
discussion  when  that  change  came.  Then 
most  power  devolved  at  the  municipal  level. 
Britain  and  other  countries  are  now  doing 
this  in  a  significant  way.  I  am  delighted  to 
hear  that  the  minister  is  going  forward  with 
this  kind  of  planning  and  I  am  also  delighted 
to  hear  that  the  new  planning  areas  are 

simply  designations  on  the  map  for  the  pur- 
poses of  bringing  this  whole  reconstruction 

about. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  2. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  was  listening  with  great 
attention  to  the  member  for  Yorkview.  I 

want  to  ask  the  minister  a  few  more  ques- 
tions. 

Quoting  from  the  Toronto-centred  region 
plan,  it  stated  that  the  inequity  of  oppor- 

tunity in  income  between  the  Toronto-cen- 
tered region  and  the  northeastern  and  east- 

ern regions,  is  one  of  the  province's  most 
critical  development  problems. 

The  minister  said  a  few  minutes  ago  that 

he  doesn't  know  essentially  what  techniques 
the  province  is  going  to  use  to  shift  growth 
out  of  the  lakeshore  region  into  Barrie, 

Orillia,  Port  Hope,  Cobourg— that  is,  into  the 
north  and  east  of  the  Toronto-centered 

region.  I'd  like  the  minister  to  answer  the 
question:  If  you  don't  even  know  that,  then 
what  techniques,  what  concepts,  what  pro- 

posals have  you  got  in  order  to  encourage 

growth  and  development  up  in  the  north- 
eastern region  and  in  the  eastern  regions  of 

the  province. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Those  are  the  things 
we  will  have,  presumably,  when  we  have  the 
Phase  2  reports  for  northeastern  and  eastern 
Ontario. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Have  you  any  approaches  to 
suggest  at  this  time,  Mr.  Minister? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  None  at  all?  The  minister  has 
no  approaches   to  suggest  at   this  time,  six 

years  after  the  Design  for  Development 
scheme  began.  The  minister  is  still  totally 
without  answers. 

Second  question:  Would  the  minister  kindly 

give  me  the  population  figures  for  the  five 
main  regions  of  the  province  in  the  late  1960s 
or  1970,  and  the  forecast  for  the  year  2000 
as  I  requested  a  few  minutes  ago? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  is  in  the  process 

of  being  updated  as  I  said  and  I  don't  have 
those  figures.  Until  they  are  updated  and 

they  have  been  gone  through,  I  wouldn't want  to  roll  them  out. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Would  the  minister  be  kind 

enough  to  give  us  the  old  figures  if  he  hasn't 
got  the  new  ones? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  haven't  got  the  old 
figures  either. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Can  the  minister  tell  us  when 
he  expects  to  have  the  new  figures? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  some  months. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Some  months!  In  other  words 
we  should  ask  for  them  in  the  fall?  I  think 

that  is  pretty  critical,  Mr.  Chairman,  because 
those  figures  would  indicate  whether  or  not 

the  province  is  playing  square  and  is  genu- 
inely trying  to  resolve  the  inequity  of  oppor- 

tunity and  income  between  the  Toronto  re- 
gion and  the  rest  of  the  province. 

In  fact  if,  as  now  seems  the  plan,  the  bulk 

of  the  growth  of  the  province  remains  in  the 
Toronto-centred  region,  it  simply  means  that 
the  problems  of  the  rest  of  the  province  will 
not  be  solved. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
minister  for  several  of  the  things  that  I  have 
already  mentioned,  which  requests  he  blithely 

disregarded.  I  am  asking  him  for  these  be- 
cause they  bear  directly  on  regional  develop- 
ment and  therefore  are  germane  to  this  par- 

ticular vote. 

I  will  ask  for  them  one  by  one  because  he 

didn't  seem  able  to  remember  them  long 
enough  in  order  to  answer  them  when  I 
asked  them  in  succession. 

The  decentralization  of  departments,  of 
which  he  spoke  about  a  year  ago:  What  has 
happened  to  that  particular  approach  which 
the  minister  said  was  part  of  his  regional 
development  policy? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  There  are  regional 
advisory  boards.  I  think  that  is  properly  a 
subject  which  should  be  directed  to  the 
Chairman  of  the  Management  Board  who  has 
a  study  under  way  on  that.  Indeed,  I  believe 
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some  steps  have  been  taken  within  govern- 
ment departments  to  do  something  about  it, 

but  specifically  the  Management  Board  has 
it  under  review. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  a  very  weak  answer. 

It  seems  to  me  that  if  the  minister  is  respon- 
sible for  regional  development  policy,  then 

in  so  far  as  decentralization  relates  to  regional 
development  policy,  he  should  be  able  to 
give  an  answer.  Would  he  please  try  again? 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  next  one:  The  indus- 
trial location  policy  again  relates  to  regional 

development  because  the  location  of  indus- 
try is  such  a  vital  portion  of  any  regional 

development  strategy.  Can  the  minister  kind- 
ly say  what  has  happened  to  the  industrial 

location  study  which  began  approximately  a 
year  ago?  When  will  we  see  it  and  what 
effect  will  it  have  on  regional  development? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  is  still  very  much 
under  review.  It  is  mixed  up  with  the  whole 
policy  on  EIO,  about  which  I  am  sure  the 

member  has  questioned  the  Minister  of  In- 
dustry and  Tourism.  He  has  made  certain 

decisions  in  that  area  whi,ch  he  has  an- 

nounced;' and  there  are  others  the  govern- 
ment has  announced  through  him.  The  con- 

tinuing work  is  being  done  both  within  the 

service  and  within  the  Premier's  advisory committee. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Next  one:  The  resources 

policy  white  paper's  statement,  again  very 
important  in  view  of  the  Toronto-centred 
region  report,  was  that  resources  would  be 
processed  in  southern  Ontario  rather  than  be- 

ing processed  as  a  basis  for  manufacturing  in 
other  types  of  industry  up  in  the  north.  What 
is  the  progress  of  that  white  paper  and  what 
input  are  the  regional  development  people 
which  the  minister  has  putting  into  that 
study? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  None  from  regional 
development.  It  is  a  matter  of  economics. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  None? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Obviously,  the  re- 
gional development  people  would  hope  that 

any  resource  manufacturing,  refining  or  de- 
velopment would  be  done  in  other  than  the 

Toronto- centred  region,  and  would  be  done 
probably  in  other  than  southern  and  western 
Ontario. 

I  don't  think  they  have  to  make  a  large 
contribution  to  say  that.  They  would  hope  to 
see  it  done,  as  we  all  would  hope  to  see  it 
done,  in  northeastern  and  northwestern  On- 

tario or  for  that  matter  in  eastern  Ontario. 

That   isn't  specifically   a  function  of  the  re- 
gional development  branch. 

The  studies  are  going  on  and  the  white 

paper,  specifically  being  prepared  by  an  inter- 
departmental task  force,  is  not  yet  complete. 

It  will  be  done,  for  our  part,  in  the  economic 

planning  branch  rather  than  the  regional  de- 
velopment branch. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  how  does  the 

minister  intend  to  appoint  the  regional  ad- 
visory councils  which  are  foreseen?  That  is 

the  two  kinds,  the  municipal  kind  and  the 

private  sector  kind  described  in  the  state- 
ment? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Not  yet  determined. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  How  large  will  they  be? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Not  yet  determined. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Can  you  tell  us  anything  more 
about  them  than  you  have  already? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  When  do  you  expect  them  to 
be  under  way? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  have  until  the 
end  of  the  year.  The  white  paper  the  Premier 
and  I  gave  a  week  ago  sets  it  out;  we  have 
not  added  to  it  since  that  time. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Do  you  intend  to  give  them 

any  funds?  Do  you  intend  to  give  them  ade- 
quate funds,  rather  than  the  $35,000,  which 

even  when  matched  provided  inadequate  re- 
sources for  any  kind  of  effective  local  input 

or  planning. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Not  yet  determined, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Not  yet  determined?  Well,  in 

other  words  nothing  is  determined,  Mr.  Min- 
ister. 

Let  me  ask  you  about  something  else 
which  up  to  now  had  not  yet  been  determined. 
I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister  about  the 

proposed  parkway  belt  in  the  Toronto-centred 
region.  He  said  a  while  ago  that  he  hoped  to 
clarify  this;  and  we  are  not  very  clear  as  to 
whether  in  fact  it  is  a  transportation  and 
utility  belt  or  whether  in  fact  it  will  also 

provide  recreational  facilities.  We  don't  under- 
stand why  it  runs  a  few  miles  south  of  the 

major  500KV  utility  line  from  Nanticoke 
which  Hydro  is  building.  It  is  just  all  very 
unclear! 

Can  the  minister  be  a  bit  clearer  about 

what  the  parkway  belt  is  meant  to  do? 
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Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman, 
we  have  about  an  eight-page  statement  on 
this  if  the  member  would  like  it  now. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  By  all  means  yes;  go  ahead! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
origins  of  the  parkway  belt  concept  date  back 
to  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  and  Region 
Transportation  Study,  MTARTS.  In  the  re- 

port which  arose  out  of  MTARTS,  "Choices 
for  a  Growing  Region,"  MTARTS  pointed  out 
the  present  development  trends  in  the  To- 

ronto area  could  lead  to  the  following  situa- 
tion t 

Inevitable  merging  of  towns  and  cities  into 
an  amorphous,  sprawling  megalopolis,  a  waste 
of  natural  and  financial  resources;  air,  water 
and  soil  pollution;  traffic  congestion;  psycho- 

logical ills  and  other  evils  of  widespread  un- 
planned growth  which  now  appear  to  be 

manifest  in  many  large  metropolitan  cities. 
MTARTS  concluded  the  above  situation 

called  for  creative  leadership  by  the  prov- 
ince in  harnessing  the  strong  forces  for 

growth  which  now  exist  in  the  Metropolitan 
Toronto  region,  particularly  in  the  Lake  On- 

tario region.  MTARTS  then  went  on  to  pre- 
sent examples  of  alternative  concepts  avail- 
able as  choices  to  be  made  in  structuring  the 

growth  of  the  region. 

The  ooncept  that  eventually  emerged  from 
the  many  background  studies,  public  hearings 
and  research  within  government,  had  as  one 
vital  component  the  concept  of  a  parkway 
belt.  Very  simply,  the  parkway  belt  concept 
is  a  multi-service  corridor  system  serving  four 
key  functions:  Community  identification;  in- 

tegration of  a  system  of  cities  and  service 
corridors;  a  flexible  land  reserve  for  future 
use;  and  finally  a  linked  open  space  frame- 
work. 

In  a  revised  and  modified  form  the  park- 
way belt  became  a  key  element  in  the 

Toronto-centred  region  concept  of  May,  1970. 
In  my  1971  budget  I  announced  that  the 
Toronto-centred  region  plan  had  been 
adopted  in  principle  by  the  government.  This 
included  acceptance  of  the  parkway  belt  as  a 
major  instrument  in  shaping  the  character  of 
zone  1  of  the  region. 

I  noted  previously  that  the  parkway  belt 
serves  four  key  functions,  and  I  think  it 
would  be  appropriate  to  elaborate  on  each 
one  of  these. 

Experience  here  and  elsewhere  has  demon- 
strated conclusively  that  satisfactory  social, 

political  and  economic  organization  at  the 
urban    levels    requires    that    people    feel    an 

identification  with  a  community  small  enough 
so  that  they  can  have  a  personal  relationship 
with  it.  This  is  imperative  to  a  successful 
urban  life  at  both  the  individual  and  group 
level. 

A  vital  component  in  achieving  community 
identity  is  the  physical  form  of  the  urban 
community  itself.  Until  recent  times  the 

combination  of  geography  and  historical  de- 
velopment within  the  Toronto-centred  region 

made  community  identification  relatively 
simple.  Communities  tended  to  grow  outward 
from  separate  and  identifiable  urban  nuclei. 

Dr.  Thoman  has  returned  with  that  word! 

However,  this  system  of  separate  and  iden- 
tifiable urban  communities  is  now  breaking 

down  in  the  face  of  massive  urban  growth 
pressure.  Without  direction  this  could  well 
lead  to  an  amorphous,  conglomerate,  super 
city.  The  organizational  problems  of  this 
could  be  impossible  to  manage  if  recent  ex- 

perience in  the  United  States  is  a  valid 

precedent. 
One  means  of  coming  to  terms  with  this  is 

a  parkway  belt  system.  A  parkway  belt  is 
designed  to  develop  a  broad  and  recogniz- 

able demarcation  line  between  communities. 
Where  possible  the  emphasis  must  be  on 
natural  boundary  features  and  the  avoidance 
of  the  completely  artificial.  Therefore,  by 
using  natural  features  such  as  ravines,  river 
valleys  and  hill,  and  combining  these  with 
utility  corridors,  lines  can  be  drawn  around 
ufban  communities  within  the  overall  re- 

gional system.  In  this  way  these  communities 
have  an  opportunity  to  develop  a  life  and 
identity  of  their  own. 

Function  2  is  the  integration  of  a  system 
of  cities  and  service  corridors.  Throughout 
the  system  of  cities  in  Zone  1  of  the  TCR, 
there  will  be  a  need  for  inter-city  flows  of 
goods,  people,  energy,  water,  sewage  and 
communications.  Ideally  these  flows  should  be 
accommodated  outside  communities  to  pre- 

vent internal  environmental  and  functional 
disruptions.  An  example  of  what  to  avoid  is 
the  thrusting  of  the  Queen  Elizabeth  Way 

through  parts  of  Metropolitan  Toronto,  com- 
pletely splitting  several  small  communities. 

The  facilities  which  accommodate  these  flows 

are  usually  major  physical  features— freeways, 
regional  transit,  electric  power  transmission 
lines  and  swaths  of  open  land  with  buried 

pipelines. Because  Zone  1  of  the  TCR  is  a  growing 

urban  complex,  these  facilities  will  be  neces- 
sary to  service  the  expanding  urban  popula- 
tion, whether  or  not  there  is  a  parkway  belt. 
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What  the  parkway  belt  will  do  is  to  bring 
these  services  together  in  order  to  pool  both 
the  costs  and  the  benefits,  while  also  tying 

the  cities  together  in  a  major  flow-system  for 
the  region.  Thus  while  the  parkway  belt 
identifies  and  separates  communities  as  out- 

lined in  Function  1  above,  it  also  serves  to 
tie  the  cities  together. 

Function  3:  is  land  reserve  for  future 

uses.  The  major  aim  of  the  TCR  is  to  provide 
for  future  changes  in  both  technology  and 
human  values.  Such  changes  are  expected 

to  precipitate  the  need  for  land.  While  diffi- 
cult to  forecast,  we  should  consider  the  fol- 

lowing  possibilities: 

(a)  New  forms  of  regional  transit,  addi- 
tional energy  or  communication  conductors 

and  major  water  and  sewage  pipelines.  If 

this  flexibility  is  not  now  provided,  accom- 
modating these  facilities  through  urban  com- 

munities at  a  later  date  will  prove  to  be 
extremely  costly  and  limit  the  possibility  of 

achieving  desired  service  standards  at  rea- 
sonable cost. 

(b)  New  activities  and  land  uses  requiring 
sites  of  high  accessibility  and  substantial 
land  area.  As  human  values  change  there  is 
a  continual  change  in  both  the  type  and 
organization  of  activity.  Thirty  years  ago, 
for  example,  the  present  forms  of  regional 
shopping  centres  and  community  colleges 
were  probably  not  built  into  planning  prac- 
tice. 

The  parkway  belt  system  provides  an 

opportunity  now  to  "build  in"  a  land  reserve 
at  a  reasonable  cost.  This  land  reserve  can 

be  used  later  for  new  unanticipated  activities. 
The  benefits  of  doing  this  are  twofold: 

(a)  lower  cost  of  acquiring  land  now, 
rather  than  after  a  period  of  urbanization; 

(b)  co-ordinated  approach  to  the  provision 
of  services  so  that  new  technologies  can  be 
brought  together  and  the  use  of  land  co- 
ordinated. 

Function  4:  is  a  linked  open-space  frame- 
work. Urban  residents  need  room  to  breathe. 

Linear  areas  of  green  are  one  of  the  most 

efficient  ways  of  providing  open  space  in  a 
way  that  gives  maximum  physical  access  and 
maximum   visual  impact. 

The  parkway  belt  system  makes  possible 
a  comprehensive  linked  open  space  system 
with  the  following  features:  (a)  areas  of,  and 
access  to,  recreation;  (b)  green  buffers  be- 

tween individual  facilities  within  a  parkway 
belt,  and  between  these  facilities  and  ad- 

joining urban  areas;  (c)  protection  of  head- 
waters; (d)  relief  from  the  effects  of  continu- 

ous urban  development  to  both  users  of 
facilities  within  the  belt  and  residents  of 

adjacent  communities;  and  (e)  integration  of 
the  countryside  within  the  urban  areas  of  a 

system  of  cities. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  how  do  we  do  this? 
Only  some  of  the  lands  within  the  parkway 

belt  need  to  be  in  public  ownership.  How- 
ever, land  uses  within  the  system  must  be 

subject  to  constraints,  and  implementation 
procedures  must  be  developed  to  safeguard 
those  provincial  interests  which  transcend 
interests  of  the  local  municipalities  or  the 

private  sector.  The  benefits  of  the  Toronto- 

centred  region  plan  and  its  parkway  com- 
ponents make  it  worthwhile  to  seek  out  and 

test  new  methods  of  implementation.  No 
technique  will  suit  every  situation  and  a 
variety  of  implementation  measures  will  be 
required,  including  the  traditional  techniques 

of  outright  purchases,  easements  and  land- 
use  controls. 

The  exercise  of  stringent  land-use  control 
is  another  means  of  achieving  parkway  belt 
objectives.  The  programme  analogous  to  the 
type  of  controls  now  in  effect  in  noiselands 
surrounding  airports  should  be  and  is  being 
considered. 

The  parkway  belt  system  is  an  integral  part 
of  the  Toronto-centred  region  concept  adopt- 

ed by  this  government.  To  make  this  belt  a 
reality  will  not  be  easy  nor  will  it  be  inex- 

pensive, but  it  will  be  easier  and  cheaper 
than  the  corrective  measures  which  are  going 
to  be  required  later  if  we  do  not  act  now. 
Our  resolve  to  proceed  is  part  of  the  creative 
leadership  in  regional  planning  now  being 
exercised  by  the  government  of  Ontario. 

I  can  only  add  to  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
sections  of  the  parkway  are  being  rolled  out 
in  Burlington.  We  have  largely  indicated 

where  it  will  be;  what  we  will  be  purchas- 
ing; what  we  see  should  be  controlled.  We 

are  doing  this  north  of  Toronto. 

I  may  say  it's  easier  where  there  is  a 
regional  municipality,  because  they  see  a 
somewhat  larger  benefit  than  a  local  munici- 

pality does.  A  larger  municipality  is  perhaps 

easier  to  deal  with  because  it  doesn't  want 
development  all  over  the  municipality.  It 

becomes  important  to  it  not  only  as  a  munici- 
pality and  that  assists  the  province  in  the 

larger  task.  Certainly  in  a  number  of  munici- 
palities we  are  getting  all  kinds  of  co-opera- 

tion in  achieving  these  ends. 

The  parkway  belt,  of  course,  will  be  built 
into  North  Pickering.  I  think  something  like 
10,000  of  the  25,000  acres  is,  in  effect,  a 
service   corridor,   parkland,    and   the   zoo,    of 
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course.  Other  acreage  provides  part  of  the 
buffer,  and  the  separation  which  is  talked 
about  in  item  1  here  between  Metropolitan 
Toronto  and  the  community  of  North  Pick- 
ering. 

There  is  no  question  we  are  going  to  have 
to  develop  some  new  techniques.  There  is 
no  question  that  at  some  point  or  another 
the  Legislature  is  going  to  be  asked  to 
develop  and  grant  new  powers,  subject  to 
appeals  I  suppose,  to  the  province  to  assist 
in  provincial  planning.  No  question  about 
this. 

Some  of  what  we  are  doing  now,  I  would 
admit,  has  a  trial  and  error  character  about 
it.  We  will  be  developing  more  sophisticated 
techniques  which  undoubtedly  will  find  their 
way  into  legislation  at  some  point  or  another. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  While  I  was  tempted  to  re- 
spond to  that  last  comment  about  trial  and 

error  techniques,  which  would  apply,  in  fact, 
to  the  new  advisory  committees  on  regional 
planning,  I  would  like  to  thank  the  minister 
for  a  very  full  statement.  The  only  question 
I  would  have  to  ask  in  following  up  this 
particular  item  is  when,  in  fact,  do  you  begin 
to  use  these  other  techniques?  How  long  will 
it  be  before  you  begin? 

It  isn't  good  enough  to  simply  roll  them 
out,  to  use  your  phrase,  or  describe  where 
they  are  going  to  be.  You  have  to  go  further 
than  that.  Will  it  be  of  the  originally  plan- 

ned width  of  1,000  to  1,500  yards  or  is  it 
much  more  substantial  than  that  now?  Has 
that  concept  changed? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Completely!  It  varies. 
For  example,  at  the  proposed  Bronte  Creek 
provincial  park  I  suppose  you  could  say  it 

goes  right  down  to  Lake  Ontario.  It  doesn't 
really,  but  it  varies  depending  on  the  geogra- 

phy. In  some  cases  it's  very  difficult  to achieve  a  width  of  more  than  500  or  600 
feet  because  of  the  concentration  of  existing 
buildings.  In  other  areas  it  will  be  wider;  the 
provincial  purchase  will  be  wider  and  the 
area  of  stringent  controls  will  be  wider  again. 
It  varies  completely  according  to  the  sections. 

I  may  say  that  again  this  is  a  matter  which, 
section  by  section,  is  being  reviewed  by  the 
Natural  Resources  policy  field  and  will  be 
unveiled  as  time  goes  on. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  When  do  you  begin  actual 
acquisition  or  zoning? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Acquisition  has 
started  in  some  sections,  particularly  related 
to  Highway  403.  In  some  cases  Highway  403 

is  being  realigned,  but  some  acquisition  has 

started.  I'm  sorry,  Highway  407,  not  403. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  the  one  north  of  Metro, 
is  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  okay! 

For  simple  people  like  myself  from  a  place 

like  Ottawa,  we  can't  keep  up  with  the  pro- 
liferation of  16  and  18  and  20-lane  freeways 

that  are  then  doubled,  tripled  and  quadrupled. 
Seeing  them,  in  fact,  suggests  to  me  that 
maybe  it  might  be  better  if  one  sought  to 
distribute  growth  around  the  province  rather 
than  leaving  it  here. 

I  wanted  to  ask,  in  fact,  as  a  final  area  of 
inquiry,  when  the  central  York-Pickering 
water  and  sewage  systems  came  out,  which 
as  the  minister  said  are  pretty  central  to  the 

regional  development  plans  for  the  Toronto- 
centred  region,  they  laid  out  population  pro- 

jections up  to  1995  and  then  ultimate,  which 
presumably  means  sometime  in  the  early  21st 
century.  The  way  planning  is,  one  can  go 
five  or  10  years  either  way,  I  would  assume? 

But,  the  phrase  "ultimate"  intrigues  me. 
Obviously,  this  is  a  very  heavy  investment; 
$130  million  investment  in  current  dollars, 
presumably  more  by  the  time  they  get  it  all 
built,  with  the  decrease  in  the  value  of  the 
dollar. 

So  a  very  substantial  investment  for  an 

"ultimate"  population— and  it's  an  "ultimate" 
population  which  is,  in  fact,  keyed  to  the 
growth  projections  of  the  Toronto-centred 
region. 

What  happens  when  those  "ultimate"  pro- 
jections for  population  are  reached,  Mr.  Min- 

ister? Does  growth  stop  then? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  member  asked 

this  question  before  and  I  didn't  answer  it. 
I  don't  know.  We're  planning  to  the  year 
2000,  and  that's  a  long  way  ahead. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  don't  know? 
Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  mean,  then,  you're  going 
to  dump  that  on  somebody  else  because 

you'll  be  in  Jim  Allan's  position  by  then  and 
be  able  to  sit  and  watch  and  let  him  cope 
with  the  problem? 

It's  not  a  very  good  answer,  Mr.  Minister! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  how  far  ahead 
would  you  plan? 
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We  are  to  lay  out  $127  million  to  look  after 
water  and  sewer  to  the  year  2000  for  growth, 
as  I  recall  the  figures,  from  something  like  a 
hundred  and  some-odd  thousand  people  to 
five  hundred  thousand  people  in  York  and 
Pickering.  Do  you  really  think  that  we  should 
take  on  another  200,000  or  400,000  people 
and  go  on  to  the  year  2050?  Or  would  you 

then  say:  "What's  going  to  happen  after 

2050?" You  know,  how  far  ahead  do  you  plan? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  point  is,  Mr.  Minister, 
that  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  Toronto-centred 
region,  and  presumably  in  the  western  parts 
and  other  parts  and  so  on,  you  have  a  plan- 

ning horizon.  You  say  our  ultimate  popula- 
tion in  these  various  areas,  in  terms  of  servic- 
ing and  other  things,  will  be  such  and  such. 

Now  suppose  that  you  reach  50,000  in  New- 
market in  1987,  rather  than  in  the  year  2000; 

or  supposing  200,000  in  North  Pickering? 
Suppose,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  was 
also  reached  10  or  15  years  ahead  of  time, 
simply  because  people  snapped  up  developed 
land  as  it  became  available  and  there  was 
constant  pressure  to  do  it?  What  do  you  do 
then? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  You  revise  the  plan. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  revise  the  plan.  But  what 

we're  suggesting  to  you  is  in  fact  that  if  at 
the  end— do  you  expect  growth  to  continue— 
would  the  population  go  from  8  million  in 
the  Toronto-centred  region  in  the  year  2000 
to  15  million  or  16  million  by  the  second 
third  of  the  21st  century? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Ask  Stephen's  grand- 
children that;  I  don't  know. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well  it  suggests  to  me  that— 

Mr.  L.  Maeck  (Parry  Sound):  Ask  Cassidy, 
he  knows! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  I  don't  know  either  as  a 
matter  of  fact.  I  don't  even  know  whether 

we'll  have  a  continuing  increase  of  population 
by  then.  We  may  have  decided  not  to. 

But  in  the  meantime,  if  you  will  while  the 
population  is  still  going  up,  Mr.   Minister- 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Going  to  cut  you  off! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  While  the  population  is  still 
going  up,  before  our  children  or  our  chil- 

dren's children  decide  maybe  they  don't 
want  it  to  go  up,  there  is  still  time,  before 
this  tremendous  doubling  of  population  and 

development  of  the  province  that  is  going 
to  take  place,  to  ensure  that  that  growth  oc- 

curs right  through  the  province. 
If  ultimately  there  is  going  to  be  some 

check  and  some  curb  on  growth  in  the  To- 
ronto-centred region,  then  we  suggest  very 

strongly  to  you  that  the  time  to  begin  it  is 
now,  in  order  to  ensure  an  equitable  distribu- 

tion of  growth  and  development  throughout 
the  province  and  not  just  in  the  Toronto- 
centred   region. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  2  carried? 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Just 

before  you  carry  it,  I  want  to  ask  the  minis- 
ter a  question. 

What  happened  to  official  plan  amend- 
ment—234,  I  guess  it  was— involving  the 

Meadowvale  North  development  for  Picker- 
ing? That  amendment  which  would  have  ex- 

panded it  between  Highway  401  and  Steeles, 
an  additional   1,700  acres  for  development? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  That  is  the  old  one? 

Mr.  Lewis:  No;  the  old  amendment  I  think 
was  114.  Then  there  was  a  new  official 
amendment  called  234. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Which  revised  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Which  revised  it,  yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  is  still  in  front  of 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  still  in  front  of  you.  Well 

as  I  understand  it,  you  rejected  the  recom- 
mendation of  the  South  Peel  Task  Force  to 

rescind  amendment  114,  which  was  the 
changing  of  the  use  of  the  1,400  acres 
from  agricultural  to  residential  usage.  The 

South  Peel  task  force  said:  "No,  that  was  a 
mistake.  Don't  proceed."  You,  as  a  govern- 

ment, decided  to  allow  the  development  to 

proceed.  Can  I  ask  why  you  refused  to  ac- 
cept  the   task   force   recommendation? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  have  no  authority 

to  rescind  an  official  plan.  That's  perhaps 
one  of  the  things  that  I  made  reference  to 
in  the  closing  of  my  remarks  about  the  park- 

way belt.   We  have  no   authority. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  you  have  authority  to  pass 
on  every  official  plan  amendment? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  but  we  have  no 
power  to  rescind.  There  is  nothing  to  prevent 
whoever  it  is  from  proceeding  exactly  on  the 
basis  of  that  original  plan. 



JUNE  28,  1972 
4497 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  as  I  understand  it,  the  gov- 
ernment rejected  the  amendment  to  redesig- 

nate? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Amendment  234? 

No,  we  haven't  done  anything  with  it  yet. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Not  234,  but  you  rejected  the 
earlier? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Amendment  114? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes. 

Hon.    Mr.    McKeough:    Oh,   no;    114   was 
signed  by  the  then  Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs.  Right?  Yes,  it  has  been  in  effect  for 
some  10  years. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Amendment  114  was  signed— 
oh  yes,  and  that  would  allow  for  the  redesig- 
nation  of  the  land,  and  therefore  for  the  de- 

velopment, despite  the  fact  that  the  South 
Peel  task  force  felt  that  that  should  be  re- 
considered. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  don't  know.  It  is still  in  front  of  us. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  the  new  one  which  is 

still  in  front  of  you?  Then  you  haven't  yet been  ready  to  approve  the  further  extension 
for  residential  development  to  another  1,700 
acres  between  401  and  Steeles?  I  am  just 
wondering  why  you  would  approve  it,  given 
your  wish  to  increase  development  to  the 
east  of  Metro  rather  than  to  the  west  of 

Metro— why    you    would    consider   it    at    all. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  population  figure 
is  there.  The  population  figure  for  Peel  was 
largely  based  on  what  the  existing  official 
plans— mainly  official  plans;  plans  of  sub- 

divisions—allowed, plus  growth,  plus  an  ad- 
dition to  that,  so  that  in  the  population 

figure  for  South  Peel— which  has  by  no  means 
been  refined  and  we  are  waiting  for  them  to 
do  it;  it  has  not  yet  been  done;  we  really 

haven't  got  into  it— but  within  that  population 
figure,  in  effect,  is  the  population  figure  in 
old  114.  Now  whether  it  can  be  better  dis- 

tributed  or  not   would   remain   to   be   seen. 

Amendment  114  was  signed  by  the  minis- 
ter. There  is  a  commitment  there.  This  is 

one  of  the  things  that  we  are  wrestling  with. 

We  don't  have  power  to  rescind.  This  is true  in  a  number  of  other  areas  as  well. 
Some  of  these  things  we  are  sorting  out  by 
a  process  with  the  municipality,  by  a  process 

of  negotiation.  But  I'm  also  of  the  opinion 
that  at  some  point  we  are  going  to  need 
somewhat  stronger  provincial  planning  tools. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  I  simply  wanted  to  make 
the   point,    Mr.    Chairman,   that— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please!  We  are  dis- 
cussing  municipal— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  this  is  in  order. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  thought  we  were  discuss- 
ing economic  planning. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  This  is  in  order 
under  regional  development. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  think  this  is  regional  de- 
velopment. 

I  just  wanted  to  point  out  again  that  the 
South  Peel  task  force  recommendation  for 
Meadowvale  north  was  that  amendment  114 
was  to  be  rescinded.  You  say  you  have  no 
authority  to  rescind. 

Then  there  was  a  meeting— the  minutes  of 
which  I  have;  it  was  held  on  Feb.  9,  1972— 
of  the  45th  meeting  of  the  liaison  committee 
for  central  and  southwestern  Ontario,  held 
in  the  Huron  Room,  west  half,  Macdonald 
Block,  Wednesday,  Feb.  9.  That  entire  dis- 

cussion was  held  around  the  amendment  to 
the  official  plan. 

In  attendance  was  Mr.  Macdonald,  the 
chairman  of  the  regional  development 
branch,  Anderson  from  Lands  and  Forests, 
Bugslag  from  Municipal  Affairs,  Cameron 
from  Municipal  Affairs,  Carey  from  Ontario 
Housing,  Devisser  from  Transportation  and 
Communications,  Dobson  from  Ontario  Hy- 

dro, Lethbridge  from  OWRC,  McCleary  from 
Tourism  and  Information,  Mesure  from  Trade 
and  Development,  Rudik  from  Environment, 
Selivanoff  from  Ontario  Development  Corp., 
H.  Spence  from  Public  Works,  Watson  from 
Agriculture  and  Food,  and  Johnston  who  is 
secretary  of  the  regional  development  branch 
—the  most  extraordinary  survey  of  partici- 

pants in  this  meeting. 

The  minutes  of  the  meeting  indicate  con- 
clusively accord  with  the  South  Peel  task 

force  recommendation.  But  the  minutes  point 
out  that  because  the  government  refused  to 
rescind  114  some  alternative  had  to  be 

found.  There  was  a  suggestion  in  the  meet- 
ing, to  which  many  of  the  planners  acceded, 

that  you  announce  that  somehow  the  de- 
velopment was  premature  and  get  yourself 

off  the  hook  that  way. 

There  was  the  suggestion  made  that  the 
population  figures  were  changing— as  you  in- 

dicated to  me  just  a  few  moments  ago— or  at 
least  unrefined;  that  you  get  yourself  off 
the  hook  that  way. 
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There  was  the  suggestion  made  that  the 

runway  to  the  airport— the  expansion  was  now 
a  factor— that  you  should  get  yourself  off  the 
hook  that  way.  Messrs.  Rudik,  Devisser, 
Bugslag,  Cameron  all  wanted  a  stronger 

statement,  which  apparently  wasn't  possible 
because  you  don't  have  the  authority  to rescind. 

Here,  in  other  words  you  have  a  meeting 
of  many  of  your  top  planners  representing 

all  of  the  key  government  departments  say- 
ing to  you  in  effect  that  the  Meadowvale 

development  is  wrong;  it  violates  all  the 

basic  planning  principles.  All  these  depart- 

ments of  government  say:  "No,  you  shouldn't 
go  ahead  with  it." 

Raised  implicitly  in  the  discussion,  al- 
though not  explicitly,  was  the  proposition 

that  you  were  surrounding  the  Malton  inter- 
national airport  for  reasons  which  those  of 

more  conspiratorial  bent  might  see  as  a  way 
of  preventing  the  kind  of  expansion  in  Malton 
that  would  not  necessitate  the  Pickering  in- 

ternational airport. 

Whether  or  not  that  is  a  motive  in  this 

agreement  to  facilitate  the  developer  is  some- 

thing I'm  not  competent  to  judge.  Certainly 
those  among  your  various  departments  clear- 

ly feel  that  two,  three,  four  is  an  abomina- 
tion, and  that  114  was  wrong;  that  you  are 

violating  basic  development  principles— and 
that  the  amendment  to  the  official  plan 
should  never  have  been  signed. 

Now  I  would  like  to  ask  you— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Amendment  114  is 
about  15  years  ago. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  I  understand.  They  tried 
to  get  you  to  rescind  it  and,  as  you  say,  you 

can't  rescind  the  folly  of  your  predecessor. 
Well,  fair  enough;  those  follies  are  visited 

on  you  intermittently.  Why  you  should  your- 
self entertain  a  further  error  is  something  I 

don't  understand— except  that  these  days  the 
minister  occasionally  gets  competing  pieces  of 
information.  Sometimes  one  knows  them  to  be 
in  error. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  hasn't  come  to 
me;  so  I  don't  know. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  hasn't  come  to  your  atten- 
tion? Well,  then  I  don't  know  what  the  com- 

mittee does,  because  they  accepted  the  draft 
statement  on  the  proposed  Meadowvale  north 
development.  They  agreed  to  send  the  report 
with  minor  revisions  to  the  advisory  commit- 

tee. This  was  in  February.  What  happens  to  it 
after  the  advisory  committee?  Why  are  we 

still  in  a  state  of  suspended  animation  about 
Meadowvale  north,  when  all  your  planners 
say  that  it  is  objectionable  on  innumerable 

grounds? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  can't  answer  that— 
the  route  would  be  from  the  advisory  com- 

mittee, who  might  consider  it,  reject  it,  send 

it  back  again.  From  there  it  might— well  if 

it  went  back;  I  don't  know.  It  hasn't  come 
to  me  from  the  advisory  committee.  The 
advisory  committee  reports  to  the  chairman, 
Mr.  Ian  Maedonald,  and  that  would  be  Mr. 

Dan  MacDonald,  and  he  was— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right!  Can  Mr.  Ian  Macdon- 
ald tell  you  the  nature  of  that  report;  he  is 

relatively  nearby. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  it  hasn't  been received  yet. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  hasn't  been  received? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  I  don't  know 
what  the  nature  of  the  report  is.  I'm  not 
going  to  ask  him,  because  the  point  is  it 

hasn't  come  to  me  yet.  From  me  it  would  go 
to  the  policy  field  on  Natural  Resources. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  mean  a  report  referred  to 
the  advisory  committee  in  February  has  not 
yet  been  received  by  Mr.  Ian  Macdonald? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  There  are  some  much 
older  than  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Don't  you  feel  you  are  losing 

touch  with  your  department,  Darcy?  Don't 
you  have  a  sense  of  the  surreal  entering  into 
this  new  ministry  of  yours;  that  the  title  is 

now  beyond  the  bounds  of  one  mortal  to  en- 
compass; even  one  immortal  to  encompass? 

I  would  probably  get  into  that  before  the 

evening  is  over;  but  I  don't  really  mind  it 
so  much  if  it  is  an  occasional  error  in  judge- 

ment, or  mistake  conveyed  to  the  House. 
But  these  are  matters  of  very  basic  regional 
development  and  planning.  And  if  they  should 
not  yet  be  brought  to  your  attention,  or  that 

we  can't  have  a  report  on  them,  suggests  that 
there  is  some  very  real  breakdown  in  the 

department. 

I  just  want  to  re-emphasize  that  one,  two, 
three,  four,  five,  six,  seven,  eight,  nine,  10 
government  departments  participated  in  the 
decision  to  turn  down  amendment  234,  and 
for  whatever  reason  the  developer  in  this  case 

is  being  given  the  go-ahead  if  for  no  other 
reason  than  that  you  are— a  word  I  love  to 
use  now— waffling  on  the  matter. 
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Mr.  C.  E.  Mcllveen  (Oshawa):  Why 
would  you  love  to  use  that  word  now? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  have  been  liberated. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  really  feel  that  you  should 
begin  to  take  hold.  Well,  it  is  a  word  which 

trips  lightly  off  the  tongue  this  week,  al- 
though not  last  week. 

Mr.  Mcllveen:   It  won't  next  week  either. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  really  feel,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  this  is  a  very  serious  proposition.  I  shall, 

if  the  minister  doesn't  mind,  ask  him  tomor- 
row at  question  period,  since  he  may  need 

some  time,  whether  he  has  a  report  specifi- 
cally from  the  advisory  committee,  the  nature 

of  that  report  on  234,  and  why  he  would 
continue  to  allow  this  to  proceed,  when  all 
of  his  major  government  planners  had  vetoed 

it  as  a  clear  violation  of  good  economic  plan- 
ning of  the  TCR,  and  an  absurdity  in  every 

sense. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  My  answer  would 

be  the  same;  I  haven't  received  it  yet.  When 
I  do  receive  it,  it  would  go  from  me,  assum- 

ing it  was  accepted  by  me,  to  the  policy 

field  and  ultimately  would  become  govern- 
ment policy.  But  this  is  a  matter  which  is 

before  the  government,  and  on  which  a 

government  decision  hasn't  been  made.  There- 
fore I  have  no  decision  to  make. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right,  and  you  are  telling  me 

that  the  advisory  committee  hasn't  received it  either? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  don't  know  whether 
they  have  received  it  or  not.  I  am  not  privy 
to  their  minutes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  will  ask  you  tomorrow. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  You  can  ask  me  if 

you  wish- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  I  do. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —but  those  minutes 
are  not  information  which  is  normally  used. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  the  advisory  committee 

reports  to  you.  You  are  the  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  But  their  discus- 
sions come  to  me  in  the  form  of  final  reports 

rather  than  their  internal  minutes.  Obviously 

minutes  go  to  you  whether  you  are  supposed 
to  get  them  or  not.  They  only  come  to  me 
if  I  am  supposed  to  get  them. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  sure  I  was  supposed  to 

get  these  or  they  wouldn't  have  come  to  me. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  I'm  sure  that's true. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well  obviously.  The  question 
which  is  rather  more  germane  is  you  can, 

I  presume,  find  out  from  Mr.  Ian  Macdonald 
by  using  the  artifice  of  asking  him?  That  is 
what  I  am  going  to  ask  you  tomorrow,  if  that 
is  all  right,  to  find  out. 

I  know  that  you  have  some  trouble  ac- 
cepting responsibility  for  some  of  the  things 

Mr.  Macdonald  says,  and  this  is  very  difficult 

for  me  because  I  happen  to  like  Ian  Mac- 
donald. But  I  think  in  this  case  he  can 

probably  convey  to  you  authoritative  and 
definitive  information  which  you  can  even 

tell  the  press  about  subsequent  to  receiving 

it.  And  I  am  going  to  ask  you  that  to- 
morrow. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  2. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Just  one  final  short  word, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Don't  groan,  we  can  stay  here  for  several 

days.  It  doesn't  matter. 
Mr.  Lewis:  We  can  work  on  until  August, 

until  the  business  of  the  House  is  dealt 

with. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  right.  You  are  pro- 
tected anyway,  we  only  have  18  hours  left 

to  go. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  2. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  this  par- 
ticular thing,  I  thank  the  minister  for  his 

statement  on  the  parkway  belt.  I  just 

wouldn't  want  to  close  off  the  discussion 
without  one  specific  question  which  you 
failed  to  answer.  Why  locate  the  500kv 
Nanticoke  hydro  line  three,  five  or  eight 
miles  to  the  north  of  the  parkway  belt  rather 
than  integrating  the  two,  when  the  entire 
concept  is  the  utilities  would  go  through  that 
corridor? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  got  very  thor- 
oughly examined.  The  greatest  single  reason 

why  it  could  not  be  located  in  the  parkway 

belt  was  because  of  getting  around  the  air- 

port—Malton. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  Couldn't 
you  get  Malton  around  it? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  2. 

Item  2  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  3. 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  just  wanted  to  ask 
the  minister,  under  item  3,  if  he  has  been 
asked  by  the  education  officials  to  put  his 
municipal  research  and  evaluation  experts 
on  a  survey  of  the  matter  of  the  boundaries 
of  the  county  school  boards  which  were 
mentioned  just  a  moment  ago? 

The  reason  I  ask  this  is  that  when  the 

county  school  board  legislation  was  before 

us,  Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  the  major  objec- 
tions that  we  in  the  Liberal  Party  had  was 

that  the  county  boundaries  were  illogical  to 

be  imposed  so  rigidly.  We  offered  an  amend- 
ment on  more  than  one  occasion,  and 

divided  the  House,  which  would  have  given 
the  minister  the  power  to  deviate  from 
those  rigid  boundaries  on  the  advice  of  the 
boards  concerned  and  the  experts  who  might 
advise  him. 

The  minister  at  the  time,  presently  the 
Premier,  refused  to  accept  that  additional 
power  which  we  in  the  Liberal  Party  felt 
that  he  must  have  if,  in  fact,  the  county 

school  board  areas  were  going  to  be  ration- 
alized as  far  as  the  education  community 

was  concerned. 

The  only  reason  I  raise  it  is  because  I  feel 
that  the  minister  in  his  comments  justified  the 
position  that  we  took  back  in  1968  which 
was  so  violently  defended  at  the  time  by  his 
colleagues  in  the  administration  to  impose  the 
plan  that  we  are  presently  encumbered  with. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Do  you  mean  the 
task  force  on  regionalization? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Municipal  research  and 
evaluation. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  no.  In  Educa- 
tion. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It's  not  a  complicated 
question— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  it's  very  simple. 
But  why  would  Education  be  asking  us  at  this 
moment  in  time? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Well,  because  it  is  a 
matter  of  concern  that  has  been  raised  here— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Oh,  all  right! 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —and  which  you  agree 
with.  After  all,  since  it  is  an  intrinsic  and 
important  unit  of  local  government  pertaining 
to  education— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  it's  the  other  way 
around.  Perhaps  I  can  put  it  this  way:  As  we 
move  to  develop  restructured  local  govern- 

ments, we're  in  touch  with  Education.  They 
very  definitely  have  some  ideas  and  we  work 
very  closely  together. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Do  the  education  experts, 
in  part,  share  the  views  that  you  expressed 
tonight  about  the  county  boundaries  for  the 
education  units? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  3? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  To  hell  with  it. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Speaker— Mr.  Chairman;  I 
just  happened  to  see  Mr.  Speaker  over  there; 
it's  confusing. 

Mr.  Chairman,  briefly  I'd  like  to  refer  once 
again  to  the  statement  made  by  the  minister 
when  he  introduced  the  regional  government 

bill  for  Waterloo— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Is  this  item  4? 

Mr.  Good:  No,  item  3,  under  municipal  re- 
search and  evaluation. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Oh  that  should  come 
under  item  4,  I  think. 

Mr.  Good:  No,  I'm  referring  to  the  state- 
ment where  you  said,  "We  also  have  learned 

that  there  is  a  great  shortage  in  Ontario  of 

able,  competent  municipal  administrators." 

What  I'm  asking,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  whether 
anything  has  been  done  since  I  inquired  a 
year  ago  about  what  research  was  being  done 

by  the  department's  municipal  organization and  administration  branch  in  the  matter  of 

studies,  the  improvement  of  programmes  and 
the  upgrading  of  municipal  administrators 
within  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

"As  we  move  into  regional  governments 
it's  certainly  evident  that  we're  going  to  need 
a  strong  force  of  administrators."  I  agree  with 
that,  but  we've  been  talking  about  this  for 
several  years,  and  my  understanding  of  less 
than  a  year  ago  was  that  little  or  nothing 
was  being  done  within  the  department  about 
research  into  the  type  of  administrators  we 
needed  in  our  municipalities,  whether  the 
whole  administration  of  municipalities  need 

reorganization,  whether  they  need  strengthen- 
ing in  some  areas,  and  just  what  the  depart- 

ment has  been  doing  to  strengthen  the  ad- 
ministration. 

In  one  sense  we  are  stating  that  many  of 
the  present  services  being  done  by  boards  and 
commissions  now  are  going  to  be  returned  to 

municipal  councils— and  I  think  some  of  this 
power  perhaps  was  given  away  by  the  muni- 
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cipal  councils  because  they  didn't  want  to 
deal  with  it  years  ago— but  there  has  to  be 
an  upgrading  of  the  administrations,  particu- 

larly in  many  of  the  small  municipalities. 

I'm  wondering  what  development  or  research 
has  been  done  by  the  organization  branch  in 
this  regard. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  I'm  quick  to 
say  very  little  and  not  nearly  enough. 

Mr.  Good:  Then  how  can  you  criticize  the 

municipalities  if  you're  not  doing  anything about  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  That's  a  good  point. 
We  continue  to  work  through  the  accounting 
associations,  through  the  municipal  auditors 
particularly.  We  continue  to  support  the  pro- 

gramme at  Queen's,  and  we  have  been  run- 
ning seminars  for  senior  administrative  offi- 
cials. We're  doing  some  research— not  nearly 

enough— in  the  area  of  municipal  administra- 
tion generally. 

Certainly  one  of  the  emerging  areas  that 
we  will  have  to  become  much  more  involved 
in  is  providing  educational  opportunities  for 

the  development  of  municipal  staff  and  offi- 
cials. 

I  would  say,  though,  I  think  we  can  do  a 

certain  amount,  and  will— although  we'll 
probably  never  do  enough— but  the  basic  job 
has  to  be  done  at  the  universities  and  at  the 

community  colleges.  It's  not  a  question  of 
taking  somebody  who's  40  years  old,  giving 
him  a  three-week  course  and  making  a  muni- 

cipal clerk  out  of  him.  But  basically  in  the 

municipalities  of  tomorrow— and  I  don't  want 
to  be  an  academic  snob— there  will  come  a 
time  that  one  will  need  a  degree  in  political 
science  or  a  degree  in  public  administration 
before  he  becomes  a  municipal  clerk. 

The  Minister  of  Colleges  and  Universities 
(Mr.  Kerr)  will  provide  the  spaces  for  them. 

It's  going  to  have  to  start.  There  can  be  some 
continuing  education,  but  it's  a  question  of 
upgrading  right  across  the  boards,  in  my  view. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  would  the  min- 
ister suggest  that  the  only  action  being  taken 

is  the  consolidation  of  municipalities  to  cut 
down  on  the  number  of  administrators  needed 
and,  hopefully,  the  better  ones  will  rise  to 
fill  the  positions? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  would  not  have  put 
it  exactly  the  way  you  are  saying  it. 

Mr.  Good:  No,  but  this  is  exactly  what  you 
are  saying  in  your  statement  and  in  your 
Waterloo  county  bill. 

Mr.  Givens:  Is  the  $250,000  the  money 

being  paid  out  for  these  university  courses 
you  are  talking  about? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Where's  the  $250,000? 
Mr.  Givens:  Under  municipal  research  and 

evaluation.  We  are  discussing  item  3. 

Mr.  Good:  That's  $538,0000. 

Mr.  Givens:  No,  $250,600  for  services. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  not  for  those 
kinds  of  things.  Do  you  want  me  to  give  you 
a  list  of  what  they  are? 

Mr.  Givens:  Yes,  what  are  those,  please? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Lakeshore  capacity 
forecasting  study;  studies  on  mobile  homes; 
studies  on  shopping  centres;  studies  on  recrea- 

tion, open  space,  and  urban  areas;  land  use 
classifications;  systems  implementation;  some 

research  for  municipalities  to  universities  con- 
sultants. That's  a  general  list. 

Mr.  Givens:  Who  is  doing  all  these  studies 
—people  in  your  department  or  the  private 
sector? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Both.  We  are  work- 
ing with  the  universities  as  much  as  anything. 

I  think  that  would  be  mainly  on  the  outside. 
We  try  and  do  some  of  it  in  House  and  we 
try  and  do  some  of  it  with  summer  students, 
but  it  is  mainly  outside. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  3,  carried?  Carried. 

Item  4,  carried? 

Mr.  Deans:  No. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Wentworth. 

Mr.  Deans:  Item  4. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  4,  go  ahead. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  want  to  raise  with  the  min- 

ister what's  going  to  happen  in  the  Hamilton 
region. 

We  are  getting  a  little  tired.  There  are  a  lot 
of  problems  arising  in  the  Hamilton  region 
because  of  the  lack  of  decisiveness  of  the 
government.  The  minister  indicated  in  his 
speech  in  Ottawa  there  is  going  to  be  some 
kind  of  announcement  in  the  fall,  which 
means  that  we  are  going  to  be  faced  with 
one  of  two  things.  We  are  going  to  have  an 
election  in  December  of  this  year,  which 
means  the  legislation  would  have  to  be  passed 
in  September  and  rushed  through  in  order  to 
get  it  enacted  in  time  for  an  election  for  the 
regional  government;  or  we  are  going  to  have 
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an  election  12  months  later,  which  means  the 
municipality  is  going  to  have  to  bear  the  cost 
of  two  elections  within  one  12-month  period. 

There  has  been  sufficient  procrastination  on 
the  part  of  this  government;  we  are  not  about 
to  tolerate  much  more.  The  people  in  the 

area- 

Mr.  Roy:  That  sounds  good! 

Mr.  Deans:  —are  fed  up.  The  municipal 
politicians  have  been  of  one  mind,  with  the 
exception  of  Burlington,  for  quite  some  time. 
The  people  of  Burlington  are  of  one  mind 
too. 

I  don't  accept  the  position  they  take.  The 
unfortunate  part  is  that  the  government,  be- 

cause of  the  election  last  year,  because  of  the 
influence  of  the  member  for  Halton  West 

(Mr.  Kerr),  and  because  of  its  natural  reluc- 
tance to  make  any  positive  decisions,  has  so 

delayed  the  action  in  the  area  that  we  are 
now  arriving  at  a  crunch  over  the  whole 
matter  of  the  setting  of  a  deadline  and  the 
establishment  of  boundaries. 

I  asked  the  minister  at  least  a  year  ago,  or 
perhaps  two  years  ago  now,  first  of  all  to  set 
the  boundaries,  to  say  that  these  are  going 
to  be  the  boundaries  of  the  region  so  that  the 
people  in  the  area  could  then  come  together 
in  groups  and  committees  to  try  to  establish 
some  feasible  or  workable  programme.  The 
whole  matter  of  trying  to  bring  about  some 
rationalization  in  the  area  is  virtually  at  a 

standstill.  It's  practically  impossible  to  get 
municipal  co-operation  in  many  of  the  local 

areas  because  they  don't  know  where  they  are 
going  to  be  when  the  final  decision  is  made, 
assuming  there  will  be  a  final  decision. 

It  is  pretty  tough  to  come  to  any  decision 
or  any  agreement  with  Burlington  over  any 
matter  at  all  pertaining  to  the  region,  if  we 
are  always  faced  with  the  prospect  that  at 
some  point  in  the  next  12  or  14  months 
Burlington  will  no  longer  be  a  part  of  the 
region.  It  is  pretty  tough  to  do  any  planning 
and  include  Waterdown  or  include  the  areas 

of  Ancaster,  if  in  fact  we  don't  know  where 
they  are  going  to  be  12  or  14  months  from 
now. 

It  is  extremely  difficult  for  the  Wentworth 
county  council  to  understand  what  positions 
it  ought  to  be  taking  in  regard  to  planning 

for  a  total  area  if  it  doesn't  know  how  much 
is  going  to  be  chopped  away  by  the  Haldi- 
mand  county  or  how  much  is  going  to  be 
chopped  away  by  Waterloo,  as  has  just  re- 

cently been  done,  or  how  much  is  going  to 
be  taken  out  by  the  Niagara  region  as  was 
done  a  year  and  a  half  ago. 

There  is  a  great  deal  of  difficulty  in  such 
things  as  providing  public  housing.  If  we 
had  a  region,  and  if  the  housing  commission 
or  the  housing  board,  now  known  as  the 

Hamilton  Housing  Authority,  were  a  re- 
gional authority,  then  it  would  be  possible  to 

have  access  to  public  housing  for  people 
of  the  entire  region.  But  as  it  now  stands, 
with  the  municipality  having  the  major 
say  because  of  its  contribution  and  because 
the  surrounding  municipalities  are  not  really 
involved  in  any  kind  of  housing  programme, 
we  find  ourselves  in  a  position  where  there 

are  many  people  in  the  surrounding  munici- 
palities who  need  decent  accommodation  and 

can't  get  it,  because  they  can't  gain  access 
to  the  predominantly  Hamilton-based  hous- 

ing programme  that's  under  way. 
We  have  the  whole  matter  of  the  pro- 

viding of  services  for  industrial  land.  We  are 
now  talking  in  the  Hamilton  area  of  providing 
industrial  services  on  Hamilton  Mountain- 
trunk  sewers  on  Hamilton  Mountain  for  in- 

dustrial development.  Common  sense  tells 
us  that  this  is  going  to  be  in  competition  with 

the  existing  industrial  development  in  Salt- 
fleet,  which  is  in  competition  with  the  in- 

dustrial development  commissioner  in  Burling- 
ton, which  is  in  competition  with  whatever 

industrial  development  is  presently  taking 
place  in  the  Dundas  region,  including  Archie 
McCoy's  foundry. 

Maybe  it  is  about  time  that  there  was  some 
overall  planning  done  in  that  area.  Maybe 

we  can't  afford  to  wait  another  year  and  a 
half.  This  is  what  I  am  saying  to  you,  that 

we  are  getting  to  the  point  now  where,  unless 
there  are  some  concrete  decisions  made,  we 

are  going  to  be  faced  with  extremely  serious 
difficulties. 

Surely  the  minister  is  in  a  position  now  to 
tell  the  Legislature  whether  or  not  he  is 
going  to  introduce  legislation,  and  what,  in 
effect,  in  the  broadest  possible  terms,  that 
legislation  will  encompass. 

Is  it  the  intention  of  the  government  to 
put  Burlington  with  Halton  and  Peel?  Is 
it  the  intention  of  the  government  to  put 

Burlington  simply  with  Halton?  Is  it  the 
intention  of  the  government  to  form  regional 
government  in  the  area?  Are  they  prepared 
now  to  say  what  it  is  that  they  will  do, 

because  if  you  said  now  what  the  decision 
was  going  to  be  with  regard  to  boundaries,  it 
would  then  make  a  lot  of  sense  for  the 

local  politicians  to  sit  together  and  to  make 
the  preliminary  plans  for  the  changeover. 

They  could  then  begin  to  pool  together 
their  industrial  commissions.  They  could  then 
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begin  to  pool  together  their  land  use  pro- 
posals. They  could  then  pool  together  their 

sanitary  sewage  disposal  so  that  we  could 
have  one  major  unit  to  serve  the  entire  area. 

But  until  the  government  here  is  pre- 
pared to  make  some  kind  of  definite  state- 
ment, there  is  always  going  to  be  this  prob- 

lem hanging  over  the  whole  region  and  we 
are  going  to  have  this  continuous  conflict 
going  on. 
With  the  exception  of  Burlington,  the 

people  of  the  region  accepted  what  Steels 

said.  There  may  have  been  minor  differ- 
ences, and  those  minor  differences  could  have 

been  ironed  out.  The  unfortunate  part  about 
it  is  that  little,  if  anything,  has  occurred, 
since  the  time  that  Burlington  first  raised 
the  whole  matter  of  their  not  wanting  to  take 
part  in  what  was  recommended.  There  has 
been  very  little  in  the  way  of  meetings.  In 
fact,  my  guess  is  in  the  last  year  there  have 
been  no  meetings  of  any  kind  with  regard 
to  planning  of  the  area  for  the  inevitable— 
I  hope  inevitable— introduction  of  regional 
government. 

I  just  feel  that  the  government  has  ne- 
glected its  responsibilities  in  this  way.  There 

is  little  that  can  be  done  now.  Everything 
sits  in  abeyance  and  we  wait  while  the  gov- 

ernment tries  to  make  up  its  mind,  and  the 
government  is  basically  this  minister.  In  this 

case  it's  this  minister  who  has  to  make  up 
his  mind.  I  hope  that  in  the  course  of  the 
conversation  he  is  now  having  with  the  mem- 

ber for  Halton  West  they  can  come  to  the 
decision  and  maybe  they  can  make  some 
kind  of  announcement  here  at  this  time  about 
the  total  region. 

Mr.  Martel:  It's  the  first  time  it  has  been 
considered. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  say  to  the  minister  that  he 
is  about  to— can  the  minister  tell  me— let  me 
ask  in  question  form.  Can  the  minister  tell 
me,  first  of  all,  whether  it  is  the  intention  of 
the  government  to  have  regional  government 
in  the  Hamilton-Wentworth  area? 

Secondly,  is  it  the  intention  of  the  govern- 
ment to  have  that  regional  government  in 

office  by  December,  1973,  or  at  least 
elected  by  December,  1973?  If  it  is,  why 
cannot  that  announcement  be  made?  Is  it 
the  intention  of  the  government  to  leave 

Burlington  in  or  out  of  the  region?  And  don't 
say  yes  to  that!  Is  it  the  intention  to  leave  it 
in? 

Mr.  Good:  What  about  Grimsby? 

Mr.  Deans:  And  as  my  colleague  from 
Waterloo  North  says,  is  it  the  intention  of 
the  government  to  move  Grimsby,  which  I 

suspect  it's  not.  I  don't  anticipate  that  it  is. 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Minister  of  Colleges  and 
Universities):  Move  Grimsby? 

Mr.  Deans:  You  can  move  Grimsby  from 

one  region  to  the  other.  It's  a  simple  matter. 
I  know  it's  a  little  tough  for  you;  it's  late  at 
night  and  all  but  nevertheless  these  are  the 
basic  questions  that  just  have  to  be  answered 
at  this  time.  We  are  going  into  a  municipal 

election.  I  think  it's  fair  that  the  municipal 
politicians  should  be  able  to  tell  the  electors 
what  the  electors  can  expect  to  see  occur  in 

the  next  12-month  period  or  the  next  24- 
month  period,  during  their  term  of  office. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  know,  don't  look  at  you. 
They  can't  do  that  as  long  as  you  sit  silent. 
Give  us  the  benefit  of  knowing  what  you 

intend  to  do.  After  you've  done  that,  let  us 
go  ahead  and  prepare  the  region  for  the 
government  you  are  going  to  introduce.  Give 

us  a  chance  to  make  it  work  and  don't  do 
with  us  what  you've  done  in  every  other 
region  of  the  province. 

Don't  come  in  at  the  24th  hour  and  bring 
in  your  legislation  establishing  the  boun- 

daries and  expect  to  sell  it  at  the  end  of 

some  session.  Don't  bring  it  in  at  the  24th 
hour  and  expect  to  sell  it  as  you  do  with 
most  of  the  legislation  from  the  ministry  of 
Intergovernmental  Affairs,  for  goodness  sake! 
Give  those  of  us  who  have  some  interest  in 
the  municipality  an  opportunity  to  go  out 
into  the  municipality  and  try  to  inform  the 
people  on  what  regional  government  is  going 
to  mean  to  them. 

Mr.  Good:  That's  crying  in  the  wilderness. 

Mr.  Deans:  Don't  do  it  the  way  you  have 
done  it  in  Waterloo  and  in  every  other  area. 

Is  the  minister  prepared  to  answer— 

An  hon.  member:  Shame! 

Mr.  Deans:  —anything  at  all  in  regard  to 
what  we  can  expect?  Nothing  at  all? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  statement  the 
other  day  said  very  clearly  we  expect  to  make 
proposals  in  the  fall  of  this  year. 

Mr.  Deans:  One  of  your  proposals  in  the 
fall— does  that  mean  we  will  have  it  next 

year? 
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Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Do  you  want  me  to 
read  this? 

By  the  fall  of  this  year,  the  provincial 
government  will  make  proposals  for  the 
municipalities  immediately  east  and  west 
of  Metro  Toronto  within  the  Toronto- 
centred  region.  This  will  include  the  muni- 

cipalities in  Ontario  and  Northumberland 
and  Durham  in  the  east  and  those  of  Peel, 
Halton,  Wentworth  and  Hamilton  to  the 
west. 

The  government  will  continue  to  receive 
proposals  from  interested  local  parties  or 
from  those  who  may  have  changed  earlier 

views.  It  is  the  government's  intention  to 
make  proposals  for  all  of  the  aforemen- 

tioned areas  this  fall.  A  period  for  local 
response  to  these  proposals  will  follow  and 

subsequent  government  proposals  for  intro- 
duction into  the  Legislature  could  be  pre- 

pared and  announced  as  early  as  January, 
1973. 

Mr.  Deans:  Doesn't  the  minister  realize 
what  happens  in  the  case  of  a  city  like  Ham- 

ilton? It  costs  a  lot  of  money  to  run  a  muni- 
cipal election.  Is  there  any  intention  to  make 

provision  now  so  that  we  don't  have  this 
double  expenditure  in  a  12-month  period? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  government  always 
pays  for  the  first  regional  election. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  will  know  that 

when  the  proposals  are  made,  won't  we? 

Mr.  Deans:  I  see.  We'll  know  that  when 
the  proposals  are  made. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

Mr.  Good:  Could  the  minister  inform  us 

in  what  areas  he  expects  to  have  the  regional 
government  studies  covered  in  this  estimate? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No.  There  is  money 
here  for  Brantford. 

Mr.  Good:  Brantford,  yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  And  that  would  be 
all  at  this  moment. 

Mr.  Good':  Is  that  the  only  one? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes.  And  a  share  of 

Haldimand-Norfolk  and  Guelph-Wellington; 

I  guess  we  haven't  paid  all  of  those,  and— 

Mr.  B.  Newman  ( Windsor- Walkerville ) : 
No,  St.  Clair  region! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —the  local  govern- 

ment review  portion  of  Haldimand-Norfolk. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Cochrane 
South. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Mr.  Chairman,  as  we  all 
know  the  minister  has  introduced  legislation 

to  incorporate  the  new  town  of  Timmins- 
Porcupine.  The  basis  of  this  legislation  is  a 
report  by  Ross  Pope  and  Co.  which  was 
commissioned  by  the  municipalities  in  1969. 

The  minister's  department  has  made  exten- 
sive use  of  this  study  in  coming  to  the 

decision  they  took  to  introduce  this  legis- 
lation; it  formed  the  basis  of  the  legislation. 

Now  I  understand  that  at  this  point  the 

municipalities  have  paid  the  bill  for  this 
extensive  study.  I  understand  in  terms  of 

the  study  of  the  regional  situation  in  Sud- 
bury, that  the  province  paid  for  that  study; 

and  some  of  the  other  studies,  probably  the 
Waterloo  study,  the  Fyfe  report.  So  I  think 
it  is  only  reasonable,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
we  should  get  the  same  kind  of  treatment 
as  some  of  the  other  municipalities. 

I  would  ask  the  minister  if  he  could  find 

money  in  this  vote  to  pay  for  the  study 
that  was  made  of  the  situation  in  Timmins, 
which  he  has  used  extensively  to  introduce 
the  legislation  and  which  will  be  of  great 
help  to  him  and  his  officials  in  helping  us 
to  get  consolidation  going  in  this  new 

municipality  of  Timmins-Porcupine. 
Will  you  pay  for  this  study  and  not  have 

it  on  the  shoulders  of  the  municipalities? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  have  never  been 

requested  to  do  so  by  the  municipalities  to 
my  knowledge. 

I  suppose  I  might  send  them  a  bill  for 
taking  a  certain  amount  of  abuse  myself,  at 

some  personal  cost  to  myself  and  the  depart- 
ment, for  putting  a  bill  through  the  Legis- 

lature and  probably  saving,  I  suppose 
$100,000  for  those  municipalities,  had  the 
matter  proceeded  to  the  Ontario  Municipal 
Board. 

If  they  request  this,  we  will  take  a  look 
at  it. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Well  the  amount  of  abuse 

that  you  received  was  pretty  minimal  and 

I  don't  think  that— 

Mr.  Martel:  Metro  gave  you  more! 

Mr.  Ferrier:  I  don't  think  you  lost  any 
sleep  over  it,  you  seemed  quite  happy  after 

the  meeting  was  over,  it  didn't  seem  to 
upset  your  equanimity  very  much,  and— 
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Mr.  MacDonald:  He  thrives  on  abuse. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Maybe  the  municipalities 

won't  request  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  will  be  glad,  Mr. 
Chairman,  to  consider  the  request  if  it  is 
made  by  the  municipalities,  but  none  has 
been  made  to  date. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Well  I  am  making  a  request 
on  their  behalf,  and  if  I  have  to  go  back 
and  ask  them  to  formally  make  a  request  I 
shall  do  so.  But  I  really  feel  that  you  could 
extend  the  largess  just  a  little  bit  further 

and  pay  for  this  study,  I  don't  think  that 
is  really  asking  too  much. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
East. 

Mr.  Martel:  Marcel  Mucker  was  tougher 
on  you  than  that,  Darcy! 

Mr.  Roy:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
take  it  this  is  the  right  place  to  raise  the 
matter  of  the  reduction  in  municipalities  in 
the  Ottawa  region. 

I  understand  your  timetable,  which  was 

originally— what  is  it,  January  1,  1973— has 
now  been  sort  of  put  back.  What  is  your 
timetable  now  for  the  reduction  of  these 

municipalities? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  have  none.  That 
was  a  staff  paper  which  was  put  forward 
for  discussion. 

I  may  say  that  the  member  for  Ottawa 
East  will  be  interested  in  the  bill  before  the 

House  on  Ottawa-Carleton  calling  for  the 
abolition  of  the  police  villages.  When  that 

comes  to  second  reading  I  propose  to  an- 
nounce—I will  do  so  now— that  we  are  going 

to  pull  that  section  out  of  the  bill.  There 

isn't  a  sufficient  degree  of  consensus,  if  I 
can  use  that  word,  to  proceed  with  the 

abolition  of  police  villages  in  Ottawa-Carle- 
ton at  this  moment. 

It  is  going  to  take  a  little  more  study.  I 

don't  know  what  the  timetable  is.  Arising 
from  the  briefs,  the  excellent  briefs  if  I 
may  say  so,  the  discussions  that  went  on  in 
the  several  public  meetings  out  of  the  staff 

paper,  the  staff  are  pulling  together  a  pro- 
posal which  I  want  to  have  a  look  at  and 

discuss  with  my  colleagues  and  we  will 
make  another  proposal  and  we  will  take  it 
from  there. 

We  have  obviously  missed  the  December, 
1972,  elections;  but  whether  that  puts  if  off 

till     Decmber,     1974— not     necessarily.     We 

brought  that  region  into  being  in  the  middle 
of  the  term.  It  might  be  possible  to  make 
changes  in  the  middle  of  the  term.  I  simply 

don't  know  at  this  moment. 

Mr.  Roy:  If  I  might  just  pursue  a  couple 
more  questions  in  that.  One  of  the  outlying 
municipalities  is  refusing  to  pay  its  education 
tax  or  has  refused  for  a  period  of  time.  Has 
that  been  cleared  up,  that  problem?  I  think 
it  was  one  of  the  outside  municipalities  in  the 

area  of,  I  think  the  member  for  Carleton— I 
think  that  has  been  resolved  now,  has  it?  The 

question  of  these  people  paying  their  taxes? 

They  withheld  payment  of  taxes  for— 

Mr.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Carleton):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  status  of  that  is  that  there  are  two 

appeals  before  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board- 
one  by  the  township  of  Torbolton  and  one  by 
the  township  of  March.  They  were  scheduled 
for  hearing  in  Ottawa  on  Monday  afternoon 
and  they  were  cancelled.  I  found  out  about  it 
when  I  turned  up  at  the  hearing  and  they 
told  me  they  were  cancelled. 

Mr.  Martel:  Isn't  it  terrible  you  get  there 

and— 
Mr.  Deans:  Probably  because  they  knew 

you  were  coming. 

Mr.  Martel:  Great  group! 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  see,  there  was  a  time  when 
you  had  detail  like  that  at  your  fingertips 
and  now  you  have  to  rely  on  this  ad  hoc 
intervention. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  take  it  the  minister  must  have 
had  representation  from  the  member  for 
Carleton  about  the  really  unjust  taxes  that 
some  of  the  people  in  his  riding  are  paying. 

I  was  speaking  to  two  individuals— one  from 
that  particular  riding.  He  said  on  a  100-acre 
farm  he  was  paying  taxes- 

Mr.  C.  Bennett  (Ottawa  South):  Was  he 
a  candidate  in  the  last  election? 

Mr.  Roy:  Never  mind,  Claude;  just  sit 
there  and  be  a  good  boy  now. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Never  mind,  I  asked  the 

question. 

Mr.  Martel:  You  didn't  do  too  well  last 
night,  Claude. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order!  The  member  for 
Ottawa  East. 
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Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Chairman,  to  the  minister, 

this  individual  was  saying  that  on  a  100- 
acre  farm  he  was  paying  something  over 
about  $1,200  in  taxes,  where  an  individual, 

let's  say,  in  the  riding  of  Prescott-Russell  for 
the  same  farm  was  paying  $300.  Now  I  know 
there  is  a  regional  government  base,  but  are 
there  any  plans  for  any  tax  relief  for  these 
people  in  that  area? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Not  under  the 
municipal   organization  vote. 

Mr.  Roy:  Okay.  Under  what  vote?  En- 
lighten me,  Mr.  Minister;  under  what  vote 

is  there  some  consideration  going  to  be 
given   to    them? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  One  that  has  been 

passed. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  one  that  has  been  passed? 
You  are  very  helpful.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
not  finished  with  the  minister  on  this.  Is 

there  not  any  possibility  of  tax  relief— just 
aside   from   your   fencing   with   me   here? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Not  under  this 
vote. 

Mr.  Roy:  Under  what  vote  is  there? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  903,  item  2  or  1. 

Mr.  Roy:  There  is  a  possibility  of  relief 
there? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  presumably 

under  the  vote  entitled  "tax  diminution" 
would  have  been  the  time  to  talk  about  it. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  understand  you  had  a  very  easy 

time  under  that  vote  and  maybe  you'd  like 
to  give  it  some  consideration. 

Turning  to  a  further  point,  Mr.  Chairman, 

to  the  minister,  I  notice  in  your  reorganiza- 
tion of  these  municipalities  that  you  left  the 

city  of  Vanier  intact.  Do  you  have  any  con- 
siderations or  any  views  about  the  amal- 

gamation of  Vanier  within,  let's  say,  the 
city  of  Ottawa— I  guess  it  would  have  to  be 
the  city  of  Ottawa.  Do  you  have  any  views 
on  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  I  don't. 

Mr.  Roy:  No  views  at  all?  You  are  most 
helpful. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  I  don't.  It's  a 
staff  paper  put  forward  and  I  have  no  per- 

sonal  view  at   this   moment. 

I  would  say  this  about  Vanier.  It  is  an 
identifiable    community.    One    of    the    deci- 

sions which  was  taken,  of  course,  in  creating 

Ottawa-Carleton  was  not  to  add  to  the  city 
of  Ottawa.  The  decision  was  made  that  it 

would  not  be  a  one-tier  municipality.  We  are 
not  particularly  anxious  to  see  Ottawa  be- 

come more  dominant  than  it  is  now,  and  over 

a  period  of  time  it  will  become  less  dominant 
in  terms  of  population.  By  adding  Vanier  to 

Ottawa  you  don't  achieve  that. 

Mr.  Roy:  No,  but  Mr.  Chairman,  to  the 
minister,  are  you  not  concerned  about  the 
fact  that  Vanier  basically  has  lower  income 

people  generally  than  the  city  of  Ottawa. 

They  don't  have  the  business  tax  that  the 
city  of  Ottawa  has.  In  other  words,  their 
services  are  not  up  to  par,  I  suggest  to 

you,  as  they  are  in  the  city  of  Ottawa,  or 
for  instance  in  the  township  of  Gloucester 

which  is  right  next  to  it.  So  I  would  sug- 
gest to  the  minister  that  possibly  he  should 

look  at  that  situation. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  5  carried?  Item  6. 

Mr.  Roy:  Just  a  point  of  order,  though. 
That  was  item  4. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Oh,  I  am  sorry,  item  4. 

Right.  Item  5? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  On  item  5— as  a  matter  of 
fact  that  was  what  I  was  going  to  speak  on, 
Mr.  Chairman.  The  minister  has  announced 

recently  that  approval  for  a  shopping  plaza 
in  Norfolk  county,  in  the  town  of  Simcoe, 
is  to  be  withheld.  I  want  to  ask  him  how  it 

came  to  be  that  expenditures  were  carried  out 
on  the  property,  with  what  I  understood  to 
be  at  least  partial  or  tacit  approval,  when 
the  site  was  not  within  the  planning  area 
of  the  town  of  Simcoe  but  in  the  surround- 

ing township. 

How  could  it  possibly  be  that  the  pro- 
gramme for  the  establishment  of  the  new 

shopping  centre  would  have  gone  so  far  for- 
ward to  the  extent  that  private  moneys 

were  invested,  not  only  in  the  property  but 
in  some  foundation  work  or  work  below 

ground  level?  Then,  when  the  annexation 
into  Simcoe  town  occurred,  the  minister  had 

an  opportunity  to  receive  advice  as  far  as 
review  of  it  was  concerned  and  he  announced 

recently  that  it  could  not  go  forward. 

Why  is  it  that  he  has  the  kind  of  advice 
which  would  allow  him  to  say,  in  assessing 
the  balance  of  business  development  in  the 

town,  that  it  was  premature  in  that  the  down- 
town merchants  would  suffer?  This  even 

though  the  local  council  and  the  local  Cham- 
ber   of    Commerce— well,    the    local    council 
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and  planning  board  had  given  it  formal  ap- 
proval as  I  understand  it,  and  it  had  been 

also  supported  by  the  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

As  far  as  I'm  concerned  the  minister's 
decision  may  be  right,  but  it  is  typical  of 
the  kind  of  powers  that  override  local  au- 

thorities which  so  often  lead  to  substantial 

misunderstandings. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  don't  know  if  the 
development  proceeded  either  without  a 
building  permit  or  without  a  legally  issued 
building  permit. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Well  it  proceeded  with  a 
building  permit,  but  if  a  building  permit 
is  issued  by  the  local  council— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  don't  know 
whether  there  was  a  building  permit  or 

not.  It  proceeded  illegally  according  to  the 

local  zoning  bylaw  or  official  plan,  regard- 
less of  which  municipality  it  was  in. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Well,  then  let  me  pro- 
ceed— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  That  happens  in 
Ontario. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —to  another  part  of  the 
question. 

What  would  be  the  basis  of  the  Minister's 
refusal  to  proceed  with  approval  when  the 
local  council  and  planning  people  and  the 

local  business  community— if  the  Chamber  of 
Commerce  represents  the  local  business  com- 

munity—had supported  the  shopping  centre? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  there  was  a  con- 
siderable amount  of  local  discussion,  as  the 

member  is  aware,  and  council  did  come  down 

on  the  side  of  allowing  it  to  prqceed.  Basi- 
cally, I  would  say  it  was  premature  at  this 

time  until  we  have  the  Haldimand-Norfolk 
study. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  has  the  Haldimand- 
Norfolk  study  got  to  do  with  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well  I  hope  it  will 
indicate  patterns  of  development  which  may 
or  may  not  make  sense  in  terms  of  a  shopping 
centre. 

Mr.  R.  F  Nixon:  But  with  respect,  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  the  developer  was  prepared  to 
go  ahead;  if  the  local  council  felt  that  the 

Simcoe  economy  and  population  could  sup- 
port it;  if  the  local  business  men  were  in 

favour  of  it,  then  surely  any  development  at 
Nanticoke  would  only  give  more  strength  to 
the  decision  that  the  entrepreneur  had  taken 

to  invest  his  money  and  that  the  looal  plan- 
ners had  taken  to  proceed  with  it? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  5  carried? 

Mr.  Givens:  Mr.  Chairman,  under  this  item; 
you  know  in  these  estimates  you  are  putting 
out  a  lot  of  money  for  advice  and  studies  and 
surveys  and  research.  Now  under  municipal 
advisory  service,  are  you  giving  or  getting 

advice- 
Mr.  Chairman:  We're  on  municipal  plan- 

ning policy. 

Mr.  Givens:  —for  $1.5  million- 

Mr.  Chairman:  We're  on  item  5,  municipal 
planning  policy. 

An  hon.  member:  We're  on  item  5. 

Mr.  Givens:  I  thought  you  said  you  were 
on  item  6? 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  that  was  my  mistake. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  If  you  take  items  5 

and  6  together,  what  we've  just  been  discuss- 
ing is  really  municipal  advisory  services.  Mu- 

nicipal planning  policy  is  a  very  small  re- 
search group. 

Mr.  Givens:  All  right.  What  are  the  munici- 
pality advisory  services?  Is  this  advice  too? 

You  have  $1.5  million  salaries  and  wages,  half 
a  million  dollars  for  services.  What  do  you  do 
for  that  money?  And  What  are  the  services 

that  they  provide?  You're  paying  $1.5  million 
for  salaries  and  wages  and  half  a  million  for 

services.  That's  $2  million. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Complement  of  125 
would  be  the  salaries.  Services:  publication 
of  manuals,  advertising  of  tax  diminution, 
$10,000;  data  processing  costs  for  municipal 
subsidies  administration,  $160,000;  temporary 

staff  for  municipal  subsidies  branch,  for  the 
supplementary  assistance  to  the  aged  and  to 

the  elderly,  $30,000;  provincial-municipal 
simulator— which  is  a  data  processing  study 

that  we're  undertaking  jointly  with  the  City 

of  Toronto,  building  a  model;  that's  research 
really— $80,000;  publications,  the  municipal 

tax  analysis- 

Mr.  Givens:  Building  a  model  of  what? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It's  a  financial  model, 
a  computer  model. 

Mr.  Givens:  A  financial  model? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  This  is  what— 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  You  can't  pick  it  up  and look  at  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No. 

Mr.  Givens:  Is  it  bigger  than  a  bread  box? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We've  been  at  it  now 

for  one  and  a  half  years.  It's  a  big  and  rather 
interesting  piece  of  work,  which  someday  I'll 
tell  you  about. 

Mr.  Givens:  What  are  you  going  to  do  with 

it  when  it's  finished? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Hopefully,  Toronto 
will  benefit  and  hopefully  we  will  benefit  in 

terms  of  projections  of  budgets.  We're  really 
putting  the  whole  city  into  that  simulated 

model  and  projecting  costs  and  how  you  con- 
trol costs,  establishing  mill  rates,  projecting 

mill  rates  and  so  on. 

Mr.  Givens:  Is  this  in  conjunction  with  a 
computer? » 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  very  much  so. 

It's  all  computerized.  Municipal  tax  analysis— 
these  are  publications— the  blue  book  on  mu- 

nicipalities, municipal  directory,  $100,000; 
seminar  for  municipal  election  procedures  that 

were  undertaken,  I  guess  that's  over  some 
$20,000;  others,  some  $22,700,  for  a  total  of 
$522,700. 

Mr.  Givens:  You've  got  two  items  down 
here  at  the  bottom-for  Muskoka  $25,000  and 
for  the  municipality  of  York  $600,000.  If  I 

may  go  a  step  further,  you've  got  in  item  7, 
even  further  below  that,  another  item  for 

$200,000  for  York.  So  you've  got  $600,000 
under  item  6  and  $200,000  under  item  7- 

that's  $800,000.  Is  there  any  other  money  in 
these  estimates  which  is  being  pumped  into 
York  to  give  them  the  intravenous  treatment? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No! 

Mr.  Givens:  What  about  all  the  research 

and  all  the  other  stuff?  Are  you  ascribing  any 
of  that  to  York? 

gested  to  Metro  that  they  might  pay  it  over 

the  five-year  period.  They  declined.  We're 
paying  it  on  a  wind-down  basis. 

The  $200,000  would  be  for  planning,  help- 
ing them  assist  in  the  preparation  of  their 

official  plan.  The  chairman's  salary  is  the 
only  other  thing  I  can  think  of  offhand. 

Mr.  Givens:  Bills  49  and  50  that  we  ap- 
proved the  other  day,  there  will  be  more 

money  coming  from  that,  won't  there? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  In  York,  yes,  because 

York  has  a  regional  police  force.  Yes,  they'll benefit  from  that. 

Mr.  Givens:  So  there  will  be  more  than 
this  $800,000? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Oh  yes,  sure.  Yes. 

Mr.  Givens:  Well  we  can  say  about  a 
million  dollars  or  more? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  More  if  you  count  in 
the  unconditional  grants,  sure. 

Mr.  Givens:  Do  you  expect  this  is  going  to 
be  a  recurring  kind  of  treatment? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  For  York?  No. 

Mr.  Givens:  For  any  of  the  regions? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  I  would  say  that 

it  isn't,  but  there  is  start-up  money.  We're 
most  anxious  to  get  their  official  plan,  and 
the  planning  money  we  are  spending  there 
is  very  well  spent  in  my  view.  I  think  the 
drop  of  a  million  dollars  in  one  year  on  their 
road  budget  would  have  been  pretty  severe, 
so  we  are  winding  it  down  over  the  five  years. 
There  are  some— I  guess  in  the  unconditional 
grants  that  we  have  approved,  there  would 
be  some  transitional  things  that  are  winding 
down  as  well. 

There  is  no  set  pattern  on  this.  In  Niagara, 
I  think  we  contributed  $350,000  to  establish 
the  police  communications  system.  We  are 
taking  a  look  at  these  things  individually. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  not  particularly.  Mr*  GivenS:  What  ab
°Ut  this  stuff  here? 

Mr.  Givens:  So  this  is  $800,000  for  York 
this  year? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  the  $600,000  is 
the  wind-down  on  the  roads.  Actually,  during 
the  calendar  year  they  will  get  $800,000- 
$200,000  out  of  last  fiscal  year,  $600,000  out 
of  this  year.  The  Toronto  and  suburban  roads 
was  wound  up.  They  lost  about  a  million 
dollars    contribution    from    Metro.    We    sug- 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Oh,  we  hope  they 
will  pay  for  that.  User  fees. 

Mr.  Givens:  You  mean  the  capital— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Oh,  we  will  have  to 

put  the  money  up;  this  is  the  York-Pickering 
sewer.  We  hope  that  it  will  be  paid  for. 
There  may  be  an  element  of  provincial  sub- 

sidy in  it,  but  that  is  not  yet  determined.  We 
should  be  paying  Metro  for  some  of  that. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

Mr.  Good:  Two  short  questions:  Under  the 
planning  policies,  are  you  doing  anything 
better  than  just  asking  rural  municipalities  to 
get  working  on  official  plans?  I  think  every 
year  we  discuss  the  problems  involved  with 
development,  especially  in  recreation  areas; 

and  finally  they  are  told:  "Well,  once  you 
get  the  municipality  to  put  in  a  plan,  or  get 
some  zoning  bylaws,  then  we  will  go  ahead 
and  approve  some  more  recreation  develop- 

ment." The  big  stumbling  block,  of  course,  is  the 
lack  of  funds  in  these  areas  to  hire  the  neces- 

sary planners  or  consultants  to  establish  offi- 
cial plans  for  these  areas. 

I  think  we  all  are  aware  that  now  that  sub- 
division control  is  across  the  province,  the 

next  step  has  got  to  be  to  get  plans  into  all 

these  areas;  and  they  just  aren't  there  in  the 
rural  areas.  Consequently,  you  have  the  prob- 

lems of  when  you  are  going  to  allow  sever- 
ances. Without  plans  it  is  almost  impossible 

to  get  any  recognized— you  might  say  pro- 
cedure growth— that  are  going  to  fit  into  some 

future  plans. 

Are  you  getting  any  money  to  any  of  these 
rural  municipalities,  or  any  of  the  municipali- 

ties where  planning  just  has  to  be  done? 
When  we  used  to  look  at  the  maps  over  in 
the  community  planning  branch  at  801  Bay 
St.,  I  was  amazed  at  the  small  amount  of 
acreage  within  the  province  where,  in  fact, 
proper  planning  is  being  done.  Is  this  being 
speeded-up  in  any  way? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Not  dramatically.  I 
am  encouraged  by  the  amount  of  interest  that 
seems  to— the  greater  amount  of  interest  that 
is  here  in  the  year  that  I  was  away  from  the 
department. 

No,  we  haven't  been  specifically— there  is  no more  money  in  these  estimates  for  assistance 
for  planning  grants  than  there  has  been  in 
the  past.  This  is  a  year  of  constraint;  and  this 
area  was  constrained.  Certainly  there  was  no 
increase  other  than  in  the  emerging  regions, 
and  in  some  places  in  the  north.  We  are 
working  on  strengthening  the  field  staff. 

But  I  would  say  from  just  what  I  have  seen 
since  I  came  back  into  the  ministry,  in  the 
year  that  I  was  away  that  a  number  of 
municipalities  seem  to  be  spending  money  on 

planning  that  weren't  before— and  are  talk- 
ing about  it.  Frankly,  with  the  staff  that  we 

have,  with  the  budget  that  we  have,  I  don't know  that  we  could  handle  much  more 
activity  than  there  is  right  now. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Scarbor- 
ough West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Chairman,  doubtless  there 
will  be  others  who  will  enter  into  the 
sequence,  but  I  want  to  talk  to  the  minister, 
for  a  few  minutes  at  least,  about  the  events 
of  the  last  two  or  three  days  in  the  House 
concerning  the  Southampton  incident  and 

the- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  item  6. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  we  were  just  told  that 
we  would  take  5  and  6  together. 

Mr.   R.   F.    Nixon:    On   a  point   of  order, 

Mr.    Chairman.    Well,    I    don't    really    care 
either.    But    the    point    was    we    were    told, 
when  I  asked  earlier- 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  a  point  of  order? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  sorry! 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —that  we  could  discuss 
this  matter  on  item  6. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  were  told  that— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No,  we  were  not.  Item 
5  was  called.  A  question  was  asked  by  an 
hon.  member,  to  which  the  minister  replied: 

"That,  of  course,  that  comes  under  item  6, 
but  I  don't  mind  answering  it  since  the  two 
of  them  can  be  taken  together." 

Mr.  Deans:  We  did  them  both  together. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Well  all  right.  Go  ahead 

with  the  thing,  that's  fine.  Go  ahead.  We'll follow  in  the  sequence  of  events,  as  the 
gentleman  said. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  the  point  of 
order:  I  think  my  leader  was  intent  on 
speaking  on  a  topic  mentioned  by  the  leader 
of  the  NDP,  but  thinking  that  he  was  only 
on  item  5,  did  not  mention  this. 

An  hon.  member:  We  are  on  item  5! 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  think  we'll  finish  item 5  first. 

Mr.  Good:  We  are  on  item  5. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  You  have  got  to  be  wide 

awake  if  you're  going  to  belong  to  this  club. 
Mr.  Chairman:  Item  5  carried?  Item  6.  The 

member  for  Scarborough  West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  will  doubtless  have  this 

for  some  time,  so  let's  perhaps  begin  it. 
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I  wasn't  in  the  House  yesterday  at 
question  period,  Mr.  Chairman,  when  the 
minister  tabled  his  document  and  when, 

subsequent  to  that,  the  hon.  member  for 

Grey-Bruce  was  ejected  from  the  House. 

I'm  not  here  to  defend  an  hon.  member 
of  the  House  who  found  himself  ejected. 

Clearly  he's  capable  of  defending  himself 
and  so  are  his  caucus  mates  capable;  but  I 
really  did  think,  as  I  read  the  document 
and  reviewed  the  events,  that  it  was,  in  a 

sense,  not  the  Treasurer's  finest  hour.  Some- 
thing very  peculiar  has  happened  in  this 

transaction;  something  goes  rather  beyond 
the  matter  of  a  member  being  ejected 
from  the  House  for  the  matter  he  was 

putting. 

It's  based,  primarily,  on  the  document 
that  was  tabled,  to  which  I  wanted  to  direct 
my  remarks. 

I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  as  shabby  an 
explanation  as  has  come  from  a  minister  on 
any  subject  that  I  can  recall.  It  shows  in 
this  case,  a  total  inability  to  discard  truly 
squalid  partisanship. 

There's  no  capacity  to  show  generosity  of 
spirit  in  the  light  of  clear  errors  having 

been  made.  There's  no  willingness  to  admit 
a  failure  of  judgement  in  any  sense,-  except 
the  sort  of  very  begrudging  suggestion  that 
wrong  information  was  conveyed. 

You  know  I  never  thought,  I  just  want— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  don't  want  to  in- 
terrupt you;  but  when  that  statement  was 

tabled  it  was  preceded  by  some  brief  re- 
marks of  my  own  to  which  the  hon.  member 

might  want  to  refer. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  I  have  them  in  front  of 

me— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Fine,  okay! 

Mr.  Lewis:  —in  the  printed  Hansard.  You 
were  very  uncomfortable  and  you  felt  that 
you  had  to  make  some  partial  admission  of 

error;  but  you  really  didn't  want  to  do  that 
because  it's  uncharacteristic. 

I've  not  been  one— and  I  was  saying  it  to some  others  who  were  incredulous  about  it 

—I've  never  been  one  to  say  that  the  minister 
was  arrogant.  It's  not  an  adjective  which 
I  have  used  in  describing  the  minister.  I've 
always  thought  of  him  to  be  a  man  of  abso- 

lute and  supreme  self-confidence  and  self- 
assurance;  and  for  a  number  of  pretty  good 

reasons,  because  he's  always  had  a  mastery 

of  his  portfolio  and  he's  always  handled  it 
well. 

But  the  kind  of  thing  which  you  tabled 
in  the  House  yesterday  and  the  way  in 
which  the  whole  situation  has  been  dealt 

with,  is  what  prompts  so  many  people  to 

apply  unhappy  adjectives  to  your  conduct. 
Mr.  Chairman,  the  memorandum  is  not  an 

explanation  and  it's  not  an  apology;  it's  an 
apologia— of  the  worst  kind,  of  the  most 
sordid  kind! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It's  an  elaborate,  over-stretched, 
far-fetched,  shot-to-pieces  effort  to  exonerate 
civil  servants  at  the  expense  of  a  member  of 
the  House;  at  the  expense  of  any  member  of 
the  House. 

An  hon.  member:  Like  wild  horses! 

Mr.  Lewis:  I'd  like  to  take  a  look  at  the 
document,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  terms  of  what 
it  says. 

At  first  it  talks  about  the  sequence  of 
events  within  the  ministry. 

Tuesday,  June  13,  1972:  5:30  p.m.  Mr. 

Sargent,  the  hon.  member  from  Grey-Bruce 

called  Mr.  McKeough's  office.  In  Mr.  Mc- 
Keough's  absence  the  call  was  transferred 
to  Mr.  Macdonald,  the  deputy  minister. 
Mr.  Sargent  asked  if  the  government  would 
give  consideration  to  an  extension  of  its 
municipal  employment  programme  in 
Southampton.  Mr.  Macdonald  asked  if  it 
was  the  provincial  employment  incentive 
programme  or  the  federal  employment  loan 

programme  which  we  administer.  Mr.  Sar- 
gent replied  that  it  was  our  programme 

and  if  it  was  a  federal  programme  he 

would  have  called  the  federal  government— 

which  sounds  absolutely  perfect,  in  terms  of 
the  language  of  that  member.  I  have  no 

doubt  that  Mr.  Macdonald  caught  it  cor- 
rectly. 

Right  on  day  one  it  was  clear  to  the  gov- 
ernment that  it  was  the  provincial  programme 

which  was  involved.  Right  on  day  one! 

It  was  absolutely  clear;  no  question  about 
it;  not  the  slightest  possibility  of  doubt! 

Mr.  Mcllveen:  Oh,  there  might  have  been! 

Mr.  Lewis:  To  continue: 

Mr.  Sargent  asked  for  a  ruling  from  the 
minister  and  Mr.  Macdonald  prepared  a 

memorandum  to  the  minister  "which  he 

would  receive  the  following  day." 
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Does  that  mean  the  minister  would  receive 

it  the  following  day?  That  the  minister  would 
receive  it  the  following  day?  Did  you  receive 
the  memorandum  the  following  day? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  don't  have  that 
memorandum  here.  I  think  I  received  it  some- 

time the  next  day.  I  am  sure  I  did. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Whether  or  not  you  received 
it  the  next  day,  Mr.  Macdonald  went  to 
Ottawa. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Right. 

Mr.  Lewis:  These  things  happen.  Mr.  Mac- 
donald goes  to  Ottawa;  you  send  a  memor- 

andum off  to  the  minister,  the  minister  doesn't 
have  it  with  him  and  you  hope  that  that 

solves  it.  But  in  Mr.  Macdonald's  absence, 
Mr.  Scott,  his  executive  assistant,  took  a  call 
from  Mr.  Sargent  who  was  asking  if  there 
had  been  any  decision  on  the  extension  of 
the  municipal  employment  loans  programme. 

"This  was  the  terminology  used  by  Mr.  Sar- 
gent and  noted  by  Mr.  Scott." 

That  is  the  place  in  the  memorandum 

where  we  start  dealing  in  an  effort  to  redis- 
tribute blame.  That  is  the  place  in  the  mem- 

orandum where  we  start  toying  with  the 
truth.  Because  the  department  clearly  knew 

to  which  programme  Mr.  Sargent  was  refer- 
ring. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Absolutely. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  take  exception  to 

that.  Let's  be  fair  about  this.  Mr.  Scott  did 
not  know.  I  don't  like  to  see  mountains  made 
out  of  molehills  and  I  am  not  defending  the 
indefensible  in  any  way  and  I  said  this  in 

my  opening  statement.  I  think  there  was  con- 
fusion. 

The  member  has  described  this  paper  as 

some  sort  of  an  apologia.  It  is  simply  the  se- 
quence of  events  as  recorded  from  the  best 

memory  of  a  number  of  people  in  our  office, 
and  put  down  to  me.  When  we  talk  about 
the  department  we  are  talking  about  5:30  at 
night;  we  are  talking  about  one  member  of 

the  department,  Mr.  Macdonald.  We  are  talk- 
ing about  the  next  morning  and  a  member 

of  the  department,  Mr.  Scott.  They  obviously 
were  not  in  touch  with  each  other  overnight, 

and  I  don't  think  we  could  expect  them  to  be. 
But  I  don't  think  from  day  one  the  depart- 

ment knew  that  it  was  a  programme. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Sure. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Macdonald 
knew.  Mr.  Macdonald  went  to  Ottawa. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Macdonald  knew;  Mr. 
Macdonald  went  to  Ottawa.  A  memorandum 

was  sent.  But  despite  that  fact  there  is  some- 
thing very  odd  in  the  way  in  which  the  docu- 
ment is  fashioned.  It  is  a  document  that  I 

read  from  beginning  to  end  and  found  it 
hard  to  believe. 

The  document  is  a  self-justifying  document. 
It  is  a  document  designed  to  exonerate  Paul 
Little  and  others  in  the  department  from  a 

series  of  pretty  absurd  errors  through  which 
misinformation  was  conveyed  and  on  the 
basis  of  which  a  member  of  the  Legislature 
made  a  perfectly  legitimate  decision.  To  try 

to  distort  it  to  suit  the  case  is  really  inexcus- 

able on  the  part  of  a  number— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  You  tell  us  where 
the  distortion  comes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  think  the  distortion  comes  in 

the  playing  with  the  terminology. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  All  right;  go  ahead! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  all  right.  Fine.  Mr.  Scott 
then  telephoned  the  municipal  subsidies 
branch  and  in  the  absence  of  Mr.  Trewin 

spoke  to  Mr.  Kearns.  Mr.  Scott  asked  if  there 
was  to  be  an  extension  on  the  employment 

loans  programme,  and  Mr.  Kearns  indicated 
that  an  extension  to  the  end  of  June  would 

take  place.  Naturally  Mr.  Kearns  thought 
that  Mr.  Scott  was  referring  to  the  federal 
provincial  loans  programme.  Why  naturally? 
What  is  natural  about  it?  Does  the  municipal 

subsidies  branch  not  know  of  other  pro- 

grammes? Are  they  not  aware  of  other  pro- 

grammes? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  That  is  what  Mr. 
Scott  asked  him. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  but  Mr.  Scott,  even  if  he 
used  the  terminology  which  Mr.  Sargent  used 
to  him  would  have  left  some  question  in 

judgement.  The  case  is  very  nicely  stacked 
after  the  event.  But  during  the  course  of  the 
event  clearly  there  was  confusion  to  which 

you  will  not  admit  in  terms  of  its  implica- 
tion. Look  at  your  next  point.  Point  three: 

Thursday,  June  15,  1972. 

On  Thursday,  June  15,  Mr.  Scott  re- 
ported the  situation  to  Mr.  Macdonald.  It 

became  apparent  that  even  though  Mr. 
Sargent  had  referred  to  the  federal  loans 
programme  he  was,  in  fact,  interested  in 
the  status  of  the  provincial  employment  in- 

centive programme. 

What  do  you  mean,  "It  became  apparent  that 
even  though  Mr.  Sargent  had  referred  .  .  ."? 
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What  he  meant  was  apparent  on  June  13 
when  he  talked  to  Ian  Macdonald.  He  meant 

the  provincial  programme.  It  didn't  become 
apparent  after  he  referred  to  something  that 

might  have  been  considered  the  federal  pro- 

gramme. Your  department  knew  it.  You  don't 
have  to  throw  in  the  phrases  that  are- 

Mr.  Reid:  Gratuitous  phrases! 

Mr.  Lewis:  —not  only  gratuitous,  but  you 
are  trying  to  mystify  the  situation.  The  docu- 

ment is  this  kind  of  apologia.  Of  course  it 

was  apparent;  it  was  apparent  to  Ian  Mac- 
donald the  moment  he  came  into  the  office. 

He  didn't  have  to  know  what  a  member  of 
the  House  called  the  programme,  or  what 
alleged  confusion  in  names  there  was.  If 
you  have  a  man  in  the  municipal  subsidies 
branch  who  is  asked  about  the  programme, 
and  he  knows  there  are  two,  and  he  knows 
that  the  names  are  approximate,  then  you  are 
very  careful  about  the  information  that  is 
conveyed. 

I  would  have  thought  that  the  member  of 
the  Legislature  was  being  as  specific  as  he 
could  be.  But  you  are  playing  with  words 
throughout  your  entire  memorandum. 

Mr.  Scott  then  speaks  to  Mr.  Sargent  to 

tell  him  that  he  was  wrong,  and  he  couldn't 
reach  him;  and  couldn't  reach  him  on  Friday, 
the  16th.  Apparently  there  was  no  effort  to 
reach  him  on  Monday  the  19th.  On  Tuesday 
the  20th,  Mr.  Sargent  got  back  to  the  depart- 

ment again. 

It  is  interesting  that  in  every  instance 
which  your  memorandum  shows,  it  is  always 
the  member  who  adduces  information  from 
the  department.  I  am  prepared  to  admit  the 

phone  calls.  But  it's  nonetheless  interesting 
that  the  onus  was  always  on  the  member. 

Then  there  is  this  exchange  between  Scott 
and  Sargent  about  the  various  programmes, 
and  Mr.  Sargent  contacting  Mr.  Macdonald. 

"Mr.  Macdonald  once  again  asked  if  Mr. 
Sargent  was  referring  to  the  federal  or  to  the 

provincial  programme,"  says  the  memo.  Why 
the  constant  question?  It  was  absolutely  clear 

from  the  first  day  which  programme  was  be- 
ing referred  to.  Or  do  you  ask  questions  like 

that  and  include  them  in  memoranda  when 
you  have  made  a  mistake  in  the  information 

you  are  conveying,  and  you  are  trying  after 
the  event  to  make  up  for  it?  Are  you  already 
constructing  the  excuse  for  what  was  done? 
And  why  do  you  put  it  in  that  kind  of 
memorandum? 

The  memo  says:  "Mr.  Sargent  reiterated 
that  it  was  the  provincial  programme  that  he 

was  referring  to."  Of  course  he  would  re- 
iterate it;  he  had  made  it  clear.  And  then: 

Mr.  Macdonald  then  stated  that  he  was 

not  aware  of  any  submission  from 
Southampton  for  an  extension  and  would 
Mr.  Sargent  please  supply  him  with  details 

of  Southampton's  request.  Mr.  Sargent  then 
said  that  he  would  let  him  have  this  in- 

formation, and  Mr.  Macdonald  once  again 

reaffirmed  the  government's  policy  about 
the  provincial  employment  incentive  pro- 

gramme. 
The  names  still  confuse  me,  frankly,  and  I 
have  read  your  introduction  to  the  memo  and 
I  have  read  the  documents  which  are 

attached  to  it.  But  they  didn't  confuse  the 
member  of  the  Legislature.  That's  what's  so 
blessed  insulting  about  this  document  —  the 
effort  to  incriminate  the  member,  and  to  take 
everybody  else  off  the  hook,  except  the  man 
who  made  the  call. 

That  bothers  me,  though  not  in  terms 
of  Mr.  Sargent  and  his  constituents  of 

Southampton,  to  whom  he's  clearly  a  con- 
temporary folk  hero  at  this  point.  What 

bothers  me  is  the  way  in  which  your  civil 
servants  moved  heaven  and  earth  to  justify 

misinformation  in  a  way  which  was  in- 
defensible. 

You  say,  "On  Wednesday,  June  21,  the 
matter  was  raised  in  the  House  briefly  by  Mr. 

Sargent."  You  didn't  add,  "and  he  was  subse- 

quently misled  by  the  provincial  Treasurer." 
Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  just  to  be  clear, 

I  have  not  checked  the  Hansard  but  in  my 

notes  I  am  almost  sure  that  in  my  introduc- 

tory remarks  I  said  that  on  June  20  I  indicat- 
ed, and  I  think  my  words  were  from  Hansard, 

that  we  had  been  directly  in  touch  with 
Southampton. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  And  I  said  that  I  had 
said  that  on  June  20  and  June  21,  and  that 

was  obviously  an  error.  It  was  my  under- 
standing that  we  had  been  in  touch,  which— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —I  suppose  that 
means  a  phone  call—at  least  it  does  to  me;  it 

wasn't  a  phone  call,  it  was  a  letter. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  but  you  say,  even  in  your 

statement  yesterday,  "certainly  on  June  21 
and  June  22,  the  Wednesday  and  Thursday,  I 
indicated  to  the  House  that  my  staff  had  been 
directly  in  touch  with  Southampton.  This  was 

an  error  on  my  part."  It's  not  an  error  which 
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the  man  who  drafted  the  memorandum  chose 
to  include. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Agreed! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right!  The  man  who  drafted  the 
memorandum  was  pleading  a  case  of  special 
privilege  for  the  civil  service  as  opposed  to 
that  of  the  member  of  the  Legislature.  So  he 
chooses  to  play  with  words  and  to  omit  events 

in  the  process  of  making  the  case.  That's 
what's  so  shabby  about  the  whole  episode. 

The  memo  says: 

Thursday,  June  22,  following  the  events 
in  the  House  and  having  not  heard  from 

Mr.  Sargent  on  Southampton's  request,  Mr. Macdonald  called  Mr.  Trewin  to  determine 
what  the  situation  is  between  Southampton 
and  the  provincial  employment  incentive 
programme. 

There  was  a  misunderstanding  and,  while 
Mr.  Trewin  was  actually  saying  that  there 
has  been  no  request  received  from  South- 

ampton for  an  extension  of  provincial  in- 
centive programme,  Mr.  Macdonald  took 

him  to  mean  that  Southampton  was  actual- 
ly not  involved  in  a  provincial  incentive 

programe  [I  ask  you  to  note  the  rest  of 
that  paragraph] . 

Mr.  Macdonald  then  communicated  to 
Mr.  McKeough  that  Southampton  was  not 
involved  in  the  provincial  employment  in- 

centive programme.  This  incorrect  infor- 
formation  Mr.  McKeough  gave  to  the  media 
at  about  4.30  p.m.  in  the  lobby  of  the 
House. 

If  this  wasn't  a  comedy  of  errors,  I  don't  know 
what  was,  except  that  it  has  some  pretty 
serious  consequences.  Mr.  Scott  gives  the 
wrong  information  to  the  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce.  Mr.  Scott  gets  information  that  turns 
out  to  be  wrong  from  the  municipal  subsidies 
branch.  Mr.  Macdonald  gets  information 
which  turns  out  to  be  wrong  from  the  depart- 

ment. Mr.  Macdonald  gives  the  wrong  in- 
formation to  the  minister.  The  minister  gives 

the  wrong  information  to  the  press.  The  only 
consistency  was  that  of  error.  That  is  the  only 
consistency  in  this  entire  statement,  the  mat- 

ter of  consistent  error. 

If  one  can  have  consistent  error  on  every 
front,  why  do  you  then  try  to  put  together 
this  kind  of  facade  and  not  make  the  type  of 
concession  which  I,  frankly,  thought  you  were 
going  to  make  in  this  House  today,  when 
asked  by  certain  members?  I  was  really  taken 
aback  that  the  Premier  and  the  Treasurer 

couldn't  make  the  obvious  concession,  but  I will  come  back  to  that  in  a  moment. 

Then  nothing  very  much  happens  on  Fri- 
day, June  23,  except  that  you  finally  called 

the  clerk  of  Southampton,  Mr.  Magee.  It  is 
a  nice  thing  for  you  finally  to  have  done.  I 
think  it  was  Harold  Greer  who  pointed  out  in 
his  most  recent  instalment  of  the  saga  of 
Lord  Darcy  of  Kent  that  the  press  took  the 
time  to  phone  Mr.  Magee  on  day  one.  If 

you  had  asked  them,  they  could  have  con- 
veyed the  correct  information  to  you.  Per- 

haps by  that  time  you  were  afraid  to  receive 
correct  information.  You  wouldn't  have  known 

what  to  do  with  it  given  the  saga's  con- clusion. 

In  conclusion,  I  would  like  to  empha- 
size that  the  member  for  Grey-Bruce  in 

talking  to  Mr.  Scott,  referred  to  the  muni- 
cipal employment  loans  programme,  even 

though  he  was  actually  concerned  about 
the  provincial  employment  incentive  pro- 

gramme. The  old  shell  game,  we  will  try 
to  justify  it  by  toying  with  the  words, 
so  that  we  can  take  ourselves  off  the  hook. 

Further,  Mr.  Scott  was  not  aware  of 

the  member  for  Grey-Bruce's  earlier  dis- cussions with  Mr.  Macdonald,  nor  that 
there  were  actually  two  winter  works 
programmes   operating  in   Southampton. 

One  might  say  why  not?  Maybe  he  is  not 
supposed  to  know.  As  a  result,  the  member 
was  informed  that  the  municipal  employ- 

ment loans  programme  was  being  extended 
in  Southampton  to  June  30,  1972. 

I  also  understand  that  the  member  has 

been  questioned— I  suspect  that  should  be 
quoted— in  the  press  as  referring  to  the 
$30,000  programme,  which  is  the  em- 

ployment loans  programme. 

That  is  supposed  to  be  the  final  shaft  at  the 
member  for  Grey-Bruce,  that  the  programme 
is  a  $58,200  programme  and  he  made  the 
error  of  referring  to  it  as  the  $30,000  pro- 

gramme, which  is  the  same  amount  as  the 

federal  government's.  In  fact,  if  I  understand 
it,  the  cheque  that  you  conveyed  to  South- 

ampton is  something  in  excess  of  $29,000. 
Am  I  right  about  that,  for  the  provincial 

programme? 
Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  is  $29,100. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  $29,000,  to  which  any 

member  might,  giving  himself  a  little  lee- 
way, use  the  term  $30,000.  Paul  Little,  the 

executive  assistant  of  the  Treasurer,  uses 

that  as  a  way  of  driving  the  nail  home.  We'll skewer  the  member  by  suggesting  that  the 
figure  he  used  clearly  applied  to  the  wrong 
programme,  when,  in  fact,  it  could  well  have 
applied  to  the  right  programme  throughout. 
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As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  only  person  who 
may  have  known  what  he  was  talking  about 
was  the  member  for  Grey-Bruce,  because 
your  department  was  in  a  total  shambles 

through  this  episode.  As  I  said,  the  mem- 
ber for  Grey-Bruce  will  look  after  himself, 

but,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  reprehensible 
memorandum. 

This  is  a  memorandum  where  the  civil 

service  is  used  to  play  itself  off  against 
members  of  the  Legislature.  This  is  a  phoney 

apologia,  filled  with  the  kind  of  self-justi- 

fying nonsense  that  shouldn't  appear  in  a 
memorandum.  It  omits  certain  things;  it  twists 
certain  things;  it  tries  to  make  arguments 
that  are  not  really  defensible.  It  is  a  shoddy 
document  to   introduce   into  the   House. 

Much  more  appropriate  would  it  have  been 
for  the  Treasurer  to  rise  in  his  place  and 

say  simply,  "We  made  a  mistake;  we  apolo- 
gize; these  things  happen  in  government. 

Because  the  mistake  was  made  and  the  in- 

formation was  conveyed  in  good  faith,  we 

are  saying  to  Southampton,  'Look,  however 
many  thousand  dollars  you  expended  for  the 

period  beyond  June  17,  that  you  shouldn't 
have  expended,  we  will  pay  the  50  per  cent 
portion  or  whatever  it  is  that  we  are  obli- 

gated to  pay'."  Now  that's  what  a  govern- 
ment which  isn't  so  blessedly  self-impressed 

and  so  much,  so  much— well  it  is  worse  than 
arrogance! 

It  is  a  kind  of  predisposition  to  inflexi- 
bility, to  rigidity,  to  the  refusal  to  accept 

legitimate  arguments  that  are  made;  it  is 
the  kind  of  thing  which  the  minister  is  re- 

duced to  when  he  loses  control  of  his  de- 

partment. The  kind  of  thing  that  civil  servants 
persuade  him  to  do  when  they  are  a  little 
rattled. 

How  much  money  are  we  talking  about? 

It  is  a  relatively  small  sum.  I  don't  even 
think  any  of  the  municipalities  in  the  prov- 

ince would  have  objected  to  that  kind  of 
answer  from  you;  but  you  refused  to  do  it. 
And  to  refuse  to  do  it  was,  as  I  said  before, 
a  demonstration  of  squalid  partisanship  on 
the  part  of  the  minister  and  on  the  part  of 
the  department. 

There  is  one  thing  I  wanted  to  add,  Mr. 
Chairman,  about  this  whole  matter  because 
I  think  it  drives  it  home.  The  minister  can- 

not manage  his  department  any  longer. 

We  are  in  a  hiatus  period  while  the  gov- 
ernment comes  to  its  senses  and  appoints  the 

member  for  York  East  as  the  minister  in 
charge  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs.  Until 
that  is  done,  this  minister  is  expected  to  en- 

compass all  of  his  ministry. 

He  can't  do  it!  He  simply  can't  do  it. 
He  is  a  man  who  is  primarily  interested  in 

matters  of  finance,  in  matters  of  economic 

planning,  in  matters  of  regional  growth  and 
development.  And  I  applaud  him  for  that.  He 
has  always  shown  a  mastery  of  that  and  he 
understands  it  and  he  feels  for  it,  and  he  is 
able  to  answer  for  it  and  to  engage  in  debate 
on  it. 

The  greatest  single  thing  he  had  going  for 
him  in  this  House,  the  thing  that  used  to  im- 

press the  opposition  most,  was  the  way  in 
which  the  minister,  the  former  Minister  of 
Municipal  Affairs,  used  to  be  able  to  stand 
in  the  Legislature  and  call  to  mind  the  most 

extraordinary  minutia.  He  can't  do  it  any 
more.  He  simply  can't  do  it  any  more.  The 
department  is  beyond  his  control.  It  may  not 

be  that  a  municipal-provincial  loan  to  South- 
ampton is  the  end  of  the  world  in  Ontario, 

but  what  it  demonstrates  about  the  govern- 
ment speaks  volumes. 

It  demonstrates  that  the  minister  can  no 

longer  handle  the  department.  It  demonstrates 
that  his  civil  servants  are  so  harassed  that 

they  cannot  any  longer  convey  appropriate 
information  about  detail.  It  demonstrates  a 

kind  of  intransigent  setting  which  is  ini- 
mical to  appropriate  and  rational  government. 

It  demonstrates  that  for  the  first  time  feet  of 

clay  have  emerged  at  the  bottom  end  of  the 

minister's  torso. 

For  the  first  time,  for  the  first  time— well  I 
am  phrasing  it  carefully.  I  am  phrasing  it  very 
carefully,  very  carefully. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  these  frailties, 
to  which  he  was  not  given,  now  become 
apparent,  now  become  apparent. 

You  are  being  manhandled  by  your  own 
department.  It  makes  no  sense  at  all,  no 
sense  whatever,  that  you,  the  ministry  should 
have  to  subject  yourself  to  the  indignity  of 
the  episode  in  the  Legislature  and  of  this 
kind  of  memorandum. 

These  things  go  on  in  the  life  of  a  Parlia- 
ment. Members  get  ejected  from  time  to  time; 

even  in  our  caucus,  although  they  are  quickly 

and  appropriately  reinstated.  That's  part  of the  life  of  the  House. 

I  wasn't  in  here  yesterday  afternoon,  but 
to  come  in  and  to  pick  up  this  kind  of  docu- 

ment and  to  read  it  and  to  .think  that  you 
can  be  serious  about  the  conduct  of  your ministry. 

I  don't  think  you  should  ask  them  all  to 
resign,  they  are  too  good.  But  you  should 
bring  them  together  for  a  little  conference  in 

your  office   and   say,   "Look  gentlemen,  you 
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know  these  things  happen,  so  we  simply  set 

it  out,  we  don't  provide  it  with  ornate  self- 
justification  which  can't  stand  up  to  scrutiny. 
We  just  concede  we  have  made  a  mistake.  We 
show  that  the  government  has  enough  flexi- 

bility to  provide  the  answer  to  that;  and  don't 
put  me  in  the  absolutely  impossible  spot  of 

having  to  turn  to  the  Premier  to  defend  me." 
I  mean:  Have  you  ever  in  your  political 

experience  had  to  have  the  Premier  defend 
you  before?  It  is  one  thing  for  the  Premier  to 
defend  the  Solicitor  General  (Mr.  Yaremko) 
you  know;  that  happens  from  time  to  time. 
But  that  the  Premier  should  have  to  bail  out 

the  Treasurer.  And  he  didn't  even  do  it  on 
his  own  initiative,  you  handed  him  a  note 

that  said,  "Bail  me  out!" 

Well  that's  the  passing  of  Darcy  McKeough. 
You  know,  that's  the  denouement  of  a  great career. 

Maybe  I  am  precipitate;  maybe  it's  just  the 
first  act,  but  I  must  say  that  your  competitive- 

ness knows  no  bounds.  I  know  that  you  sat 
there  and  squirmed  as  we  turned  all  our 

attention  upon  Bert  Lawrence  and  the  re- 
views he  got  across  the  province  for  his 

extraordinary  performance  as  a  provincial 

secretary- 

Mr.  Reid:  The  same  type  of  case. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —but  you  are  really  overdoing 
it.  The  only  man  left  smiling  is  the  Provincial 
Secretary  for  Social  Development  (Mr. 
Welch). 

Mr.  Reid:  And  the  Minister  of  Revenue, 
who  is  on  his  way  out  anyway. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —that  is  because  Bob  has  cer- 
tain clairvoyance  about  the  future. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  You  are  not  even  on 

your  way  in. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  knows  I  like  him. 
He  knows  that. 

Mr.  Reid:  I  have  nothing  to  lose. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  I  would  be  even  stronger 

of  spirit  if  I  didn't.  But  I  want  to  tell  him 
that  this  is  a  very  sordid  episode  in  his 
hitherto  fairly  strong  career,  and  he  is  not 
going  to  live  it  down  easily,  and  he  has 
allowed  his  civil  servants  to  abuse  members 

of  this  House  gratuitously  and  without  legi- 
timacy. And  for  that  he  has  a  lot  to  answer. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
some  comments  to  make  but  if  the  minister 

would  care  to  respond  I  would  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  Good:  Let  him  respond;  let  him 

respond. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Why  did  you  let  him 
take  the  play  away  from  you? 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Sarnia):  Respond. 
Come  on,  respond. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Come  on,  Darcy;  come  clean! 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  matter  concerns  me 

as  well,  and  the  thing  that  I  found  offensive 
about  the  whole  procedure  was  in  listening 
to  the  minister  and  the  Premier  in  the  House 

and  watching  the  minister  on  television  com- 
menting about  the  hon.  member  for  Grey- 

Bruce.  And  what  I  really  found  offensive  was 

the  condescending  arrogance— and  the  word  I 
use  with  the  greatest  justification— in  those 
remarks  and  in  his  attitude  with  the  press  who 

were  questioning  him  about  this  matter. 

Even  the  Premier— and  I  think  that  per- 

haps I  should  just  use  the  phrase  he  used- 
indicated  that  the  hon.  member  was,  in  the 

Premier's  words,  "a  sharp  character."  Now, 
whatever  that  means,  I  don't  know,  but  the 
implication  was  that  there  was  some  kind 
of  chicanery  coming  from  the  member  for 
Grey-Bruce  and  that  in  fact  he  was  trying 

to  get  something  to  which  he  was  not  en- 
tided. 

I  suppose  I  must  admit  that  there  have 
been  times  in  years  gone  by  when  even  I, 
as  an  associate  and  colleague  of  the  hon. 

member,  have  felt,  "This  time  he  has  gone 
too  far."  But  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman— and 
I  know  that  the  smiling  minister  would 

agree— that  on  every  occasion  when  his  out- 
bursts in  the  House  have  caused  Mr.  Speaker 

and  Mr.  Speaker's  predecessor  to  call  the 
hon.  gentleman  to  order,  on  every  occasion 
the  circumstances  have  shown  that  the  hon. 

member  for  Grey-Bruce  knew  just  what  he 
was  talking  about  and  that  he  was  often  far 
in  advance  of  the  rest  of  us. 

It's  not  necessary  for  me,  Mr.  Chairman, 
to  draw  to  the  attention  of  the  former 

Treasurer,  the  present  minister,  those  oc- 

casions when  an  "outside  audit"— I  think  that 
was  the  phrase  that  was  often  used— was  urged 
upon  the  government  by  the  member,  and 

the  then  Treasurer  greeted  this  with  con- 
descension, if  not  guffaws.  This  is  some- 

thing that  no  doubt  we  will  be  discussing 
before  adjournment  even  later  this  morning. 

However,  I  am  not  here  to  go  over  the 
record  of  the  hon.  member,  but  simply  to 
draw  to  the  attention  of  all  of  us  who  are 
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here   concerned  with  this   business  that  the 

hon.  member's  record  is  a  good  one. 
We  are  not  saying  he  is  clairvoyant,  but— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  is  a  great  member. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —there  is  no  question 
of  the  man's  commitment  to  the  service  of 
his  constituency  and  also  to  the  guts  that  he 
shows  in  facing  up  to  the  members  and 
the  ministers  opposite. 

He  did  it  once  again  in  the  repeating  of 
his  questions  and  his  charges  leading,  twice, 
to  his  eviction  from  this  House  and  his 
promise  that  he  will  be  evicted  every  day 
that  the  session  continues  until  he  gets 
satisfaction  for  his  constituents  in  Southamp- 
ton. 

The  hon.  member  who  has  just  spoken 

has  given  an  excellent,  very  strong,  critique— 
a  survey  of  the  circumstances— and  has  drawn 
to  public  attention,  as  probably  no  one  else 
could  possibly  do,  the  small  approach  of 
the  minister,  the  little  approach  of  his  ad- 

visers and  the  serious  error  of  the  minister's 
contention  that  he  must  not  budge  from  his 
original  statement. 

The  Premier,  in  answer  to  my  question 

today  said,  and  I  quote,  "The  Treasurer  has 
spoken."  That's  the  end  of  the  quote.  "The 
Treasurer  has  spoken."  Well,  I  am  sure  that 
the  Treasurer  doesn't  need  political  advice, 
and  as  a  matter  of  fact,  I  don't  think  this  is 
really  a  political  matter,  not  in  a  Liberal- 
Tory-NDP  sense  anyway.  But  surely  if  the 
minister  has  any  political  sense  for  his  own 
career,  for  the  influence  that  he  undoubtedly 
wields  now  among  his  colleagues  and  would 
hope  to  wield  in  the  future,  he  will  choose 
an  early  moment  to  say  that  he  has  been 
convinced  by  arguments  put  forward.  He 
might  spend  15  minutes  lying  awake  later  on 
today  when  he  should  normally  be  resting 
and  asleep,  so  that  some  still,  small  voice 

within  his  own  skull— if  it  isn't  an  able  one 
or  a  loud  one  from  without  tonight— will 
cause  him  to  change  his  mind. 

In  the  question  period  today,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the  member  for  Grey-Bruce,  I  put 

it  to  the  Premier  to  use  his  powers  as  the 
leader  of  the  government  to  perhaps  save  the 
minister  in  a  different  way  and  to  do  what 
the  Premier  should  do,  and  that  is  to  say 

that  he's  listened  to  the  argument  and  that 
even  he  was  subject  to  some  misunderstand- 

ing, let's  say,  during  the  beginnings  of  the discussions. 

But  now  that  the  facts  are  before  him,  as 
they  are  before  us  all,  it  is  obvious  that  the 

minister  is  wrong;  he  was  ill  advised.  I  do 
not  accuse  him  of  deliberately  misleading  the 
House,  but  I  do  accuse  him  of  using  his  un- 

doubted strength  of  intellect,  as  well  as  his 
undoubted  skill  in  putting  lesser  mortals 
down,  to  attempt  to  do  just  that  with  the 
member  for  Grey-Bruce.  Obviously  he  is 
irrepressible  and  by  no  means  is  put  down. 

The  constant  reference  to  the  fact  that  the 

hon.  member  was  away  from  his  seat  for 
four  days— I  believe  that  was  the  figure  used 
—had  nothing  to  do,  of  course,  with  the  fact 
that  the  minister  himself  was  absent  for  more 

than  two  weeks.  Undoubtedly  he  was  on  the 
business  of  the  government,  but  nevertheless 
he  was  not  here  in  his  place. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  is  the  kind  of  unfair 

approach  that  the  minister  takes  even  when 

he  is  right- 
Mr.  Bullbrook:   He  made  the  same   com- 

ment in  Kitchener  last  night. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —and  he  often  takes  to 

obscure  the  fact  that  he  is  wrong— wrong 
in  fact  and  wrong  as  a  man. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Yesterday! 

Mr.    R.    F.    Nixon:     My    colleague    from 
Sarnia  recalls  to  my  mind  that  the  minister, 

in  speaking  to  a  group  of  municipal  officials- 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Right.  Yesterday  afternoon. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —began  his  remarks  by 
saying  he  was  a  bit  late  because  he  had  to 
cope  with  the  second  expulsion  of  the  mem- 

ber for  Grey-Bruce. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  What  type  of  chicanery  is 
that? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Once  again  the  smile 
spreads  across  his  face.  Look,  there  is  no 
doubt  that  we  cannot  convince  the  minister 
to  change  his  mind  other  than  an  appeal 
to  his  good  sense  and  to  his  reason  and  his 

—well,  I  can't  use  humanity,  because  I  don't 
think  that  is  what  we  are  talking  about.  Let's 

say- 
Mr.  Deans:  Sensibilities! 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —his  sense  of  justice  and 
the  fact  that  he  should  recognize  the  position 
that  has  been  taken  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Grey-Bruce.  I  submit  that  if  it  had  been  an- 

other member,  perhaps  he  wouldn't  have been  so  quick  to  downgrade  the  proposition, 
to  pooh-pooh  it  and  to  go  out  in  the  hall 



JUNE  28,  1972 
4517 

and  say  that  dealing  with  the  hon.  member 
is  like  shovelling  fog— I  wonder  who  wrote 
that  line  for  him?  However,  it  is  not  my  in- 

tention to  try  to  shame  the  minister  into 
this- 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  It's  an  impossibility. 

Mr.  I.  F.  Nixon:  I  think  that  kind  of  pres- 
sure already  has  been  put  upon  him.  I 

would  simply  give  him  the  advice  of  a  fellow 
politician,  a  person  who  is  prepared  to  grant 
the  minister  another  chance— and  I  hope  that 
is  not  a  presumptuous  or  a  gratuitous  re- 
mark. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Not  at  all! 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Whether  he  does  it  at 
this  moment  is  not  important,  but  for  the 
sake  of  the  people  of  Southampton— we  are 
concerned  with  them— for  the  honour  of  the 
minister  and  for  the  honour  of  the  member 
who  as  been  ejected  twice  from  this  House 
on  the  basis  of  his  principles  as  he  sees 
them  and  as  we  see  them— 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Right. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —he  should  change  his 
mind,  extend  the  money  under  the  programme 
that  has  been  described  to  Southampton  and 
regain  his  stature  in  this  House  and  in  the 
community. 

Mr.  Givens:  He's  made  you  an  offer  you 
can't  refuse. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  6? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Aren't  we  going  to  get  an answer  from  the  minister? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  6  carried? 

Item  6  agreed  to. 

Mr.   Chairman:   Item  7. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Are  we  not  going  to  get  an 
answer  from  the   minister? 

Mr.  Lewis:  One  "carried"  over  there 
doesn't  amount  to— 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  I  called  the  item  twice. 

Mr.  Lewis:  This  isn't  an  auction.  You 
don't  say,  "Item  6  going  once—" 

Mr.  Cassidy:  There  is  a  third  time. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  would  really  like  to  know 
whether  the  minister  has  anything  further  to 
say.  Let  me  just  repeat  the  major  thrust  ol 

what  has  been  said  here  this  evening.  Doesn't 
the  minister  see— all  his  prejudices  aside—all 

his  partisanship  aside  for  a  moment— cannot 
he  see  the  sense  in  the  argument  that  he 
should  simply  give  to  Southampton  what  they 
have  expended  by  virtue  of  the  error. 

One  of  the  things  I  didn't  mention  was  the 
point  that  the  member  for  Sarnia  raised  at 
question  period,  which  was  surely  a  crucial 
point— the  matter  of  ministerial  responsibility. 

It  might  not  extend  to  a  clerk  in  the  audit 

department— although  we'll  get  to  that  at 
some  stage— but  it  sure  as  the  devil  extends 
to  the  executive  assistant  to  the  deputy 
Treasurer.  That  is  a  matter  of  ministerial 
responsibility.  On  those  grounds  alone,  you 
should  have  enough  political  sense  simply  to 

say:  "All  right,  we'll  pay  them  the  money." 
You  won't  get  a  single  complaint  from  a 
municipality  across  the  province  if  you  ex- 

plain why  you  are  doing  it.  And  why  won't 
you  do  it? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Nor  from  your  colleagues. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Nor  from  your  colleagues.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  you  would  hear  a  sigh  of 
relief  sweep  through  the  chamber  from  the 
Tory  backbenches  if  you  were  prepared  to 
concede  on  this. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  It  would  sound  like  the 
woosh  of  angels. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Angels? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  6. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 

know,  why  won't  he  do  it? 
Mr.  Cassidy:  We  can  at  least  have  an 

answer. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  been  reading  what  I  said  when  I  tabled 
the  document  yesterday.  I  repeat  what  I  have 
said  earlier.  There  was  no  attempt,  on  the 
part  of  the  staff,  or  on  my  part,  to  doctor  a 
document  and  indicate  what  is  there  was  not 
exactly,  as  we  recalled  it,  happening.  I  think 
there  are  other  things  which,  I  suppose,  could 
have  been  added  to;  I  agree  both  ways. 

I  agree  that  the  point  under  item— what- 
ever it  is— could  have  been  added  on  the 

Wednesday;  but  there  was  an  error  made  on 
my  part.  It  certainly  could  have  been  added in. 

I  can  only  repeat  what  I  said  in  the  House 
yesterday,  that  there  was  confusion  within 
the  department.  I  added  to  that  confusion  at 
the  press  conference.  The  decision  of  the 
government  was  that  the  programme  would 
not  be  extended  beyond  June  17.  That  was 
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conveyed  to  the  municipality  in  a  letter  dated 

—the  extension  was  conveyed  from  the  orig- 
inal June  1  date  in  a  letter  of  May  14,  or 

whenever  it  was. 

The  municipality  had  not  been  in  touch 
with  us  directly.  I  am  not  concerned  about 

that  as  they  chose— although,  interestingly 
enough,  they  had  written  us  about  the  federal 
programme.  They  did  not  write  us  about  the 
provincial  programme  as  it  now  turns  out. 

Why,  I  don't  know. 
I  think  the  members  are  aware  that  the 

programme  is  surrounded  by  more  than  a 
little  controversy  in  itself.  This  is  the  reason 
for  the  very  late  start.  The  fact  of  the  matter 
is  that  this  was  a  $58,000  programme  on 
which,  up  until  June  17,  about  $8,500  had 
been  spent.  Between  now  and  July  7,  perhaps 
$4,200  might  be  spent.  Between  June  17, 

which  was  the  cut-off  date,  and  June  21,  I 
suppose,  when  the  member  went  back,  I 
guess  there  would  be  some  portion  of  the 
$4,200  which  may  have  been  spent  between 
June  17  and  June  21. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Fine.  That's  what  you  should 
be  compensating  them  for. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  I  think  the 
member  should  understand  that  there  are 

projects  that  go  on  every  day  in  this  province. 
Deadlines  are  met.  We  had  a  long  list  of 
municipalities  who  asked  for  an  extension 

from  June  1  to  June  17— or  at  least  to  the 
end  of  June.  That  was  granted. 

I'm  sorry  I  would  have  to  say  this,  that  I 
think  I'm  quoted  as  saying  outside  the  House 

that  I  don't  take  the  member  for  Grey-Bruce 
that  seriously,  and  that  was  my  mistake. 
There  is  no  question  about  that.  That  was 
my  great  mistake,  and  that  was  the  mistake 
of  the  staff. 

Tonight    I    listened    with    interest    to    the 

leader   of   the   New   Democratic  Party,   who 

was  quoted  in  the  press  as  saying,  "For  God's 
sake,   get  him  out  of  here,  Mr.  Speaker."  I 
recall    that    remark.     I've    listened    to    the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition,  who  I've  seen  sit 
there  time  after  time  with  the  embarrassed 
look  on  his  face- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh  come  on! 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  not  the  issue. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —because  the  mem- 
ber for  Grey-Bruce  was  embarrassing  him. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  will  just  say  this: 
Obviously  tonight,  at  5  to  1,  the  leader  of 
the  New  Democratic  Party  and  the  Leader 
of  the  Opposition  want  to  take  the  member 

for  Grey-Bruce  very  seriously. 

Mr.  Reid:  No.  You  can't  control  yourself. 

You  can't  separate  a  principle  from  a  per- 
sonality. You  can't  do  it. 

An  hon.  member:  He  is  making  a  point. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  the  point  I 

am  making  is  that  my  staff— and  I  apologize 
for  this— and  I— and  I  apologize  for  this— 
did  not  take  the  member  for  Grey-Bruce 
seriously.  I  have  made  that  mistake  before. 
I  will  probably  continue  to  make  that  mistake 
in  the  future. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order! 

Mr.  Reid:  That's  a  shameful  thing  to  say 
in  this  Legislature.  We  find  it  hard  some- 

times to  take  you  seriously,  but  we  do,  be- 

cause that's  a  responsibility  on  our  part. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  member  for  Rainy  River 
is  hard  to  take  seriously  too. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  a  point 
of  order,  do  you  recognize  that  the  Treasurer 
has  imputed  motives  to  the  hon.  member  for 

Grey-Bruce  which  are- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please! 

Mr.  Bullbrook:   —which  are;  may  I— well, 
if  you  are  going  to  make  a  decision  before  I 

am  finished- 

Mr.  Lewis:  All  you  hear  is  a  few  rattling 
chatters  back  there  and  you  collapse.  Listen 
to  the  point. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  going 

to  put  something  to  you  in  all  seriousness, 

and  I  decry  as  best  as  I  can  within  the  in- 
hibitions in  which  I  can  constrain  myself 

right  now,  please  do  not  make  a  decision 
before  I  am  finished. 

Now  I  say  this  to  you:  The  Treasurer  im- 
putes motives  to  the  member  for  Grey- 

Bruce  which  are  not  proved,  and  this  is  one 
of  the  most  fundamental  points  that  are  out 
of  order  in  the  parliamentary  system  of  our 
British  justice,  and  you  should  not  permit 
this  to  continue,  especially  in  the  absence 
of  the  hon.  member. 
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I  say  to  you  that  you  cannot  permit  this 

to  continue,  and  I  ask  you  to  stop  it  imme- 
diately. The  Treasurer  should  not  impute 

these  motives.  I  ask  you  to  make  that  order 
now. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Chairman,  so 
that  the  record  will  be  clear,  so  far  as  I  am 
aware,  speaking  to  the  point  of  order,  I 

did  not  impute  motives.  I  said  that  the— 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  But  you  certainly  did.  You 
certainly  did. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —the  mistake- 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  You  certainly  did. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —the  mistake  which 
I  made,  and  which  my  staff  made,  was  not 

to  take  the  hon.  member  for  Grey-Bruce 

seriously.  That  was  a  mistake.  I  don't  think 
that's  imputing  motives  to  the  hon.  member 
for  Grey-Bruce.  It  is  simply  my  opinion, 
and  I  could  be  right  or  wrong  about  it,  but 

I  don't  take  him  all  that  seriously,  and  that 
was  a  mistake  in  judgement  on  my  part. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not 
sure  whether  the  minister  had  completed 

his  remarks  or  not,  but  he  had  stated  cer- 
tainly that  he  was  not  going  to  reconsider  a 

position  which  we  on  this  side  consider 
untenable.  He  has  admitted  a  mistake  made 

by  his  senior  staff,  or  the  advisers  to  his 
senior  staff.  We  on  this  side  feel  that  it 

amounts   to  ministerial  responsibility. 

We  believe  that  the  payment  could  be 
made  to  Southampton  without  establishing  a 
precedent  which  would  in  any  way  bother  the 
funding  of  the  programme  to  this  point.  We 
also  feel  that  the  circumstances  that  have 

been  described  by  the  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce  and  the  people  from  Southampton, 
about  the  circumstances  of  weather  and  so 

on,  justify  the  continuation  of  the  payment 
in  this  specific  connection. 

Since  the  minister  is  adamant  that  he  will 

not  reconsider  his  position,  which  we  con- 
sider untenable,  we  have  no  alternative  but 

to  move  the  time-honoured  motion  in  con- 
nection with  item  6,  vote  905,  that  it  be 

reduced  by  an  amount  of  $15,000,  equivalent 
to  the  indemnity  of  the  minister,  which  I 
now  move. 

Mr.  Deans:  Instead  of  losing  that  $15,000, 

why  don't  you  pay  the  municipality? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please!  Mr.  Nixon 
moves  that  item  6  of  vote  905  be  reduced  by 

the  amount  of  $15,000.  Those  in  favour  of 

Mr.  Nixon's— Mr.  Reid:  Mr.  Chairman! 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Rainy 
River. 

Mr.  Reid:  I'd  like  to  speak  to  that  motion 
before  it  is  put- 

Mr.  D.  R.  Timbrell  (Don  Mills):  On  a  point 
of  order,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  ask  for  your 
ruling.  It  is  my  understanding,  as  provided  in 
the  estimates,  that  this  amount  of  money  is 

provided  by  statute- 

Interjections   by  hon.   members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  This  is  not  a  statute. 

Mr.  Timbrell:  The  Leader  of  the  Opposi- 

tion is  moving  a  reduction  of  the  estimates- 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  in  explanation  of  that— 

Interjections   by  hon.   members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  —the  motion  is  not  to  reduce 

the  minister's  salary.  It's  reducing  this  vote 
by  an  equivalent  amount  of  dollars,  which  is 
quite  in  order.  The  member  for  Rainy  River. 

Mr.  Reid:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  will 
be  brief.  In  the  five  years  that  I  have  been  a 
member  of  this  legislative  chamber,  I  have 

grown— as  I  had  before— a  great  respect  for 
the  parliamentary  tradition  in  the  Province 

of  Ontario,  indeed,  in  Canada  and  the  demo- 
cratic countries.  As  a  member  of  the  opposition, 

it  always  appeared  more  so  to  me  perhaps 
than  members  opposite  that  the  distinction 

between  our  type  of  government  and  a  total- 
itarian or  dictatorship  regime,  was  the  very 

fact  that  there  wasn't  an  opposition  that  could 
raise  matters  of  public  importance,  could  put 

alternatives  and  could  bring  to  public  atten- 
tion in  the  strongest  possible  terms  those  mat- 
ters that  affected  the  public. 

I  cannot  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  of  any  occa- 

sion in  the  five  years  that  I've  been  a  member 
here,  when  anything  of  such  fundamental  im- 

portance has  come  before  this  chamber.  Those 
members  who  have  longer  service  in  the 

House  perhaps  recall  Bill  99,  commonly  re- 
ferred to  as  the  Police  Act.  That  was  before 

my  time  and  I  don't  recall  that;  nor  do  I 
have  any  personal  knowledge. 
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I  must  say  that,  in  my  time  here,  this  is  the 
most  singularly  important  issue  that  has  come 

before  this  Legislature.  To  my  mind  it  hangs- 

Mr.  A.  Carruthers  ( Durham ) :  How  absurd 
can  you  get? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Givens:  You  wouldn't  understand  that. 

Mr.  Good:  It's  the  whole  matter  of  minis- 

terial responsibilities,  and  if  they  aren't  re- 
sponsible- 

Mr.  Reid:  To  my  mind,  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
whole  fundamental  principle  of  responsible 
government  hangs  upon  this  very  issue.  The 

whole  issue,  Mr.  Chairman,  of  the  respon- 
sibility of  the  opposition- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is  good  to  see  the  member 
for  Rainy  River  talking  in  terms  of  principles 
for  a  change. 

Mr.  Reid:  That  is  certainly  a  word  which 

might  be  foreign  to  that  hon.  member's  voca- 
bulary, Mr.  Chairman.  I've  done  him  the 

honour  of  listening  to  him  ad  nauseam  in 
these  debates- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Ad  nauseam? 

Mr.  Reid:  I  would  think  that  perhaps  at  5 
after  1  on  a  Thursday  morning,  he  would  do 
me  the  courtesy  of  listening  to  me. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  We  were  supporting  this 

motion  when  you  started— 

Mr.  Reid:  As  I  was  saying  before  I  was  so 

rudely  interrupted,  Mr.  Chairman— sometimes 
one  can  only  think  that  perhaps  that  party  is 

in  league  with  the  party  opposite- 

Mr.  Carruthers:  You  need  a  sleep. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  slur! 

Mr.  Reid:  I  was  saying  the  whole  parlia- 
mentary tradition,  the  responsibility  of  the 

opposition  and  the  very  fact  of  the  place  of 

the  opposition  parties  in  a  democratic  Legis- 
lature has  been  called  into  question.  We  have 

a  fundamental  issue  here  in  which  an  opposi- 
tion member  has  been  told  by  a  senior  minis- 

ter, or  senior  personnnel  in  the  Treasurer's 
department,  that  such  and  such  has  been 
okayed,  and  that  okay  has  been  transmitted 

to  that  member's  constituents. 
Without  being  overly  political  one  can  only 

pose  the  question,  a  rhetorical  question,  what 
would  have  happened  had  that  been  a  back- 

bench member  of  the  Tory  government,  par- 
ticularly in  this  case? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  is  a  good  point. 

Mr.  Reid:  But  the  minister  has  imputed 

motives— 
An  hon.  member:  Oh,  balderdash! 

Mr.  Reid:  —he  has  said  clearly  and  dis- 
tinctly in  this  House,  that  he  cannot  take  the 

member  for  Grey-Bruce  seriously.  And  that, 
Mr.  Chairman,  to  my  mind,  is  the  most  arro- 

gant statement  I  have  heard  in  this  Legis- 
lature. The  people  of  Grey-Bruce,  rightly  or 

wrongly,  but  in  a  democratic  fashion,  in  the 
democratic  tradition  of  this  country,  rightly 
have  elected  that  member  to  come  here  and 

represent  them  in  this  chamber,  and  it  is  the 
height  of  arrogance  for  that  minister  to  say 
that  he  cannot  take  that  member  seriously. 

You  impugn,  sir,  the  motives,  the  integrity, 
the  intelligence  of  every  member  of  this 
Legislature  when  you  make  a  statement  like 
that.  Who  is  next?  Who  is  next  for  the 

Treasurer  to  say,  "Well,  that  member's  im- 
portunings,  requests  for  alternatives,  for 

policy  statements,  are  not  important?"  And 
I  ask  the  backbench  Tories— who  are  sitting 

there  nodding  their  heads  sagely  and  inter- 
jecting themselves  into  the  debate— does  the 

Treasurer  take  your  requests  seriously?  Or 

does  he  say  to  himself,  "Well,  they  made  a 
mistake  by  electing  that  member  from  that 
riding,  because  he  is  perhaps  a  little  inferior 
in  intellect,  or  intelligence,  or  integrity,  or  in 

attendance  in  this  House?" 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  know  what  he  tells  us, 

don't  you?  He  tells  us  he  can't  take  you 
seriously.  That  is  what  he  says. 

Mr.  Reid:  Well,  you  all  have  to  take  that 
into  account,  because  that  is  the  way  that 
road  leads  that  the  Treasurer  has  pointed 

out.  I  say  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  this,  to 
my  mind,  is  the  most  fundamental  thing  that 
we  have  discussed  in  my  five  years  here,  and 
I  think  that  it  is  a  very,  very  serious  problem 
that  this  Legislature  has  to  deal  with. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  Treasurer  is  a  problem. 

Mr.  Reid:  The  leader  of  this  party  and  the 

leader  of  the  NDP  have  indicated— and  I 

want  to  say  just  as  the  policy  minister  who 
went  to  Cuba  and  his  display  in  the  House 
on  that  particular  occasion  sealed  his  political 
career  in  this  Ontario  Legislature,  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  finished  his  political 
career— that  this  is  the  end  for  the  Treasurer 
if  he  continues  in  this  intransigent  manner 

and  continues  to  hold  that  view  of  the  mem- 
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ber  for  Grey-Bruce,  the  members  of  the  oppo- 
sition, and  all  members  of  this  Legislature. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Ready  for  the  question? 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  has  moved— 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  No,  I  want  to  just  make 
some  comments,  if  I  may,  I  hope  in  a  quiet 
fashion.  It  might  well  be  a  welcome  change 

for  me  as  well  as  the  recipients  of  my  re- 
marks. 

I  want  to  say  that  I  am  much  taken  by  the 
comments  of  my  hon.  leader  and  much  taken 
by  the  comments,  in  connection  with  this 
whole  episode,  by  the  leader  of  the  New 
Democratic  Party;  an  incisive  evaluation,  not 
only  of  the  background  of  the  circumstances 
themselves,  but  basically  an  evaluation  of 

the  background  of  the  interlude  that  hap- 

pened in  connection  with  a  member's  re- 
sponsibility toward  his  constituents.  What  has 

come  through  to  me  more  than  anything  else 
is,  notwithstanding  the  comments  made  by 

the  hon.  provincial  Treasurer  that  he  doesn't 
take  the  hon.  member  for  Grey-Bruce  seri- 

ously, that  his  department  felt  that  they 

should  convey  information  to  that  hon.  mem- 
ber that  he  reconveyed  to  his  constituents  in 

good  faith.  And  this  is  what  we  were  talking 
about  this  afternoon,  Mr.  Chairman,  during 
the  course  of  the  question  period,  with  the 
Prime  Minister  of  Ontario,  who  really  has  the 

responsibility  for  governing- 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  —and  who  has  the  respon- 
sibility, whether  we  like  it  or  not,  for  direct- 

ing the  Treasurer  of  Ontario  in  his  particular 
responsibilities.  This  is  why  I  attempted  this 
afternoon  to  direct  the  attention  of  the  Prime 

Minister  to  the  fact  that  we  still  operate 
under  a  sense  of  responsible  government. 

The  fact  is  that  my  colleague  from  Grey- 

Bruce  hasn't  really  had  the  responsibility  at 
all,  in  any  sense. 

I  am  not  going  to  go  over  this  eight-page 
apologia.  I  recall  discussing  this  outside  the 
House  with  the  leader  of  the  New  Demo- 

cratic Party;  and  it  is  entirely  an  apologia. 
It  is  not  apology. 

One  could  be  tempered  in  his  remarks 
about  the  Treasurer  of  Ontario  if  his  state- 

ment recorded  in  this  House  was  an  apology. 
Because  as  has  been  said,  everyone  makes 

mistakes.  And  everyone,  including  the  mem- 
ber for  Grey-Bruce  and  this  member  stand- 
ing, sometimes  while  shaving  the  next  day 

feels  some  degree  of  remorse  about  things 
done  previously. 

But  you  know  one  wonders  whether  the 
Treasurer  of  Ontario  finds  it  within  himself, 

that  there  is  an  appropriate  position  within 

his  conscience— political  or  personal— for  re- 
morse. That  is  the  thing  that  makes  me  come 

to  my  feet  right  now.  Because  really,  what 
we  have  done,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  we  have 
attempted  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the 
116  of  us  in  this  chamber,  the  recognition 
that  Southampton  was  a  unique  situation. 

Mr.  F.  Drea  (Scarborough  Centre):  Yes, 
sir;  all  the  way! 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  And  it  was  unique. 

The  Prime  Minister  of  Ontario  this  after- 
noon recognized,  in  the  slithering  through  of 

a  lack  of  response  to  my  question,  that  it  was 
unique. 

Mr.  Drea:  Have  you  ever  been  in 
Southampton? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  There  is  nothing  at  all 
unique  in  the  aspect  of  municipalities  not 
being  able  to  complete  their  programme  by 
June  17;  nothing  at  all  unique  about  that. 
But  the  singular  situation  is  that  only  one 
municipality  had  a  member  in  this  House 
to  whom  was  represented  the  fact  that  that 

municipality  could  continue  with  that  pro- 
gramme to  June  30,  1972,  and  acquire  the 

benefits  under  the  programme  envisaged  by 

the  government. 

Only  one;  only  one! 

Hansard  will  recall  and  record  the  fact 
that  the  Premier  never  did  respond  to  my 

supplementary  this  afternoon.  You  see  every 
municipality  in  Ontario  is  required  to  refund, 

under  the  programme,  the  moneys  unexpend- 
ed as  of  midnight  June  17,  1972;  but  no 

municipality  was  told,  through  their  represen- 
tative, that  it  had  been  extended  to  June  30. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  there  is  a  distinc- 
tion there;  and  the  distinction  I  think  must  be 

responded  to  by  government.  I  am  not  going 

to  go  into  as  my  leader  has  done- 

Mr.  Drea:  Oh  Jimmy,  go  into  the  apologia. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  am  not  going  to  go  into, 
as  my  leader  has  done  and  the  leader  of  the 
New  Democratic  Party  has  done,  the  question 

of  the  value  judgements,  the  really  basic  in- 
transigence of  the  Treasurer  of  Ontario- 

Mr.  Drea:  You  were  asking  us  this  after- 
noon to  go  into  it. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  —which  we  know,  and  for- 
tunately through  the  courage  to  a  great  extent 
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of  my  colleague  from  Grey-Bruce,  the  people 
of  Ontario  know  now— 

Mr.  Drea:  Then  you  don't  have  to  tell them. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  They  know.  And  we  look 
at  the  Windsor  Star  this  afternoon  and  it  says: 

"Lord  Pooh  Bah  McKeough."  A  Gilbert  and 
Sullivan  appellation  given  to  him,  and  with 

really  great  consequence—because  he  really 
fits  the  lyrics  at  times;  as  you  well  recognize. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  you  are  not  sweet  little 
buttercup,  fella. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Right!  Exactly,  and  well 
put.  But  what  we  try  to  do— and  what  my 
leader  attempts  to  do,  there  is  no  doubt— we 
attempt  to  convey  in  this  motion  of  tradition, 
to  convey  our  particular  apprehension  about 
a  minister  attempting  to  spend  public  funds 
in  the  future- 

Mr.  Drea:  Hey,  where  is  Eddie? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  —in  the  context  of  this  type 
of  direction  of  his  government- 

Mr.  Roy:  I  wish  you  were  there,  Frank. 

Mr.  Drea:  Where  is  Eddie? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  The  fact  of  the  matter  is, 
Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  ask  you  to  recall  this. 
I  ask  my  colleague  who  sits  and  represents 
with— 

Mr.  Drea:  Where  is  the  member? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  —distinction  the  riding  of- 

An  hon.  member:  Where's  Bill  Davis? 

Mr.  Drea:  It  is  a  blank  sea.  Where  is  he? 
Now  tell  us  to  bring  him  in. 

Mr.  Roy:  —the  government  leader. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  want  to,  Mr.  Chairman- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Make  them  stop,  sir.  Make 
them  stop. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Rule  them  out  of  order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  He's  addressing  the NDP. 

Mr.  Drea:  Where  is  he?  Where  is  the 
member? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Frank,  have  you  asked  yourself 
where  you  are? 

Mr.  Drea:  Just  curious. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  want  to— the  hon.  member 

for  Don  Mills— I  want  to  direct  through  you, 

if  I  may- 

Mr.  Deans:  Is  this  the  kind  of  compassion 
you  showed  on  Action  Line? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  To  my  colleagues  in  the 
House,  but  with  great  attention  to  the  hon. 
member  for  Don  Mills,  who  I  think,  is  the 
youngest  among  us,  really. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Handsomest,  too! 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  This  particular  minister,  this 
particular  minister,  whose   consequences   we 
discussed  tonight  is  the  same  minister  whose 
offices  were  furnished- 

Mr.  Drea:  Where  is  he? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  To  the  tune  of  $38,000- 

Mr.  Drea:  Where  is  he? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  And  he  said:  "I  don't  know 

know  what  you're  talking  about."  And  this 
is  the  same  minister  who  was  responsible  for 
a  department  that  went  to  bed  with  Cambrian 
Stationers.  We  all  knew  it. 

Mr.  Drea:  Where  is  this  fellow? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Mr.  Lyons,  his  purchasing 

agent  knows  it,  the  committee- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Order!  Order! 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  —of  public  accounts  knows 
it,  the  Legislature  of  Ontario  knows  it;  this 
is  the  same  minister  who  was  responsible  for 

that- Mr.  Ferrier:  He's  getting  through  to  you. 

Mr.  Havrot:  Let's  get  on  with  the  business of  the  House. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please! 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  And  he  said:  "I  don't  know 

anything  about  it." 
Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please! 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  "I  know  nothing  about  it." 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Chairman- 

Mr.    Chairman:     It    seems    to    me    we're 
straying— 
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Mr.  Bullbrook:  These  are  the  estimates  of 

this  minister's  department.  We're  not  on  any 
second  reading,  now.  There's  no  principle  in- volved here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Doesn't  the  member 
for  Scarborough  West  think  it's  too  late? 

Mr.  Lewis:  When  it's  finished. 

Mr.  Drea:  Where  is  the  person? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  We're  talking  about  the  ex- 
penditure of  money  by  this  minister;  and  I 

want  to  talk  about  how  he  spent  it  before. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  right  and  there's  nothing 
wrong- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  And  this  is  the  same  min- 
ister, my  colleague  from  Don  Mills- 

Mr.  Lewis:  —who  went  to  bed  with  Cam- 
brian and  that  is  no  bed  partner,  by  God. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  This  is  the  same  minister 
who  said,  in  connection  with  the  flight  of  his 
purchasing  agent  to  London,  England,  with 

Olivetti  typewriters:  "I  didn't  know  anything 
about  it." 

An  hon.  member:  Right!  It  was  New  York. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  And— I'm  sorry? 
An  hon.  member:  To  New  York. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  To  New  York,  I'm  sorry. 
He  didn't  know  anything  about  it. 

Mr.  Drea:  Well,  he  is  never  here.  Where  is 
he? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  This  is  now  the  man,  be- 
cause of  an  entrancing  involvement  of  five 

individuals  last  year— who  has,  because  of  his 
particular  expertise  in  the  world  of  politics— 

who  decided  that,  "I  will  give  up  the  ghost 
before  the  rest,  and  I  will  cross  the  floor"— 
who  has,  like  cream,  gone  to  the  top- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  pleasel 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  am  now  talking  about  the 
minister,  and  this  is  a  motion  to  reduce  the 
expenditures  of  his  department  by  an  amount 
equal  to  his  salary.  And  if  I  cannot  speak 
about  this  minister  then,  my  goodness,  how 
can  I  be  in  order  at  any  time? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  We  have  already  done 
it. 

Mr.  Drea:  You  can't  even  tell  where  Eddie 
is.  I  know  where  he  is. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  And  this  is  the  same  min- 
ister, Mr.  Chairman- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Who  knew  when  he  was  losing 

and  got  out.  Moved  on  the  right  ballot— you 
did,  too. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  That  same  minister  who  had 
that  savoir  faire,  who  had  that  great  sagacity 

to  go  over— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Steven,  aren't  you  out- 
racing  time? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  And  kiss  the  hand  of  the 

benign  leader-to-come. 

Mr.  Reid:  Much  to  the  chagrin  of  the 
member! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Name  the  member  for  Scar- 
borough Centre,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  And  so,  in  point  of  fact, 
what  happened  was,  when  we  transported  the 
report  of  the  Committee  on  Government 
Productivity  and  when  the  Premier  looked 
at  that,  and  recognized  that  there  was  a 
great  avenue  of  rapprochement  to  the  future 
to  rid  himself  of  any  persons  who  might,  in 
any  circumstance,  cause  any  problem.  The 
one  who  he  might  elevate  to  the  position  of 
Boswell  to  his  Johnson  was  the  Treasurer 
of   Ontario. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  order,  order!  The 
hon.  member  for  Sarnia— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.    Chairman:    Order   please! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right,  remember  what  John 
Robarts  did  to  Macaulay?  Same  parallel. 
And  look  at  what  happened  to  Bob. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  He  made  a  million  bucks. 

Mr.  Drea:  Who  are  you  worried  about? 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  motion  is  to  reduce  this 

item  of  municipal   advisory  service  by- 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Are  you  ruling  me  out  of 
order? 

Mr.  Lewis:  As  a  matter  of  fact  you're 
right. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Then  I  hope  I  will  con- tinue in  order. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  The  hon. 
member  is  straying  from  this  particular  vote. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Then  I  would  hope  that  I 
will  continue  within  the  order  of  your  di- 
rection. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  are  entirely  right. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Now,  the  fact  of  the  matter 
is  that  my  leader  has  put  forward  a  motion 
that  says,  in  effect,  that  we  will  reduce  this 
expenditure  by  an  amount  equal  to  the 

minister's  salary. 
Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Which  leader? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  A  traditional  motion- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please,  it  says  "by 

$15,000." 
Mr.  Bullbrook:  A  traditional  motion,  that 

in  effect  exemplifies  our  disenchantment 
with  the  operation  of  his  department  and  our 
disenchantment  has  been  in  effect,  exempli- 

fied by  the  discussions  previously. 

Mr.  Havrot:  The  member  is  getting  pretty loose. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  attempted  to  put  forward, 
Mr.  Chairman,  this.  I  attempted  to  put  for- 

ward the  fact  that  this  minister,  in  his 
superior  arrogance,  has  never  ever  come  be- 

fore this  House  and  said:  "Look,  I  was  re- 
sponsible and  I  apologize  for  the  error  that 

was  made  by  my  department  in  connection 
with  the  information  given  to  the  member 

for  Grey-Bruce." 
Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Where  is  the  member  for 

Grey-Bruce? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  The  member 
is  straying  far  from  the  actual  vote  here 
and  the  amendment  thereto. 

Mr.  Reid:  Oh,  he  is  right  on,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Interjections  by  hon.   members. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  want  to  say  to  you  that 

I'm  going  to  continue  to  talk  about  the  mo- 
tion and  the  motion  has  the  effect,  sir- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right,  the  motion  offers  us  the 
whole  thing. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  —of  reducing  this  particular 
vote  by  a  sum  equal  to  the  statutory  allow- 

ance to  the  minister. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Drea:  You  are  a  good  man. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  And  in  connection  with 

that,  I  want  to  talk  about  the  statutory  al- 
lowance to  the  minister  and  the  expenditure 

under  his  vote. 

Mr.  Chairman:  No.  Order  please! 

The   motion   says:    "Item   6,   vote   905,   is 
reduced  by  an  amount  of  $15,000." 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Then,  may  I  say  to  you, 

that  I  want  to  continue  to  discuss— and  I  say 

this  most  respectfully  to  you,  and  I'm  very 
near  the  terminal  point  of  my  hiatus  tonight 

but,  may  I  say  to  you— 

Mr.  Cassidy:   So  are  we. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:   —that  I  want  to  continue 

to   reinforce   one   aspect   of  the   comments- 

Mr.    Drea:    The   member   for   Grey-Bruce 
doesn't  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  —and  that  is,  at  no  time 
during  the  trauma  that  must  have  been  felt 

by  my  colleague  from  Grey-Bruce— 

Mr.  Drea:  Yes,  but  your  own  member 

doesn't  appreciate  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  —and  it  is  so  easy  for  us 
to  sit  back  and  feel  a  degree  of  insensitivity 
on  his  part. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Now  I  know  why  Bob 
Nixon  is  retiring  as  leader. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  But  the  fact  of  the  matter 
is,  he  feels  for  his  constituents  and  he  feels 
for  his  position  in  this  House,  as  we  all  do. 
It  must  have  been  difficult,  enough  for  him, 
on  the  first  occasion  on  Thursday  last,  to 
stand  in  his  place  and  say  to  the  Treasurer 
of  Ontario,  in  that  superior  arrogance- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  Order,  please! 
The  member  is  out  of  order. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  No!  Sir,  I  am  not  out  of 
order. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes.  Order,  please.  Order, 

please. An  hon.  member:  Get  the  sergeant. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please!  Item  6,  vote 
905,  is  in  the  amount  of  $2,996,900  for 
municipal  advisory  services  and  there  is  a 
motion  to  amend  that  by  Mr.  R.  F.   Nixon 
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that  item  6,  vote  905,  be  reduced  by  $15,000. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  You  are  taking  money 

out  of  the  municipalities,  don't  you  know that? 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  what  the  discussion 
should  be  about. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  If,  in  effect,  the  discussion 
that  went  before  me  had  any  relevance  or 
probative  value,  then  I  would  hope,  Mr. 
Chairman,  my  remarks  do.  I  want  to  con- 

tinue, and  I  say  this  to  you  with  the  greatest 
respect— I  want  to  convey  to  you  my  personal 
feelings  about  this— I  say  to  you  that  one 
must,  of  necessity,  have  some  feeling  of  sym- 

pathy, in  the  true  literal  sense,  with  my  col- 
league from  Grey-Bruce,  when  he  had  to  call 

upon  himself  to  stand  in  his  place  and  be 
named  by  the  Speaker  of  this  House  in  order 
to  bring  public  attention  to  bear  on  the  fact 
that  the  Treasurer  of  Ontario  would  not 
recognize  his  parliamentary  responsibility. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please!  We  have  let 
this  go  on  far  too  long.  I  rule  the  member 
out  of  order  in  that  line  of  discussion. 

Mr.  BuUbrook:  Well,  sir,  may  I  say  to 

you— 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  I  rule  him  out  of  order. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  May  I  say  to  you,  sir,  that 
I  am  prepared  to  accept  your  ruling  if  you 
would  give  me  reasons  for  your  ruling.  Why 
do  you  feel  that  my  comments  in  connection 
with  the  activity  of  my  colleague  from  Grey- 
Bruce  are  out  of  order,  when  we  have  spent 
an  hour  and  a  half  discussing  the  question 
of  Southampton  and  the  question  of  the 
activity  of  my  colleague  from  Grey-Bruce? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please!  There  has 
been  much  discussion  out  of  order  tonight, 
and  the  discussion  was  allowed  by  agreement 
this  afternoon.  But  we  have  now  reached  the 
point  where  we  have  an  amendment  before 
us  to  reduce  the  amount  of  this  vote  by 
$15,000. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  the  amend- 
ment,   and    very    briefly    addressing    myself 

once  again  to  the  Treasurer- 

Mr.   Bullbrook:    Speaking  to  the  point  of 

order,  isn't  it? 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  I  have  ruled. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  am  sorry.  No,  I  thought  the 
Chairman  had  ruled. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  If  you  want  to  speak  to  the 

point  of  order,  that's  fine. 
Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please!  I  have  ruled 

the  hon.  member  out  of  order  in  this  line  of 

discussion.  If  you  wish  to  challenge  it,  that's all  right. 

Mr.  Reid:  On  what  basis? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Well,  then,  sir,  I  want  to 
continue  by  saying  to  you— and  believe  me, 
I  feel,  as  my  colleague  from  Grey-Bruce  did 
yesterday  afternoon,  I  feel  great  diffidence 
to  all  my  colleagues  here— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  you  discussing  the 
amendment  or  are  you  debating  my  ruling? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Well,  sir,  when  I  say  I 
express  great  diffidence  to  my  colleagues,  I 

accept  your  ruling  unequivocally.  That's  my obligation  so  to  do.  I  am  saying,  in  point  of 

fact,  that  my  colleague  from  Grey-Bruce 
yesterday  afternoon  must  have  felt  trie  same 
sympathy  for  his  (Constituents  that  we  all  feel 
for  him  this  evening. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  he  was  put 
in  a  position  by  the  incompetency,  by  the 
negligence,  by  the  arrogance,  by  the  lack  of 

knowledge  of  this  minister's  department,  for 
which  he  is  responsible,  and  there  has  been 
no  resource  to  him.  The  fact  is  that  we  have 
searched  out  the  journals  of  this  House  to 
seek  recourse  for  him  and  we  cannot  find  it, 
except  in  the  amendment  made  by  my  leader. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Does  the  leader  of  your 
party  have  no  control? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  support  that  amendment 

wholeheartedly  and  that's  the  purpose  of  this discussion. 

The  purpose  of  the  discussion  is  to  convey, 

if  I  can,  if  I  may,  the  fact  that  we  can't permit  government  to  say  to  a  member  of  this 
House  that  this  is  a  situation,  and  permit  him 

to  convey  that  in  good  faith  to  his  constitu- 
ents, and  then  come  back  afterwards  without 

redress  and  say  that  it  was  wrong.  Now  this 
is  basically  what  the  amendment  is  all  about, 
and  I  support  it  wholeheartedly. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Does  the  leader  of  your 

party  have  no  control? 

Mr.  Havrot:  I  really  don't  know  what  he 
is  talking  about. 
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Mr.  Chairman:   Order,  please! 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I'd  really,  in  effect,  support 
the  resignation  of  the  Treasurer,  because  on 

balance- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please!  The  member 
is  deliberately  straying. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  —his  life  in  benefit  to  this 
House  and  for  the  government  has  finished. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  is  straying 
from  the  motion. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Chairman! 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  don't  know  exactly  what 
transpired  over  the  last  little  while— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  You  are  going  to 

move  for  adjournment,  aren't  you? 

Mr.  Lewis:  —but  I  want  to  re-engage  the 
Treasurer  around  the  point,  now,  of  the 

motion.  I  want  to  tell  him  that  I  would  pre- 
fer that  his  party  not  have  to  vote  for  that 

motion,  because  I  don't  particularly  think 
that  we  want  to  reduce  the  minister's  salary- 

Mr.  Reid:  You  are  waffling  again! 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  is  one  of  the  very  few  min- 
isters who  earns  his  salary,  in  terms  of  his 

total  emolument,  with  distinction. 

But  I  do  want  to  point  out,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  clearly,  if  this  is  the  only  recourse  open 
to  us  in  order  to  demonstrate  how  we  feel 
about  what  transpired,  we  will  vote  for  it. 

But  before  it  is  put  to  the  vote,  can  I  make 
this  simple  argument  to  the  Treasurer,  which 
I  think  has  merit;  and  I  put  it  to  him  in  that 

context.  I'd  like  him  to  think  about  it  before 
he  jumps  at  me  in  the  ways  in  which  we 
exchange  in  this  House. 

On  June  14,  misinformation  was  conveyed 

to  the  member  for  Grey-^Bruce.  That  was 
when  Mr.  Scott  told  Mr.  Sargent  that  the 
programme  could  be  extended  to  June  30, 

however  inadvertent  on  Mr.  Scott's  part.  On 
June  20,  that  information  was  clearly  cor- 

rected by  Mr.  Macdonald.  That's  a  period  of 
six  days  encompassing  a  weekend. 

Could  I  ask  the  Treasurer  to  discuss  with 

Southampton  the  amount  of  money  spent 
between  June  14  and  June  20,  which  would 
have  been  expended  in  the  period  beyond 
June  17;  and  on  the  basis  of  that  amount  of 
money,  whatever  sum  it  might  be,  however 

small  it  might  be,   the   government  pay   its 
equivalent  share. 

Now  I  cannot  imagine  anything  fairer  than 

that.  It's  the  simple  time  span  involved;  it 
assumes  that  the  information  in  the  memo  is 

correct;  it  takes  in  a  weekend,  so  that  the 
amount  of  money  involved  is,  to  say  the  least, 
inconsequential. 

What  I  am  really  saying  to  the  Treasurer 

is— he  may  not  even  believe  me,  but  I  think 
that  he  can  bring  very  considerable  tribute 
upon  himself  and  upon  his  government,  upon 
his  ministry,  if  he  simply  accepts  the  logic  of 

those  parameters:  June  14  something  con- 

veyed inadvertently;  June  20,  it's  corrected. 
However  many  dollars  are  spent,  or  maybe 

none  at  all,  in  that  period  of  time,  the  gov- 
ernment pays  its  equivalent. 

I  don't  know  what  it  is.  Is  it  50  per  cent? 
Is  that  what— Pardon? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  is  in  full! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Is  it  100  per  cent  or— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It's  a  100  per  cent  programme! 
Well  however  much  money  is  spent  in  that 
period  of  time  which  affects  expenditures 
beyond  June  17,  I  say  to  the  minister,  in  a 
way  absenting  myself  from  the  political 

dimensions  of  the  debate,  doesn't  that  seem 
to  him  to  make  some  sense?  And  if  he  con- 

cedes that  now,  we  would  not  want  to  support 
the  motion. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  think  the  motion 
should  appropriately  be  withdrawn,  because 
I  think  that  is  basically  what  the  member  for 

Grey-Bruce  was,  in  his  way,  asking— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Have  you  ever  tried 
selling  used  cars? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Selling  cars? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Used  cars. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Used  cars?  Well  I  hope  I  might 
do  almost  as  well  at  that  as  I  do  at  politics. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Mcllveen:  I  think  you  would! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Can  I  ask  him  about  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Chairman,  I 

appreciate  what  the  Leader  of  the  New 
Democratic  Party  has  said,  but  the  Premier 
indicated  this  afternoon  that  there  were  re- 

quests; the  programme  was  extended  from 

June  1  to  June  17,  and  that's  it. 
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That's  what  he  said  this  afternoon.  That 
was  the  decision  of  the  Management  Board. 
It  is  not— it  is  a  decision  with  which  I  con- 

curred; and  I  don't  think  it  is  in  the  discharge 
of  my  responsibilities- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  is  not  a  decision  with 
which  you  concur?  It  is  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No;  I  said  it  was  a 
decision  with  which  I  concur,  to  extend  to 
June  17.  It  would  be— let  me  put  it  this  way: 
The  hon.  member  for  Brockville,  from  Leeds, 
has  been  in  touch  with  me  about  a  pro- 

gramme, which  I  didn't  even  administer  last 
year,  a  township  of  his,  which  has  applied  for 
some  $382,  I  think  it  is,  which  we  turned 
down  the  other  day,  because  the  money  was 
not  spent  within  the  allotted  purpose.  Mem- 

bers seem  to  forget,  although  the  member  for 
Sarnia  did  not  seem  to  forget,  since  he  wanted 
to  drag  in  a  few  other  items  into  his  remarks 
which  is  fine,  that  some  of  the  accounting 
policies  of  this  government  have  been  under 
attack  at  this  session  of  this  Legislature. 

I  am  not  going  to  get  into  a  debate  on  that 
at  this  moment  in  time.  But  I  am  certainly 
going  to  say,  in  the  defence  of  me  or  in  the 
defence  of  my  staff,  that  having  admitted  in 
the  House  that  there  was  confusion,  having 
admitted  that  I  gave  the  press  wrong  informa- 

tion, having  been  accused  at  the  beginning  of 
all  this  of  deliberately  misleading  the  House, 
which  is  not  so,  as  the  leader  of  the  New 
Democratic  Party  was  good  enough  to  say— 

I'm  sorry,  I  don't  want  to  get  into  the  whole 
argument  again— there  is  no  possible  way  that 
I  would  go  to  my  colleagues  and  with  public 
money  suggest  that  I  should  buy  my  way  out 
of  this  difficulty. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  There  is  no  possible 
way  that  I  would  do  that.  I  appreciate  what 

the  member  has  said,  that  he  thinks  I'm 
doing  a  good  job.  He  says  if  we'll  pay  it,  the 
amount  would  be  about  $1,200,  one  week's 
payroll.  If  he  thinks  that  simply  to  guarantee 
his  support,  so  that  my  salary  is  going  to  be 

reduced,  that  I'd  recommend  to  my  col- 
leagues- 

Mr.  Reid:  That's  nonsense! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —that  we  pay  to 
Southampton  this  $1,200  then  he  is  dead 
wrong,  because  that  is  not  discharging  my 
responsibilities  as  Treasurer  of  Ontario. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  am  quite  happy  to 
have  this  matter  looked  at  by  the  Speaker 
and  see  whether  he  feels  that  I  have  misled 

the  House.  I  do  not  feel  that  I  did.  I  apolo- 
gize and  I  apologize  again  for  the  confusion 

caused  by  me,  more  outside  the  House  than 
in  the  House,  in  talking  to  the  press  and  by 
the  confusion  obviously  caused  by  my  staff 
in  briefing  me  wrongly  on  a  particular  point. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  For  whom  you  are  respon- 
sible. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  have  admitted  to 
the  House  that  there  is  no  question  in  my 

mind— and    I   haven't   enjoyed   the   publicity 
in  the  last  three  or  four  days- 

Mr.  Roy:  Are  you  prepared  to  apologize! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  People  wonder 
whether  there  is  some  question  about  whether 
you  like  to  shave  in  the  morning  or  not. 
None  of  those  things  has  particularly  wor- 

ried me;  but  I  have  not  particularly  enjoyed 

it,  I'll  put  it  that  way.  I  have  not  enjoyed  it. 
On  the  other  hand,  I'm  quite  satisfied  that 
there  is  no  way  that  I  should  say  to  my  col- 

leagues, get  me  out  of  this  difficulty  by 
spending  $1,200  of  public  funds. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

An  hon.  member:  The  seals  are  still 
alive. 

An  hon.  member:  Throw  them  a  fish. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  really  most  extraor- 
dinary applause.  That  really  surprises  me  be- 

cause no  one  would  ask— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Let  me  put  it,  since  we  are 
debating  fairly  straight  with  each  other  at 
the  moment,  let  me  just  put  the  alternative 
view  to  the  Treasurer,  which  he  obviously 
will  reject.  Nobody  in  this  House  would  ask 
you  to  buy  your  way  out  of  your  predica- 

ment, because  when  we  say  buy  your  way  out 

of  it,  we  imply  that  there  was  something  dis- 
honest, that  there  was  something  unprin- 

cipled, that  there  was  some  unsavoury  mo- 
tivation. Therefore,  neither  I  nor  anyone 

in  the  House  would  ask  you  to  buy  your  way 

out  of  it,  because  I  don't  believe  that  is  so. 

I  don't  believe  you  did  anything  unprinci- 
pled, unscrupulous,  dishonest  in  that  sense. 

So,  buying  one's  way  out  of  it  doesn't  enter into  it.  All  we  are  saying  is,  extend  the 
principle  of  equity,  recognize  an  error,  not 
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an  absence  of  scruple.  Recognize  that  on 
June  14  misinformation  was  conveyed  and 
on  June  20  appropriate  information  was 
then  remedied;  that  it  happened  in  the  case 
of  Southampton  and  in  no  other  muncipality 
across  the  province;  that  it  is  an  exceptional 
and  unique  case  and  that  nothing  but  honour 
can  attach  to  you  for  recognizing  that,  in 
paying  the   additional   $1,200. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  with  respect  to  all 
your  colleagues  who  applauded  so  strongly, 
you  attach  dishonour  to  your  case  by  pre- 

tending that  you  are  buying  your  way  out 
of  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  nobody  has  put  him  in  that 
predicament.  If  he  is  in  that  predicament  it  is 
of  his  own  creation. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  That's  the  position 
he  tried  to  put  me  in. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  tried  to  say  to  you— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  won't  apologize  for  what  I 
said  about  the  document.  I  really  think  that 
the  document  was  a  mistake.  I  understand 

what  the  minister  said;  that's  why  I  got  the Instant  Hansard.  I  wanted  to  see  what  he 
said.  I  can  see  that  what  he  said  was  that 
he  was  confused  and  that  it  was  confusion 

compounded. 

I  wouldn't  ask  you  to  make  special  con- 
cessions to  Southampton  that  you  wouldn't 

make  to  other  municipalities  and  under 

similar  circumstances.  I  wouldn't  ask  you  to 
grant  Southampton  a  vested  interest,  a  special 

privilege,  that  you  wouldn't  grant  to  other 
municipalities  under  similar  circumstances.  I 

wouldn't  ask  you  to  buy  your  way  out  as 
though  I  am  implying  some  nefarious  act 
on  the  part  of  government  which  you  have 
to  correct   to  salve  your  mortal  soul. 

I  am  just  saying  to  you— submit  to  the 
simple  principle  of  reason  and  justice.  Your 
colleagues  would  like  you  to  do  it.  Your 
colleagues  would  like  you  to  do  it,  if  you 

stood  here  and  said  "It  is  a  matter  of  justice 
rather  than  a  matter  of  buying  my  way  out." 

I  understand  that  it  happened  in  Southamp- 

ton. It  happened  nowhere  else.  It's  a  period 
of  one  week  for  $1,200,  legitimately  distribut- 

ed on  the  basis  of  an  inadvertent  error.  Do 

you  really  think  that  constitutes  malpractice 
on  the  part  of  the  minister?  Do  you  really 

think  you'd  suffer  public  or  private  or  prime- 
ministerial  abuse  for  that?  You  are  just  wrong. 

You're  working  yourself  into  a  peculiar  cor- 
ner. It's  really  quite  silly  and  I  don't  under- 

stand it  of  you.  It's  not  in  character. 

All  right,  we'll  vote  for  the  motion.  But 
you  are  wrong  to  force  us  to  that  because  you 
have  the  means  in  your  hand  to  remedy  it 
very  easily. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  $1,200. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  and  you  are  not  buying 
your  way  out.  You  are  just  demonstrating  a 

capacity  to— 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —respond  to  something  that  is 
fair.  All  right. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Ready  for  the  motion? 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Chairman! 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
East. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  minister  mentioned  there 

were  two  points  about  which  you  were  con- 
cerned, first  of  all,  setting  a  precedent.  Surely 

you  must  appreciate  that  that's  the  only  mu- 
nicipality that's  been  misled.  Is  that  not  so? 

No  other  municipality  has  been  misled,  so 
surely  you  are  not  setting  a  precedent  by 

giving  a  special  concession. 

The  second  thing  is  your  concern  about 
buying  your  way  out.  Look  at  it  another  way. 
If  this  municipality  went  to  court,  if  you 

went  to  court,  here's  the  evidence.  They 
would  say,  "We  received  approval  from  the 
ministry  to  go  ahead  and  we  received  the 

money."  What  do  you  think  the  court  would 
say?  I  mean  you  can  laugh  about  this  but 
do  you  think,  on  a  basis  of  equity,  you  could 
get  away  with  this?  You  have  the  nerve  to 
say  that  you  are  buying  your  way  out  of 

something.  Have  you  never  heard  of  the  doc- 
trine of  estoppel?  Have  you  never  heard  of 

that? 

An  hon.  member:  He's  not  a  very  good 
lawyer. 

Mr.  Roy:  You  know,  what  we  should  do  is 
actually  advise  this  municipality  not  to  return 
the  money  and  let  you  sue  them. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  a  good  point. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Ready  for  the  motion? 

Moved  by  Mr.  Nixon,  Leader  of  the 
Opposition,  that  item  6  of  vote  905  be 

reduced  by  $15,000- 
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Mr.  Lewis:  Just  awful!  You  are  wrong.  You 
are  really  wrong.  You  are  letting  your  per- 

sonal enmity  for  Eddie  Sargent  colour  your 
whole  response. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  damn  it  all!  Mr.  Chair- 

man, what  is  involved  here  in  the  Treasurer's 
insistence  on  not  taking  the  member  seriously, 
to  the  point  that  he  will  paint  himself  into  a 
corner- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please! 

Mr.  Lewis:  —just  because  of  the  way  he 
views  the  member. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  have  just  placed  the 
motion. 

Mr.  Cassidy:   He's  spreading  that  attitude 
through  his  entire- 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  have  shared  that  view  from 
time  to  time  but  not  to  the  point  where  I  am 
reduced  to  absurdity. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please! 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Show  some  respect 
for  the  Chair. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  don't  you  name  me?  Go ahead. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  those  in  favour  of  the 
motion  will  please  rise. 

No,  I  am  sorry- 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  confusion  is  spreading. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  motion  is: 

Moved  by  Mr.  Nixon,  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition,  that  item  6  of  vote  905,  be 
reduced  by  $15,000. 

Those  in  favour  of  the  motion  will  please  say 
aye. 

Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 
Call  in  the  members. 

The  committee  divided  on  Mr.  Nixon's 
motion  which  was  defeated  on  the  following 
vote: 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 

"ayes"  are  17,  the  "nays,"  40. 
Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  amendment 

defeated. 

Item  6  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  item  7? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  not 
like  to  let  this  evening  go  on  that  note  and 
I  therefore  have  a  few  other  matters  that 
I  wish  to  raise  before  the  minister  on  item 

7— planned  administration. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Have  you  got  worms 
or  something? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  watch  out,  I  may  ask 
questions  for  another  two  hours  if  you  keep 

on. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  thought 
seriously  about  what  should  be  raised  at  this 
hour  of  the  morning  and  I  do  have  a  couple 
of  hours  of  questions  here,  but  I  thought  that 
considering  some  of  this  can  be  raised  next 
year,  I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister  only 
about  one  matter  and  that  is  the— 

An  hon.  member:  You  just  like  to  talk  a  lot. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Watch  out,  I  have  two  hours 
of  questions  if  you  want  me  to  ask  them. 

Mr.  Timbrell:  Go  to  it,  go  to  it! 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Let's  have  them. 
An  hon.  member:  You  will  tire  before  we 

do. 

An  hon.  member:  What  is  this  bullshit? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  will  see  if  that  comes  out 
in  Hansard. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  minister  about  the  Metro  official  plan 
in  the  municipality  of  Metropolitan  Toronto. 
I  would  like  to  ask  him  specifically  why  it  is 
that  Ottawa-Carleton  has  been  given  a  three- 
year  deadline  to  produce  a  plan,  Niagara 
was  given  a  three-year  deadline  to  produce 
a  plan,  York  was  given  a  three-year  deadline 
to  produce  a  plan,  Muskoka  was  given  a 
three-year  deadline  to  produce  an  official 
plan,  Sudbury  is  being  given  a  three-year 
deadline  to  produce  a  plan,  and  Waterloo- 

Mr.  L.  C.  Henderson  (Lambton):  Look  at 

the   scene   behind   you.   It's   not   very   nice. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  That's  Rudolph  the  red-nosed reindeer  over  there. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  But  the  municipality  of  Metro- 
politan Toronto  has  had  20  years  to  produce 

an  official  plan  and  nothing  has  happened. 
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Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.    Oassidy:    Mr.    Chairman,    it    is    now 

approximately   13  years  since  the  first  draft 
of  an  official  plan  was  produced  in  the  muni- 

cipality of  Metropolitan  Toronto- 

Mr.  Roy:  What's  up  there?  I  can't  see. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  member  for  York-Forest 
Hill  is  partly  responsible  for  this. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is  six  years  since  a  second 
draft  of  that  official  plan  was  prepared  and 
there  has  been  no  effort  by  the  municipality 
to  submit  that  plan  to  the  minister.  Nor  has 
there  been  any  effort  by  the  minister  or  his 
predecessors  to  insist  on  a  plan.  Perhaps  the 

miinster  could  say  why  there  is  this  re- 
luctance. 

Obviously  they  are  not  going  to  move; 

why  don't  you  move?  Why,  in  the  Act  we will  have  before  us  tomorrow  and  which  we 

had  before  us  last  week,  did  you  not  insist 

that  they  too  be  subject  to  a  three-year 

deadline?  We  will  be  generous;  they  won't 
have  to  do  it  tomorrow.  A  three-year  deadline 
will  be  quite  reasonable— or  a  two-year  dead- 

line. Rut  why  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  point  raised  by  the  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre  is  a  good  one.  It  obviously  has  given 
us  some  concern,  and  obviously  has  given 
the  chairman  of  the  board  no  end  of  concern. 

I  would  have  hoped  that  by  now  they 
would  have  moved  to  approve  an  official 
plan.  I  think  it  is  no  secret  that  some  of  the 
problems  that  Metro  has  had  in  the  last 
couple  of  years  have  arisen  because  of  the 
lack  of  an  approved  official  plan.  Rut  what 
is  the  ultimate  compulsion?  The  way  each 
of  those  Acts  is  written— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Can  we  have  some  order, 
please,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  way  each  of 
the  Acts  is  written  we  have  put  in  a  carrot 
immediately  after  that  section  which  says 
that  if  there  is  an  approved  official  plan,  the 
minister  may  delegate  some  of  his  powers, 
which  presumably  is  a  good  thing,  because 
greater  local  autonomy  should  cut  through 
some  of  the  red  tape. 

I  think  there  are  many  municipalities  that 
would  be  competent  to  take  this  one.  If  they 

don't   rise   to   the   carrot-and   I   say   frankly 

there  is  every  indication  that  the  others  are 
proceeding  along  that  path;  whether  they 

will  meet  the  three-year  timetable,  I  don't 
know— at  the  end  of  the  three  years  I  think 
we  will  have  a  problem. 

Then  we  come  back  to  a  provincial  Plan- 
ning Act  or  amendments  to  the  Planning 

Act,  which  we  are  thinking  about.  The  Plan- 
ning Act  was  never  designed  for  the  approval 

of  something  as  large  as  a  Metropolitan  To- 
ronto or  even  a  regional  municipality  of 

Niagara  or  Ottawa-Carleton.  That  wasn't  en- 
visaged in  the  Planning  Act.  I'm  hoping  that the  review  of  the  Ontario  Municipal  Roard 

will  take  a  look  at  that  aspect. 

It's  interesting  to  note— I'm  rambling,  and 

I  apologize— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It's  understandable  after  this evening. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  minister  has 

noticed  the  stories  from  the  United  King- 
dom about  the  redevelopment  of  Piccadilly 

Circus. 

The  minister  has  not  yet  decided  whether 
he  will  appoint  an  inquiry  officer;  this  is  a 
matter  of  political  responsibility  rather  than 

the  responsibility  of  a  quasi-judicial  board. 
We  have  to  give  some  thought  to  that. 

Rut  what  do  we  do  if  they  don't  produce 
and  they  haven't  got  a  good  excuse?  I  sup- 

pose ultimately,  under  the  provincial  Plan- 
ning Act  or  by  some  kind  of  amendments  to 

the  Planning  Act,  the  minister  may  impose 

an  official  plan.  Now  that's  pretty  drastic, 
and  I  think  that's  the  reason  we  are  not 

afraid  of  Metropolitan  Toronto,  but  I  don't know  how  we  make  the  deadline  work,  if  I 
can  put  it  that  way. 

Now  having  said  all  that,  I  can  report  to 
the  House  that  my  staff  has  had  discussions 

with  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  board  plan- 
ning staff  and  I  have  had  discussions  with 

the  chairman  of  Metropolitan  Toronto.  I 
propose  to  continue  those  discussions  and 

see  if  we  can't  get  on  with  this  particular 

job,  because  I  regret  that  they  don't  have 
an  approved  plan.  And  I  put  on  the  record 
here  now,  that  if  they  decided  tomorrow  to 

submit  a  plan  to  me  they  have  two  year's work  before  it  could  come  forward  to  me, 
because  the  existing  plan  is  completely  out 

of  date  and  they'd  have  to  go  to  work  to- 
morrow and  start  over  again,  and  I'm  going 

to  urge  them  to  do  that. 

I  want  to  say  one  further  thing  too,  in 

Metropolitan  Toronto  particularly— to  some 
extent  in  the  other  regions,  but  particularly 

in    Metropolitan   Toronto— I    would   have    to 
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say  there  is  some  responsibility  on  the  part 
of  the  province  to  produce  the  provincial 

plan.  I  think  we're  close  enough  to  it  now 
that  they  could  get  started  on  their  plan, 
but  obviously  a  Metropolitan  plan,  a  regional 

plan,  should  fit  into— ideally— a  provincial 
plan.  Nowhere  is  that  more  true  than  in  the 
TCR. 

There  has,  therefore,  been  some  reluctance 
on  the  part  of  my  predecessor  or  myself, 
and  indeed  the  government,  to  impose  a  plan, 
ultimately,  without  the  provincial  guidelines 
or  the  provincial  map,  if  you  will,  being 
as  clear  as  they  might  be.  So  I  put  that  on 
the  record  as  well.  But  essentially  the  dis- 

cussions are  going  on  and  they  will  be 
pursued. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  can  sum 
up  what  the  minister  said  when  he  got  to 

the  point,  we  agree  that  they  haven't  pro- 
duced it,  we  agree  that  there  is  no  excuse— 

although  there  may  recently  have  been  a  bit 

of  justification.  I  think  we're  probably  in 
agreement  as  well  when  the  minister  ques- 

tions the  competence  of  the  municipality  of 
Metropolitan  Toronto  at  the  political  level, 

because  that  is  essentially  what  he  was  say- 
ing. 

Mr.  Mcllveen:  No,  he  wasn't,  no  he 
wasn't. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  was  stating  that  in  the 
other  regional  municipalities  a  carrot  had 
been  put  out.  That  is,  that  they  would  be 
given  powers  to  take  over  certain  powers 
from  the  minister  and  the  OMB. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  I  didn't  ques- 
tion the  competence.  What  I  have  to  say— 

and  my  friend  from  York-Forest  Hill  is 

here— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I'm  sorry— no,  it's 
my  fault.  My  friend  from  York-Forest-Hill 
is  here.  I  do,  at  this  hour  of  the  night,  I  guess 

I  have  to  say- 

Mr.  Martel:  At  this  ridiculous  hour  of  the 

night. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —that  I  wonder  when 
some  politicians  say  they  wish  they  could 
cut  through  the  provincial  bureaucratic  red 
tape  and  be  allowed  to  run  their  own  show. 

I  point  out  that  in  the  other  regions— your 
own  region  is,  in  my  view,  progressing  very 

well.  They're  getting  an  involvement  in  that 
plan   by  means   of  a   questionnaire.   I   think 

they're  trying  very  hard  and  I  think  they'll 
ultimately  come  up  with  a  good  plan. 

I  think  one  of  the  reasons  they  want  to 
do  it  is  a  planning  reason.  The  other  reason 
is  that  they  sincerely  believe  that  having  put 
the  plan  in  front  of  us,  then  the  province  is 
going  to  get  out  of  their  hair  and  turn  over 

planning  decisions  to  them. 

I'm  repeating  myself,  but  when  some  poli- 
ticians say,  "The  province  shouldn't  bother  us 

so  much,  the  Municipal  Board  shouldn't 
bother  us  so  much;  we  should  be  allowed 

to  run  our  own  show,"  the  avenue  is  there  to 
get  on  with  that  particular  job. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  But  it  isn't.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
the  case  of  Metro  Toronto,  which  has  got  a 

population  approaching  two  million,  the  kind 
of  incentive  and  the  kind  of  legislation  has 
not  been  brought  in  that  has  been  brought 
in  the  other  regions.  What  the  minister  is 

saying  is  that  in  the  case  of  Ottawa-Carleton 
or  Sudbury  or  Niagara,  this  has  had  the 
effect  of  having  the  local  politicians  behave 
like  adults  and  not  like  children. 

Now  he  also  says— for  reasons  that  we 
find  difficult  to  understand— that  he  cannot 
envisage  the  sanctions  that  he  could  bring 
in  if  Metro  Toronto  refused  to  live  up  to  a 
legislative  requirement  to  bring  in  an  official 
plan.  We  can  think  of  all  sorts  of  sanctions, 

because  there's  a  tremendous  number  of 
dollars  which,  in  fact,  go  into  that  regional 
municipality,  and  while  they  may  not  be 
directly  related  to  planning,  certainly  a  threat 
to  Metro  Toronto  to  withdraw  its  uncondi- 

tional grants  in  three  or  four  years'  time  if 
they  didn't  show  adequate  progress  toward 
an  official  plan,  I'm  sure  would  be  effective. 

So,  I  don't  understand,  why  you  don't  put 
it  into  the  legislation.  Why  don't  you  just 
say,  "Look,  we  made  the  mistake.  Now 
we're  going  to  give  you  three  years  like 
everybody  else,  and  we  know  from  the  work 

you've  done  that  you  can  do  it  in  that  period 
of  time."  The  provincial  plans  are  there.  Could 
you  not  do  this  as  a  step  in  order  to  ensure 
that  there  is  public  consideration  and  that 
the  thing  comes  up  through  the  channels 
rather  than  letting  this  problem  get  delayed 

again  and  again.  In  two  years'  time  I  pre- 
dict we  will  be  asking  the  same  thing,  at 

precisely  the  same  time  of  the  evening,  at 

precisely  the  same  time  of  the  year  unless 

you  act,  Mr.  Minister. 

Mr.  Henderson:  In  four  years  you  won't 

because  you  won't  be  here. 
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Mr.  Martel:  We'll  be  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  point  is  well 
taken.  Ill  take  them  into  consideration. 

Mr.  Lewis:  111  be  here  in  two  years  and  in 
four  years. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  carries  vote  905. 

Vote  905  agreed  to. 

On  vote  906: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  906,  computer  services 
programme. 

Vote  906  carried. 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  completes  the  study  of 
the  estimates  of  the  Ministry  of  Treasury, 
Economics  and  Intergovernmental  Affairs. 

ESTIMATES,  OFFICE  OF 
PROVINCIAL  AUDITOR 

Mr.  Chairman:  Page  39,  the  Office  of  the 
Provincial  Auditor,  vote  601. 

The  hon.  member  for  Sudbury  East. 

On  vote  601: 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  Mr. 
Chairman,  are  you  bringing  the  office  of  the 
Provincial  Auditor  at  this  time  of  the  night? 
Well,  I  think  we  are  going  to  play  havoc  with 
this  bloody  House  then. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order! 

Mr.  Martel:  Either  you  are  going  to  adjourn 
or  I  am  going  to  move  the  adjournment  of  the 
debate  because  the  foolishness  has  gone  on 
long  enough.  If  you  want  to  play  games  we 
can  play  the  rest  of  the  night.  But  I  move  the 
adjournment  of  the  debate. 

I  move  the  adjournment  of  the  debate. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please,  Mr.  Martel— 
well,  no. 

Mr.  Martel:  All  right,  I  move  that  we  rise 
and  report. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Martel  moves  that  the 
committee  rise  and  report. 

Mr.  Martel:  It  is  now  2:15,  it  is  ridiculous 
what  is  going  on. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Martel:  The  minister  said  that  if  we 

got  through  this  we'd  go. 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

The  committee  divided  on  Mr.  M  artel's 
motion  which  was  defeated  on  the  following 
vote: 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 

"ayes"  are  15,  the  "nays",  41. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  motion 
defeated. 

The  office  of  the  auditor,  vote  601. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  ( Wentworth ) :  Mr.  Chairman, 
on  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  The  member 
for  Wentworth,  on  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  on  a  point 
of  order.  The  House  leader  and  I  spoke  earlier 
this  evening  about  completing  the  business. 
We  agreed  on  this  side  of  the  House,  speak- 

ing for  this  party- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please! 

Mr.  Deans:  What  a  babbling  nonsense  from 
the  back. 

We  agreed  to  sit  at  10  in  the  morning,  to 
sit  through  lunch  period  tomorrow,  to  sit  until 
need  be  to  get  the  business  finished  tomorrow 
evening.  I  think  it  is  totally  unfair  to  begin 
this  estimate  at  this  time,  knowing  full  well 
that  it  is  a  major  debate,  to  take  us  into  the 
early  hours  of  tomorrow  morning,  perhaps 

until  6  or  7  o'clock  in  order  to  complete  it, 
to  start  again  at  10.  I  think  the  House  leader 
has  acted  improperly  in  this  regard  and  I  ask 
him  to  reconsider. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  move  that  the  committee  rise 
and  report. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  I  want 
to  tell  you  something.  I  want  you  to  listen  to 
me,  Mr.  Chairman,  on  a  point  of  order.  All 

right,  I  won't  wave  my  finger  since  it  offends 
people.  I  want  to  tell  you  something.  You  are 
doing  no  more  business  tonight,  and  you  had 
better  understand  that.  There  will  be  no  more 
business  tonight  at  all. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
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Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Now 

get  up  and  be  arrogant  and  intransigent- 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  had  a  good  debate.   It  is 
over.  It  is  now  2:30  a.m.  You  can  send  us 
home  and  we  will  be  back  at  10. 

An  hon.  member:  But  we  want  to  debate 
now. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please! 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  there  was  no  misunderstanding  in  my 

words,  and  I  don't  have  to  put  up  with  that 
kind  of  handwaving  at  me  that  went  on  here 
a  moment  ago. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  say  that  with  all 
respect,  Mr.  Chairman.  The  agreement  was, 
if  I  understand  it  correctly,  that  we  would 
finish  the  estimates  of  the  provincial  Treasurer 

this  evening- 

Mr.  Deans:  Right,  go  ahead! 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  —or  this  morning,  or 
whatever  time.  I  refuse  to  put  this  House  in 

the  position  of  having  to  deal  with  the  bal- 

ance of  the  Treasurer's  estimates,  no  matter 
what  they  are- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please! 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  —tomorrow,  because  I 
know  what  tomorrow  brings  and  I  think— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please! 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  —Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 

that  understanding  was  very  clear.  If  it  wasn't 
clear  there,  it  was  clear  here,  and  I  will 
accept  that.  I  will  accept  that. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
I  submit  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  are 
wasting  time  by  listening  to  this  kind  of 

argument,  as  the  argument  isn't  worth  reply- 
ing to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  601. 

Mr.  Deans  moves  the  committee  rise  and 

report. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  You  can't.  It's  out  of 
order. 

Mr.  Deans:  No?  I  just  did. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please!  According  to 
the  rules  of  the  House  there  has  to  be  an 

item  of  business  completed  before  there  can 
be  another  motion  to  rise  and  report. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Move  it  again. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  move  the  committee  rise  and 

report. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Secre- 
tary for  Resources  Development):  You  are  out 

of  order! 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  cannot  accept  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  challenge  your  ruling. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Your  ruling  has  been  chal- 
lenged. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please,  order. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  challenge  the  ruling  of  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 

Chairman,  I  don't  think  there  is  any  doubt 
about  it  that  when  a  group  of  five  people 
in  a  Legislature  such  as  this,  decide  that  the 
business  is  not  going  to  continue,  that  in  fact 
it  will  not  continue. 

I  know  that  this  probably  offends  the  sensi- 
bility of  the  government,  but  I  would  suggest 

that  you  might  just  as  well  move  that  the 

committee  rise— 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Does  it  offend  your  sensibility? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Frankly,  speaking  for  my 

colleagues,  which  is  a  fairly  small  group  at 
the  moment,  we  are  prepared  to  go  ahead 
with  the  business. 

Mr.  L.  C.  Henderson  (Lambton):  That 
shows  a  bit  of  responsibility,  Bob! 

Mr.  Martel:  Throw  another  fish,  Lome! 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  But  I'm  afraid  that  really 
doesn't  do  anybody  much  good,  friends,  be- 

cause I  would  agree  it  is  improper  to  continue 
with  this  debate  on  an  important  subject  at 
this  time.  But  I  still  do  not  feel  that  five 

members  should  completely  disrupt  the  busi- 
ness of  the  House. 

But  since  it  is  a  point  of  order  I  am  talk- 
ing about,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  simply  bring  to 

your  attention,  sir,  that  with  my  understand- 
ing of  the  rules  it  is  quite  possible  for  a  group 

of  five  members  to  disrupt  the  business,  to 

the  extent  that  I  would  suggest  that  if  any- 
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body  over  there  is   listening,   they  might  as 

well  rise  and  let's  go  home  and  go  to  bed. 
There  is  no  way  you  are  going  to  do  any 

business! 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  have  had  a  challenge  to 
your  ruling,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please!  I  suppose  it 
was  a  ruling- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Of  course  it  was  a  ruling. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Just  let  me  explain  my  re- 
mark. 

According  to  the  rules  of  the  House,  I'm 
just  quoting  them,  when  a  motion  has  been 
defeated  a  similar  motion  cannot  be  placed 
until  there  has  been  another  item  of  business. 

Mr.  A.  Carruthers  (Durham):  So  let's  get on  with  the  business. 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  what  I  was  referring to. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  motion  I 
make  is,  then,  that  I  move  that  the  House 
do  now  adjourn. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  No  way.  Can't  do  that. 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  (Timiskaming):  You 
are  supposed  to  be  intelligent. 

An  hon.  member:  You  are  completely  out 
of  order. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  We  are  in 
committee  of  the  whole,  we  are  not  in  the— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  point  out 
to  you,  on  the  point  of  order:  You  can  rule, 
according  to  the  rules  as  you  read  them,  that 
it  is  out  of  order  to  place  another  motion 
equivalent  to  the  previous  one  without  an 
item  of  business  intervening.  You  have  done 
so;  we  now  challenge  that  ruling. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  is  very  brilliant. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  In  the  context  of  this 
hour,  it  is  insanity. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  we  are  entitled  to  chal- 
lenge your  ruling. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  You  had  your  say, 
now  you  don't  want  to  let  anyone  else  have theirs. 

Mr.  Chairman:  My  ruling,  the  Chairman's 
ruling,  has  been  challenged— 

Mr.  R.  M.  Johnston  (St.  Catharines):  Why, 

you  bunch  of  creeps! 

Mr.  Chairman:   Call  in  the  members! 

Oh,  I'm  sorry— 

Those  in  favour  of  the  Chairman's  ruling 

will  please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion  the  "ayes"  have  it. 

Interjection  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Call  in  the  members;  or 
could  we  take  the  count! 

Order,  please!  Those  in  support  of  the 

Chairman's  ruling  will  please  rise. 
Those  opposed  will  please  rise. 

Mr.  F.  Drea  (Scarborough  Centre): 

Where's  Eddie?  Come  on!  Where  is  he? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order! 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 

"ayes"  are  48;  the  "nays,"  7. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  Chairman's 
ruling  upheld. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  committee 
rise  and  report. 

Mr.  Chairman:  If  we  consider  the  last  little 

episode  as  an  item  of  business— 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:   Right! 

Mr.  Chairman:  —this  motion  would  be  in 
order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  It  was  a  very  impor- 
tant item. 

Mr.  Lewis:  In  fact,  we  challenged  your 
ruling  in  order  to  allow  the  House  leader  to 
doit. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Don't  talk  your  way 
out  of  it.  Don't  make  an  ass  of  yourself.  My motion  stands. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  the  commit- 
tee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Secretary 
for  Justice):   Pure  obstruction. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  What 
do  you  call  this  conduct  at  2:30  in  the  morn- 
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ing?  The  minister  is  preoccupied.  I  leave  the 
thought  with  you. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  For  once 
you  voted  with  a  clear  conscience. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  supply  begs  to  report  certain  resolutions 
and  asks  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Where  is  Eddie? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  ( Minister  of  Consumer 

and  Commercial  Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  be- 
fore I  move  adjournment  of  the  House  I 

would  like  to  say  that  tomorrow  we  will  deal 
with  the  order  paper— 

An  hon.  member:  Today. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Com- 
pletely! 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Mr. 
Speaker,  if  I  may  before  we  rise,  I  would 
like  to  apologize  to  the  House  leader  and  to 
the  House  for  what  may  have  seemed  an 
intemperate  outburst  on  my  part. 

Mr.  L.  C.  Henderson  (Lambton):  Stupid! 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  can  assure  the  minister  that 
we  will  attempt  to  facilitate  the  business  as 
quickly  as  possible  tomorrow  in  the  hope  that 
we  achieve  this  adjournment  hour.  We  are 
more  likely  to  do  that  I  think,  tomorrow 
than  we  are  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Thank  you. 

Hon.  L.  Bernier  (Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources). Very  good. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  2:45  o'clock,  a.m. 



CONTENTS 

Wednesday,  June  28,  1972 

Estimates,    Ministry    of    Treasury,    Economics    and    Intergovernmental    Affairs,    Mr. 
McKeough,  concluded         4459 

Estimates,  Office  of  Provincial  Auditor,  Mr.  McKeough        4532 

Motion  to  adjourn,  Mr.  Winkler,  agreed  to        4535 



No.  109 

ONTARIO 

legislature  of  Ontario 

OFFICIAL  REPORT  —  DAILY  EDITION 

Second  Session  of  the  Twenty-Ninth  Legislature 

Thursday,  June  29,  1972 
Morning  and  Afternoon  Session 

Speaker:  Honourable  Allan  Edward  Reuter 

Clerk:  Roderick  Lewis,  QC 

THE  QUEEN'S  PRINTER  AND  PUBLISHER 
TORONTO 

1972 10 

Price  per  session,  $10.00.  Address,  Clerk  of  the  House,  Parliament  Bldgs.,  Toronto 



CONTENTS 

(Daily  index  of  proceedings  appears  at  back  of  this  issue.) 



4539 

LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 

The  House  met  at  10  o'clock,  a.m. 
Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Statements  by  the  ministry. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  On  a  point 
of  privilege,  Mr.  Speaker.  The  privilege  I 
refer  to,  which  has  been  breached,  is  the 
privilege  and  right  and  duty  of  members  of 
this  House  to  be  allowed  to  visit  prisoners 

of  provincial  institutions.  In  this  case  I'm referring  to  the  jails. 

Sir,  I  thought  this  issue  had  been  decided 
in  our  last  Legislature,  where  it  was  argued 
over  ad  infinitum  until  it  appeared  the  prob- 

lems had  been  solved. 

Sir,  I  receive  some  dozen  requests  every 
week  from  prisoners  that  I  visit  them,  and 
often  with  complaints,  many  of  which  are 
not  well-founded,  but  a  few  of  which  are. 
And,  because  there  are  so  many  jails  in  this 
province  and  because  there  are  so  many 
prisoners,  I  have  hired  a  staff  who,  on  my 
behalf,  visit  the  jails  and  interview  any 

prisoners  who've  written  to  us. 
This  has  worked  very  well,  sir,  up  until 

yesterday.  I  haven't  brought  any  of  these 
cases  to  the  public,  nor  have  I  brought  them 
to  the  Legislature,  because  the  minister  has 
been  very  co-operative  and  has  been  willing 
to  look  into  and  correct  errors  or  ill  treat- 
ment. 

Sir,  last  week  I  received  a  letter  from 
one  Douglas  Parris,  who  had  been  involved 
in  an  altercation  with  a  jail  guard  and  who 
claimed  that  his  life  was  in  danger  from  the 
guards.  On  Tuesday  we  phoned  the  governor 
of  the  jail  and  told  him  that  someone  from 
my  staff  would  be  down  to  interview  Mr. 
Parris,  and  he  said  that  would  be  fine. 

Yesterday,  sir,  when  my  assistant  arrived 
at  the  jail  he  was  refused  admission  and  was 
told  that  neither  he  nor  anyone  else  from 
my  staff  would  be  allowed  to  see  Mr.  Parris 
on  instructions  of  the  Deputy  Minister  of 
Correctional  Services. 

I  don't  know  why  this  man  has  been  sealed 
off  or  why  we  have  this  sudden  change  in 
plans,  but  I  suggest  to  you,  sir,  that  this  is 
a  breach  of  privilege.  It  is  not  possible  for 
one  member  to  travel  all  over  the  province 
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and  visit  all  the  prisoners  who  wish  to  see 
him,  and  when  someone  is  delegated  on  his 
behalf  to  do  an  interview  there  is  no  reason 

why  any  prisoner  should  be  refused  access 
to  his  elected  representative  or  to  his  elected 

representative's   representative. 
I  ask  you  to  intervene  with  the  Minister 

of  Correctional  Services  (Mr.  Apps)  to  see 
that  this  man  is  allowed  access  to  visitors, 
that  whatever  his  complaint  we  at  least  be 
allowed  to  hear  it  and  that  a  similar  incident 

doesn't  occur  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I'll  be  glad  to  take  the  mat- ter under  advisement  and  determine  whether 
or  not  in  fact  any  parliamentary  privilege  has 
been  breached. 

CORPORATIONS  TAX  BILL 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 

It's  a  hell  of  a  morning  for  a  long  statement. 
Mr.  Speaker,  in  accordance  with  the  bud- 

get speech  presented  by  the  Treasurer  (Mr. 
McKeough)  on  March  28,  1972,  today  I  will 
be  introducing  a  bill  to  replace  the  Corpora- 

tions Tax  Act,  1970,  and  amendments.  The 
bill  is  to  be  cited  as  the  Corporations  Tax 
Act,  1972. 

This  bill,  in  accordance  with  the  stated 
intention  of  the  Ontario  government,  will 
parallel  federal  changes  affecting  corpora- 

tions with  some  exceptions.  I  refer  the  hon. 

members  to  the  Treasurer's  statement  from 
page  7  of  the  1972  Ontario  budget. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  taking  this  oppor- 
tunity of  completely  rewriting  the  Corpora- 

tions Tax  Act.  The  last  major  revision  of 

this  type  was  15  years  ago.  The  new  On- 
tario Act  follows  the  format  of  the  revised 

Income  Tax  Act  (Canada).  It  is  noted  that 
further  federal  amendments  are  already 
forthcoming,  and  no  doubt  more  amendments 
will  be  made  in  the  near  future. 

To  facilitate  the  future  paralleling  of  fed- 
eral amendments,  if  they  are  to  be  paralleled, 

and  to  make  it  easier  for  the  taxpaying  pub- 
lic to  use  the  new  Ontario  Act  and  relate 

the  federal  provisions  with  corresponding  On- 
tario provisions,  it  was  felt  that  a  rewriting 

of  the  Ontario  Act  was  highly  desirable. 
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The  bill,  in  its  application,  is  retroactive 
to  Jan.  1,  1972,  to  coincide  with  the  applica- 

tion of  the  new  federal  legislation.  The  fed- 
eral government  in  its  budget  of  May  8, 

1972,  announced,  by  way  of  resolutions,  cer- 
tain amendments  to  the  federal  legislation. 

These  amendments  are  not  yet  law. 

Because  of  the  retroactivity  of  the  On- 
tario legislation  and  because  of  the  further 

amendments  which  will  have  to  be  made 
to  continue  paralleling  federal  legislation, 
the  bill  is  being  presented  for  first  reading 
in  this  session  of  the  Legislature  to  make  the 

public  aware  of  Ontario's  legislative  intention. 
As  mentioned  earlier,  the  new  Act  con- 

tained in  this  bill  will  replace  the  provisions 
of  the  Corporations  Tax  Act,  1970,  with 
amendments.  The  provisions  of  the  new  Act 
regarding  the  computation  of  taxable  income 
will,  with  certain  exceptions,  parallel  the 
provisions  of  the  Income  Tax  Act  (Canada), 
as  amended,  for  fiscal  years  ending  in  1972. 
The  notable  exceptions  are  those  provisions 
dealing  with  mining  and  petroleum  corpora- 

tions and  international  income. 

For  Ontario  purposes,  the  new  Act  con- 
tinues to  provide  for  an  income  tax  on  cor- 

porations at  12  per  cent  of  their  total  taxable 
income  and  continues  to  permit  a  deduction 
from  tax  of  a  specified  portion  thereof  in 
cases  where  a  corporation  has  a  permanent 
establishment  outside  of  Ontario. 

In  addition,  however,  in  line  with  federal 
legislation,  the  new  Act  provides  that  where 
a  corporation  which  is  a  non-resident  of 
Canada  disposes  of  taxable  Canadian  prop- 

erty, the  taxable  capital  gain  arising  from  the 
disposal  will  form  part  of  its  taxable  income. 

The  description  of  taxable  income,  which 
includes  taxable  capital  gains  for  the  first 
time,  is  calculated  in  the  same  manner  in  the 
new  Act  as  it  is  under  the  Income  Tax  Act 

(Canada)  1972,  with  the  exception  of  pro- 
visions relating  to  mining  and  gas  and  oil 

corporations  and  provisions  relating  to  inter- 
national income.  Taxable  capital  gains  and 

allowable  capital  losses  from  the  disposition 
of  property  are  to  be  taken  into  account  in 

the  computation  of  income.  A  corporation's 
taxable  capital  gain  for  a  taxation  year  from 
the  disposition  of  property  is  one-half  of  the 
capital  gain  for  the  year  from  the  disposition 
of  that  property  and  an  allowable  capital  loss 
is  one-half  of  the  capital  loss. 

In  general,  the  federal  provisions  dealing 
with  mining  and  petroleum  companies  which 
have  not  been  paralleled  are: 

(a)  Earned  depletion  principle  has  not  been 

adopted  but,  rather,  the  automatic  depletion 
continues  in  the  new  Act  as  in  the  former. 

(b)  Foreign  exploration  and  development 
expenditures  are  not  allowed  as  a  write-off 
against  any  income  in  the  new  Act. 

(c)  The  three-year  exemption  from  income 
tax  for  new  mines  continues  in  the  new  Act 
as  provided  for  in  the  former  Act. 

(d)  The  fast  write-off  of  a  new  class  of 
depreciable  assets  acquired  after  Nov.  7, 
1969,  has  not  been  adopted  in  the  new  Act. 

(e)  The  new  Act  continues  to  allow  the 
deduction  from  income  of  provincial  mining 
taxes.  Federal  legislation  after  1976  will  no 
longer  permit  such  a  deduction. 

In  its  new  Act,  however,  Ontario  will  adopt 
the  general  capital  gains  tax  principle  that 
gains  on  disposal  of  foreign-resource  proper- 

ties be  included  in  income.  Federal  provisions, 
other  than  those  mentioned  above,  as  they 
affect  mining  and  petroleum,  have  been 
adopted  by  Ontario. 

The  regulations  to  be  made  under  the  new 
Act  pertaining  to  mining  and  gas  and  oil 
corporations  will  provide  for  the  continuation 
of  the  deduction  of  exploration  and  develop- 

ment expenses  incurred  up  to  the  end  of  1971 
in  the  same  manner  as  under  the  former 
Income  Tax  Act  (Canada)  as  reflected  in  the 
transitional  provisions  of  the  new  Income  Tax 
Act  (Canada).  Such  expenditures  incurred 
after  1971,  with  the  exception  of  foreign 
exploration  and  development  expenses,  will  be 
deductible  in  the  same  manner  as  under  the 
new  Income  Tax  Act  (Canada). 

These  regulations  will  also  provide  for  the 
continuation  of  the  allowance— commonly  re- 

ferred to  as  depletion— in  respect  of  an  oil  or 
gas  well,  mine  or  timber  limit.  The  deduc- 

tions in  allowances  are  the  same  as  the 
federal  authorities  have  indicated  will  be 
allowable  to  the  end  of  1976. 

The  transitional  rules  contained  in  the  new 
Income  Tax  Act  (Canada)  are  lengthy  and 
complex.  These  transitional  provisions  have 
not  been  reproduced  in  detail  by  Ontario  in 
the  new  Act.  A  short-form  transitional  section 
is  contained  in  the  new  Act  which  provides 
that  the  federal  transitional  provisions  shall, 
where  applicable,  be  deemed  to  apply  to 
fiscal  years  ended  in  1972  and  subsequent 
fiscal  years. 

The  apparent  intention  of  the  federal  legis- 
lation is  to  levy  income  taxes  on  corporations 

with  respect  to  the  accrual  of  property  income 
of  foreign  affiliates,  sometimes  referred  to  as 

"passive  income".  Such  foreign-source  in- 
come will,  under  the  new  federal  law,  now 
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be  taxed  in  the  hands  of  Canadian  corpora- 
tions before  it  is  received  by  them. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Who 
wound  the  minister  up  this  morning? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  never  went  to  bed. 

These  federal  provisions  have  not  been  paral- 
leled by  Ontario.  Apart  from  the  paralleling 

of  federal  provisions  in  the  description  of  tax- 
able income- 

Mr.  Shulman:  Nobody  asked  the  minister 
any  questions  on  this. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —some  changes  have 
been  made  to  the  Ontario  provisions  dealing 
with  special  taxes  as  follows:  The  new  Act 
continues  to  provide  a  tax  of  two  per  cent 
calculated  on  all  gross  insurance  premiums. 
In  addition,  however,  there  is  a  tax  of  half  of 
one  per  cent  calculated  on  the  gross  insurance 
premiums  with  respect  to  the  class  of  insur- 

ance defined  in  the  Insurance  Act  and  its 

regulations  as  the  property  class.  This  addi- 
tional premium  tax  replaces  the  former  levy 

on  fire  insurance  premiums  under  the  Fire 
Marshals  Act  and  is  in  accordance  with  the 

Treasurer's  budget  statement  of  March  28, 1972. 

The  new  Act  continues  to  provide  for  a 
tax  measured  with  respect  to  paid-up  capital 
at  one-tenth  of  one  per  cent  and  special 
capital  taxes  on  banks,  railways,  telegraph 
companies,  sleeping,  dining  and  parlour  cars 
at  the  rates  applied  under  the  former  Act. 
In  addition,  the  definition  of  paid-up  capital 
has  been  broadened  to  include  shareholders' 
loans,  even  though  unsecured,  and  the  former 

wording,  "excluding  a  bank  loan,"  has  been 
clarified  so  that  the  exclusion  from  paid-up 
capital  applies  only  to  that  part  of  the  bank 
loan  which  is  of  a  non-capital  nature.  Also, 
for  the  purposes  of  calculating  an  investment 
allowance  as  a  reduction  in  calculating  tax- 

able paid-up  capital,  the  investments  may  be 
valued  at  written-up  value  rather  than  at 
cost.  This,  for  example,  reduces  the  capital 
tax  for  holding  companies  which  reflect  in 
their  books  and  records  the  undistributed 
profits  of  subsidiaries,  and  avoids,  to  a  large 
extent,  the  possibilities  of  inequities  in  the 
application  of  the  tax. 

The  new  Act  also  makes  provision  for  the 
proration  of  capital  tax  where  corporations 
either  lose  their  exemption  from  tax  or  be- 

come subject  to  tax  at  some  time  during  a 
taxation  year.  It  also  provides  that,  in  com- 

puting taxable  paid-up  capital,  no  reduction 
may  be  made  with  respect  to  any  transaction 

that,  if  permitted,  would  unduly  or  artificially 
reduce  the  taxable  paid-up  capital. 

These  changes  to  the  capital  tax  provisions 

are  also  in  accordance  with  the  Treasurer's 
budget  statement  of  March  28,  1972. 

The  new  Act  continues— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 

We're  on  page  2,  aren't  we?  Is  the  minister 
on  page  2? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  new  Act  continues 
with  the  same  administrative  sections  of  the 
former  Act,  with  a  few  exceptions.  Changes 
to  the  interest  provisions  are  being  made  in 
the  new  Act  as  follows: 

1.  To  allow  credit  interest  at  seven  per  cent 
per  annum  on  overpayments,  where  the  min- 

istry is  required  to  claim  a  lien,  from  the  date 
the  payment  was  made;  as  opposed  to  the 
former  Act,  which  allowed  four  per  cent 
credit  interest  and  only  from  the  latest  of  the 
date  the  overpayment  arose,  or  the  tax  return 
was  due  to  be  filed  or  was  actually  filed. 

2.  To  allow  for  credit  interest  on  overpaid 
instalments  of  tax;  and 

3.  To  limit  the  application  of  interest 
charges  for  unpaid  taxes  on  reassessment  to 
the  net  increase  in  taxes  assessed,  eliminating, 

except  in  certain  cases,  interest  charges  re- 
sulting from  a  recalculation  of  possible  de- 

ficiencies in  instalments  of  tax  for  those  years 
affected  by  the  reassessment. 

In  addition,  minor  amendments  are  made 
to  the  lien  provisions  in  the  new  Act  to  make 
all  taxes,  interest,  penalties,  costs  and  other 
amounts  imposed  by  the  Act  a  first  lien  and 
charge  on  property  rather  than  amounts  pay- 

able by  the  Act,  and  to  remove  the  reference 
to  a  mine  as  an  exception  because  of  the 
implications  of  a  capital  gains  tax  with  respect 
to  mining  properties  owned  by  non-residents. 

An  amendment  has  also  been  made  to  the 
provision  which  deals  with  the  disposition  of 
security,  that  is,  a  mortgage  assumed  by  a 
corporation  as  a  result  of  a  sale  of  property. 
The  new  Act,  in  addition  to  the  requirements 
contained  in  the  former  Act,  now  requires  that 
the  written  consent  of  the  minister  be  obtain- 

ed before  a  corporation  disposes  of  such 
security. 

The  five  per  cent  investment  tax  credit  with 
respect  to  the  acquisition  of  machinery  and 
equipment  will  continue  under  the  new  Act 
in  the  same  manner  as  provided  for  in  the 
former  Act.  The  rate  of  income  tax  for  On- 

tario remains  at  12  per  cent,  with  no  reduc- 
tion corresponding  to  the  seven  per  cent  re- 



4542 ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 

duction   of   income   taxes    otherwise   payable 
under  the  Income  Tax  Act  (Canada)  for  1972. 

I  am  sure  that  is  crystal  clear  for  all  of 
the  hon.  members.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  apologize 
for  the  length  of  this  statement,  particularly 
on  such  a  morning,  but  I  am  sure  you  and  the 
hon.  members  will  appreciate  the  necessity  for 
making  this  explanation  of  this  bill  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  A.  G.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  We  are  im- 

pressed by  the  minister's  enthusiasm. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  congratulate  the  minister 
for  allowing  everybody  to  wake  up  while  he 
read  the  statement. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  The  minis- 
ter is   becoming   very   statesmanlike. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Ask  him  what  he  meant. 

OFFTRACK  BETTING 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I'd  like  to  ask  the  Pro- 
vincial Secretary  for  Justice  if  he  has  had 

any  information  about  the  bill  introduced  in 
the  federal  Parliament  yesterday,  having  to 
do  with  the  regulation  of  offtrack  betting? 
Is  it  correct  what  we  read:  That  it  does  not 

grant  any  province  an  exclusive  monopoly 
of  offtrack  betting,  and  would  allow  a  mes- 

senger-service style  of  betting  in  this  prov- 
ince? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Secretary 
for  Justice):  Only  after  we  contacted  some 
of  the  officials  of  the  federal  Department  of 
Justice  late  yesterday  did  we  get  any  under- 

taking at  all  that  they  would  be  sending 
down  actual  copies  of  the  bill  by  Her 

Majesty's  royal  mail  last  night.  They  have 
not  been  received  in  my  office  as  yet,  but 
my  understanding  is  that  the  bill  falls  woe- 

fully short  of  our  expectations  in  a  number 
of  fields.  One  of  them  is  that  ultimate  con- 

trol and  supervision  of  the  whole  betting 
machinery  would  still  rest  in  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  at  Ottawa. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  Would 
it  be  possible,  in  the  case  where  the  federal 
legislation  allows  competitive  messenger 
service  in  this  province,  for  provincial  legis- 

lation to  be  put  forward  to  establish  a 
government  monopoly  in  this  enterprise? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  My  belief  at  the 
moment  is  that  it  would  not  be  possible  for 

us  in  the  provincial  jurisdiction  to  take  uni- 
lateral action  by  legislation  or  regulation, 

in  effect  to  wipe  out  the  competition  from 
the  messenger  services.  However,  we  are 

eagerly  awaiting  the  actual  terms  of  the  bill. 
In  any  event,  I  understand  that  it  is  not  the 

federal  government's  intention  to  push  the 
bill  through  in  the  remaining  two  days  of 
their  session  at  Ottawa.  They  are  looking 
for  comment  and  reactions  and  certainly  they 

are  going  to  get  it  from  us. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 

Minister  of  the  Environment- 

Mr.  Roy:   Supplementary. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Oh,  sorry. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  understand  the  provincial  sec- 
retary made  some  comments  on  the  bill 

yesterday  to  the  press.  Is  he  saying  that  he 
gave  his  views  on  the  bill  without  actually 
having  read  the  provisions  as  such, 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Yes,  that  is  true.  I 

cautioned  anybody  who  wanted  to  listen  to 
me,  the  same  way  as  I  just  did  to  the  House 
right  now,  that  we  have  not  seen  the  actual 
terms  of  the  bill.  We  have  had  it  read  to  us 

over  the  phone,  but  there  was  absolutely  no 
warning  or  no  advance  consultation  with  us 

on  the  part  of  the  federal  government  re- 
specting the  actual  terms  or  wording  of  the 

bill.  In  anything  I  said  yesterday,  and  any- 
thing I  say  to  the  House  here  this  morning, 

I  give  the  advance  caution  that  it  is  on  the 
basis  of  my  belief  of  what  is  in  that  bill, 
and  certainly  it  is  not  on  the  basis  of  what 
we  have  actually  seen  as  yet. 

Mr.  Roy:  Just  one  further  supplementary 
on  this,  Mr.  Speaker:  I  understand  from  the 
policy  secretary  as  well  that  there  was  very 
little  consultation  by  the  federal  government 
with  the  province  prior  to  the  presentation 

of  the  bill.  Does  he  have  any  plans,  upon  re- 
ceiving the  drafts  that  were  presented  to  the 

House,  of  submitting  the  provincial  point  of 
view  in  relation  to  this  legislation, 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Very  much  so. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 

Opposition. 

AIR  POLLUTION  STANDARDS 

Mr.   R.   F.   Nixon:    I  have   a  question   of 
the  Minister  of  the  Environment.  Would  he 
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care  to  tell  the  House  what  would  lead  Prof. 

Linsky  of  the  University  of  West  Virginia 
to  indicate  to  the  recent  air  pollution  con- 

ference concluded  in  Toronto,  I  think  just 
yesterday,  that  in  his  belief  this  ministry 
was  subjected  to  pressure  to  announce  that  it 
did  not  support  the  federal  air  pollution 
standards  with  regard  to  automobile  exhaust? 

Hon.  J.  A.  C.  Auld  (Minister  of  the  En- 

vironment): Mr.  Speaker.  I  don't  know  what 
led  him  to  say  that,  because  as  I  mentioned 
to  the  press  last  night,  there  have  been  no 
representations  made  to  me  since  I  have  been 
minister  of  this  ministry.  My  comments  are 
basically  what  I  think  I  mentioned  in  the 
House  yesterday  afternoon  in  reply  to  a 
question  about  the  proposed  federal  regula- 

tions for  1975. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  Is  the 
minister  prepared  to  state  to  the  House  that 
he  has  had  no  submissions  from  the  auto- 

mobile industry  that  would  tend  to  weaken 
his  support  for  the  air  pollution  standards 
federally? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I  have  had  absolutely 

none.  As  far  as  I  can  ascertain,  I  don't  think 
my  predecessor  had. 

CAMBRIAN  STATIONERS  LTD. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
question  of  the  policy  minister  for  Justice. 
Is  the  Attorney  General  (Mr.  Bales),  or  any 
of  the  Justice  emanations,  considering  charges 
that  might  be  laid  against  any  corporation  or 
individual  with  regard  to  the  report  from  the 
public  accounts  committee  dealing  with 
Cambrian  Stationers  Ltd.? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  111 
have  to  take  that  as  notice  on  behalf  of  the 
Attorney  General  and  ask  him  if  it  will  be 
possible,  either  later  today  or  tomorrow,  if 
there  is  a  question  period,  to  take  the  matter 
as  notice  to  give  an  answer  tomorrow. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe 
this  should  be  put  forward  as  a  point  of 
order,  rather  than  as  a  question.  I  would  ask 
you  that  if  you  agree  with  the  opinions  stated 
by  the  Clerk  of  the  legislative  assembly  in  a 
letter  published  this  morning  in  the  Globe  and 

Mail,  which  states  as  follows:  "The  article 
published  in  the  Globe  and  Mail  Tuesday, 
June  27  by  Jonathan  Manthorpe  constitutes 
a  serious  breach  of  parliamentary  privilege  in 

that  the  report  has  not  yet  been  presented  to 

the  House." 
Mr.  Speaker:  I  must  say  to  the  hon.  Leader 

of  the  Opposition  that  I  have  not  read  the 
letter.  I  wasn't  aware,  in  fact,  that  it  was  in 
the  Globe  and  Mail,  although  I  do  say  that  I 
knew  such  a  letter  had  been  directed  to  the 

Globe  and  Mail.  I'm  generally  aware  of  the contents  of  that  letter. 

At  this  moment,  the  only  thing  I  would 
say  would  be  to  refer  the  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  and  the  members  of  the  House  to 
a  recent  ruling  that  I  had  made  regarding  the 
exclusion  of  the  press  from  committee  meet- 

ings, in  which  I  pointed  out  that  committee 
meetings  at  which  committees  of  this  House 
were  preparing  their  reports,  certainly,  should 
be  held  in  camera,  because  it  would  be  emi- 

nently improper  for  the  press  and  the  public 

to  be  aware  of  the  content  of  a  committee's 
report  prior  to  the  report  being  released  to 
the  Legislature  for  its  consideration. 

Of  course,  on  the  surface  of  this,  it  does 
appear  that  the  content  of  the  report  of  one 
of  the  committees  of  the  Legislature  was  in 
some  manner  available  to  the  press  and,  in 
fact,  was  published  before  the  members  of 

this  Legislature  were— 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  That 

happens  with  every  report.  It's  always  pub- 
lished before  it's  tabled. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I'm  not  in  any  way  going  to 
enter  into  a  debate  on  that  matter.  I'm  just 
pointing  out  to  the  House  the  knowledge  I 
have  of  the  situation.  As  to  whether  or  not 
the  incident  constitutes  a  breach  of  privilege 
or  whatever,  as  set  forth  in  the  letter,  I  would 
have  to  take  that  under  advisement  and  study 
it  to  satisfy  myself  just  exactly  what  happened 
and,  in  fact,  what  breach  there  was  and  to 
find  some  authority  for  such  a  situation.  Until 

I'm  able  to  do  that,  I  would  not  want  to  rule 
on  the  direct  question  from  the  hon.  Leader 
of  the  Opposition. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Just  as  a  point  of  order, 
with  your  permission,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
urge  that  you  do  give  it  early  consideration, 
since  this  matter  crops  up  fairly  regularly.  I 

think  that  you,  sir,  as  Speaker,  should  estab- 
lish beyond  any  question  that  the  action  of 

the  reporter  and  the  action  of  the  publisher 
in  printing  the  matter  do  not  constitute  a 
breach  of  privilege.  The  breach  of  privilege— 
and  a  most  serious  one  it  is  indeed— was  that 
entered  into  by  the  individual  who  allowed 
the  information  to  escape  from  the  in  camera 
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hearings  of  the  committee  itself.  I  think  that       the  House  as  to  what  the  situation  is  as  far 
is  where  the  serious  blame  must  lie.  as  I  can  see  it. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Mr.  Speaker, 
further  to  that  point  of  order,  it  seems  to  me 
that  the  letter  of  the  Clerk  is  doing  exactly 
what  the  Clerk  was  accusing  the  press  of 
doing.  The  Clerk  of  the  Legislature  has  taken 

upon  himself  to  decide  whether  or  not— and 
in  this  case  has  decided  on  his  own  hook,  so 

to  speak— what  did  take  place  was,  in  fact, 
a  breach  of  privilege.  It  was  my  understand- 

ing, and  is  my  understanding,  of  the  rules  of 
the  House  that  the  House  and  the  Speaker 
are  the  ones  who  decide  what  is  a  breach  of 

privilege  or  what  constitutes  a  serious  breach 
of  parliamentary  privilege. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Surely  the  clerk  has  a  right  to 
an  opinion? 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Samia):  He  has  a 
right,  absolutely. 

Mr.  Reid:  It  seems  to  me,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
the  Clerk,  as  I  say,  has  done  exactly  what  he 
accused  the  Globe  and  Mail  of  doing.  I  would 
like  to  hear  your  words  on  this,  because  this 
case  has  been  prejudged  by  the  Clerk.  The 
ruling  should  have  oome  from  you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Of  course,  there  was  no 
ruling  required  in  the  circumstances.  When 
the  matter  first  was  brought  to  the  attention 
of  the  House,  I  believe  I  informed  the  hon. 
member  who  raised  the  point  that  I  would 
take  the  matter  under  advisement  and  at- 

tempt to  determine  what  had  happened 
before  I  would  make  any  further  ruling  at 
all. 

We  hear  lots  of  rumours;  we  hear  dis- 
cussions taking  place.  I  have  not  yet  had 

time  to  delve  into  any  of  the  circumstances. 

I'm  not  aware  of  the  facts.  I'm  not  aware 
of  whether  a  member  of  the  committee  re- 

leased the  report.  I  just  don't  know  any  more than  the  members  of  the  House  know  about 

it.  As  for  the  Clerk's  writing  to  the  Globe and  Mail  and  as  to  whether  or  not  he  should 

have  done  so,  certainly  the  Clerk  is  the 
adviser  to  the  Speaker  and,  indirectly  in  that 
manner  to  the  House,  as  to  the  propriety 
of  the  actions  and  those  matters  which  re- 

quire research  and  which  are  not  set  forth  in 
the  standing  orders.  The  Clerk  is  the  chief 
adviser  to  the  Speaker. 

Mr.  Reid:  He  is  not  the  spokesman. 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  may  or  may  not  be,  and 

I'm  not  prepared  to  say  that  it  should  or 
should  not  be.  I  will  certainly  discuss  it  with 
the  Clerk  and  look  into  the  matter  and  inform 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  May  I  speak  to  the  point 
of  order  briefly?  I  do  not  wish  to  continue 

it  unduly,  but  the  key  words,  of  course— and 
the  difficulty  from  which  I  suggest  most 

respectfully  you  must  extricate  yourself— are 
that  the  Clerk  is  one  of  your  chief  advisers. 
May  I,  most  respectfully,  suggest  to  you 
that  in  evaluating,  as  you  will  in  your  ruling, 

the  privileges  of  any  member  of  this  Legisla- 
ture now  or  any  member  of  the  press  gallery, 

you  not  take  the  advice  of  the  Clerk  of  this 
House?  He  has  every  right  to  write  a  letter, 

but  I  suggest  to  you  in  the  circumstances 
that  his  letter  now  disentitles  him  to  advise 

you  on  the  matter. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  you,  if 
you  do  rule,  to  rule  with  extraordinary 
latitude.  I  cannot  imagine  how  the  press, 
writing  of  a  report  in  advance,  is  in  breach. 

The  press  has  done  this  from  time  im- 
memorial. If  there  is  any  breach  in  the  sense 

that  there  are  leaks— I  mean,  if  there's  a 
leaky  dike  over  there,  then  put  the  member 

for  Renfrew  South's  finger  in  it  and  it  won't 
happen  again.  If  the  government  wants— 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  What  if  the 
leak  were  over  there? 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  presume  that  was  the  only 

copy,  but  I— 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  I'm  saying,  Mr.  Speaker, 
is  that  if  the  government  wish  to  pursue 
what  they  consider  to  be  a  violation  of  trust 
within  the  civil  service  or  within  the  mem- 

bership of  the  House  or  elsewhere,  they  have 
the  capacity  to  initiate  such  an  inquiry.  It 
is  not  up  to  the  Speaker,  I  think,  to  decide 

that  the  press,  at  any  time,  has  pre-empted 
rights  of  this  type.  The  press  does  that  all 
the  time  and  must  have  that  right. 

Mr.  Shulman:  It's  called  free  speech. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Of  course,  as  I  have  said 
already  to  the  hon.  members,  I  will  look 
into  the  matter.  I  assure  the  hon.  members 

that  I  have  great  respect  for  our  Clerk  and 
I  certainly  will  accept  his  advice. 

Does  the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
have  further  questions? 

Mr.   Bullbrook:   That  flies  in  the  face  of 

justice  if  I  ever  saw- 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 
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WORKS  PROGRAMME 
IN  SOUTHAMPTON 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  to  tie  up  a  loose 
end  of  a  few  hours  ago  with  the  Premier, 
if  I  may,  sir.  A  question  of  the  Premier: 

Since  the  Treasurer  deferred  to  the  Premier's 
statement  of  yesterday  when  we  debated  the 
Southampton  issue  earlier  this  morning,  may 
I  ask  the  Premier  whether,  given  the  fact 
that  misinformation  was  conveyed  on  June 
14  and  corrected  on  June  20— which  misin- 

formation involved  the  expenditure  of  addi- 
tional moneys  in  this  one  municipal  case- 

would  he,  in  the  name  of  equity,  simply 
provide  Southampton  with  the  amount  in- 

volved, which  is  simply  an  amount  of  $1,200 
and  sets  no  precedent  for  any  other  mu- 

nicipality since  this  was  a  unique  and  spe- 
cial instance? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it 
would  be  an  over-simplification  to  say  that 
it  was  a  unique  situation;  it  was  as  it  related 

to  this  particular  incident.  I  think  it's  also fair  to  state  that  there  have  been  and  perhaps 
will  be  again  other  occasions  when,  with 
the  size  of  government  the  way  it  is,  either 
misinformation  or  mistakes  will  be  made  by 
a  civil  servant  from  time  to  time. 

When  one  talks  about  equity,  one  must 
recognize  the  position  of  many  other  munici- 

palities who  would  like  to  have  had  the 
extension  go  beyond  June  17.  While  I  am 

personally— and  I'm  sure  the  Treasurer  is— 
very  sympathetic  to  the  situation  in  South- 

ampton, certainly  I  would  be  quite  prepared 
to  discuss  it  with  their  council.  As  far  as 

equity  is  concerned  I  think  the  decision  that 
has  been  made  has  to  be  maintained. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Does  the  Premier  know  of  any 
other  municipality  which  was  informed  by  its 
member,  after  receiving  the  information  from 

the  Treasurer's  department,  that  the  date would  be  extended  in  its  case? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't 
know  of  a  case  where,  say,  a  member  has 
been  involved.  Of  course,  this  is  always  re- 

grettable, because  a  member  of  the  Legis- 
lature- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  There  is  another  case? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —has  a  responsibility  to 
his  constituents.  At  the  same  time,  Mr. 

Speaker,  if  we're  talking  about  a  matter  of 
policy  or  principle  whether  a  member  has 

or  has  not  been  involved  doesn't  really  come 
into  the  essence  of  it.  There  could  be  oc- 

casions where  a  civil  servant,  unknowingly 
or  mistakenly,  could  give  misinformation  to 
a  municipality,  or  an  individual,  or  to  a 
minister  even  quite  inadvertently,  which 
could  lead  to  a  situation  where  a  munici- 

pality, a  person,  a  group,  or  a  corporation 

might  say,  "In  equity,  we  need  special  treat- 

ment." 

As  I  say,  I  personally  am  quite  sym- 
pathetic to  the  situation,  but  one  has  to  look 

at  it  from  the  standpoint  of  all  of  the 
municipalities  and  as  a  matter  of  government 

policy. 
If  one  is  looking  at  equity,  I  think  one 

could  argue  that  equity  would  indicate  that 
while  we  feel  sympathetic  and  we  feel  it  is 
most  unfortunate,  it  would  not  be  equitable 
to  make  an  exception. 

WINTER  WORKS  PROGRAMMES 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  further  ques- 
tion of  the  Premier. 

Can  he  announce  to  the  House  now  his 

plans  for  winter  works  programmes?  We  will 
not  be  meeting  again  until  the  fall  and 
it  would  be  nice  to  avoid  another  South- 

ampton situation  if  we  had  some  advance 
knowledge  of  government  planning  in  this field. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  not 

in  the  position  as  of  this  moment  to  an- 
nounce whether  there  will  be,  the  extent  of, 

or  the  ground  rules  for  a  winter  programme, 
but  I  expect  we  will  be  able  to  do  so  in  good 
time  for  the  municipalities. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  You  haven't  in the  past! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Actually,  they  were  in- 
formed in  good  time  as  of  this  year  with 

respect  to  the  winter  works  programme. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh  no! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  with  great  respect 
they  were  informed  in  good  time.  As  I  said 
yesterday  in  the  House,  the  difficulty  that 
arose  in  a  number  of  municipalities— at  least, 
in  one  or  two  that  I  know  quite  well— was  a 
delay  in  the  implementation  of  their  pro- 

grammes because  of  weather  conditions  in 
some  parts  of  the  province. 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  were  informed  in  October 
or  November. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  But  certainly,  Mr.  Speaker, 

there  is  no  difficulty  in  letting  the  munici- 
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palities  know,  and  we  will  let  them  know  in 
ample  time  for  them  to  develop  any  pro- 

grammes if  there  are  to  be  programmes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Now  is  the  time. 

REMOVAL  OF  SAND  FROM  DUNES 
IN  PRINCE  EDWARD  COUNTY 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of 
the  Minister  of  Natural  Resources.  Did  he 
realize  that  Lake  Ontario  Cement  Ltd.  is  a 
wholly  owned  subsidiary  of  Denison  Mines? 

Hon.  L.  Bernier  (Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources): Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sure  that  this 

matter  will  be  divulged  to  me  in  the  report 
that  I  will  receive  tomorrow  from  Dr.  Tovell, 
but  I  was  not  aware  of  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Is  it  the  tie-up  with  Denison 
that  is  influencing  this  perpetual  delay  and 
allows  the  government,  even  to  the  last  day 
of  the  session,  not  to  provide  the  Legis- 

lature with  the  report  which  was  commis- 
sioned long  ago  and  promised  well  in  ad- 
vance? Is  that  the  link? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
just  pointed  out  to  the  hon.  member  that  I 
was  not  aware  that  Lake  Ontario  Cement  was 
connected  with  Denison  Mines.  Therefore,  if 
I  am  not  aware  of  it,  then  certainly  that  is 
not  the  reason  for  holding  up  the  report. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  ACT 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  of  the  Minister  of 
the  Environment,  Mr.  Speaker,  when  we  can 
expect  the  regulations  under  the  Environ- 

mental Protection  Act  passed  in  August, 
1971?  I  mean,  under  those  sections  of  the 
Act  that  have  not  yet  had  regulations. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Well,  I  wonder  if  the 
hon.  member  could  be  a  little  more  specific. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Noise  regulations,  litter  regu- 
lations— 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Well,  as  far  as  noise  reg- 
ulations are  concerned,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 

I  indicated  to  the  House  some  time  ago  that 
the  University  of  Western  Ontario  engineering 
and  law  faculties  are  working  on  a  study  in 
this  connection.  There  are  a  lot  of  rather 
technical  problems. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  about  non-returnable  bot- 
tles and  things  like  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I  have  commented  on  that 
several  times.   It  is  under  study. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Where  are  the  regulations?  It 
is  now  10  months. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  They  are  not  yet  promul- 

gated. 
Mr.  Lewis:  Doesn't  it  bother  the  minister 

at  all  the  way  in  which  government  is  mani- 
pulated by  this  cabinet,  that  down  to  the  last 

day  of  the  session  we  still  don't  have  regula- 
tions which  this  minister's  predecessor  and  he 

himself  have  promised  for  months  and  years 
on  end? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
aware  that  I  had  promised  any  regulations 
about  non-returnable  containers  as  yet. 

Mr.  Lewis:  This  minister's  predecessor  did. 

ROM  APPOINTMENTS 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Colleges  and  Universities,  Mr.  Speaker.  Can 
he  tell  us  who  he  is  appointing  to  the  board 
of  the  Royal  Ontario  Museum  before  the  end 
of  this  month? 

Hon.  A.  Kerr  (Minister  of  Colleges  and 
Universities):  Mr.  Speaker,  names  are  being 
considered  at  the  present  time.  I  have  had  a 
number  of  names  submitted  to  me  and  they 
will  be  considered  by  the  cabinet  early  next week. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  thought  it  was  July  1? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  I  hope  to  make  a  decision 
and  to  have  the  necessary  appointments  made 
sometime  before  the  end  of  next  week. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  does 
the  minister  not  think  it  would  have  served 

legislative  procedures  and  values  rather  bet- 
ter for  him  to  be  able  to  tell  the  House,  while 

it  is  still  sitting,  about  those  whom  he  has 
decided  upon,  let  alone  giving  us  the  report 
on  the  Swann  situation.  Why  does  the  min- 

ister allow  the  House  to  be  manipulated  so 

that  on  the  last  day  we  still  don't  have  the information? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  to  fill 
at  least  seven  positions  and  possibly  even 
more,  because  there  were  some  existing 
vacancies. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  has  known  that  for 
a  long  time. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  I  think  if  we  are  going  to 
have  truly  representative  appointees  that  it 
will  take  some  time. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  for  months. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  I  have  asked  various  people 
to  subit  names  to  me.  I  am  asking  various 
groups,  for  example,  the  membership  of  the 
museum  to  subit  names  to  me.  It  takes  some 
time  to  do  that.  The  people  who  are  being 
recommended  have  to  be  approached.  I  want 
to  make  sure  that  they  are  good  representa- 

tive appointments  and  that  the  cabinet  neces- 
sarily has  its  chance  to  look  at  them.  I  hope 

that  will  be  done  next  week.  I  don't  think 
there  should  be  any  great  haste  in  this  matter. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  it  might  have  been  done 
this  week  so  we  could  have  the  information. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  There  are  sufficient  mem- 
bers on  the  board  to  carry  on  the  business  of 

the  board  until  these  appointments  are  made 
next  week. 

ABSENCE  OF  JUDGE  FROM  DUTY 

Mr.  Lewis:  Not  very  well. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Attor- 
ney General,  if  I  can  ask  him.  Has  he  the 

report  on  the  status  of  Judge  Marshmian  to 
give  to  the  Legislature? 

Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  (Attorney  General):  No, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  again,  how 
is  it  possible,  minister  after  minister  having 
made  commitments?  Why  is  it  that  this  min- 

ister on  the  last  day  of  the  session  cannot 
produce  a  report  involving  an  individual  in 
the  province,  an  important  report  and  one 
which  he  has  promised  will  be  forthcoming 
on  a  week-to-week  basis  and  which  on  the 
last  day  of  the  session  still  is  not  here? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  made  it 
very  clear  before,  as  soon  as  I  was  in  a 
position  to  make  that  information  available, 
I  would  do  so.  It  has  not  come  to  my  hand 
as  yet.  I  requested  that  it  should  be  finalized. 
It  is  not,  but  as  soon  as  it  is,  I  will  deal 
with  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  After  the  session,  of  course.  One 
last  question— is  the  Minister  of  Revenue 
around?  No? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  No,  I  have  left. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  I  continue  to  confuse  the 

minister.  I  don't  know  why  this  is.  My 
apologies. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  member  always 
will  be  confused! 

Mr.  Lewis:  When  I  look  at  the  minister  I 
am  confused.  He  is  right.  I  have  no  further 
questions,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Minister  of  the 
Environment  has  the  answer  to  a  question 
previously  asked. 

ODOURS  FROM  DOMTAR  PLANT  IN 
TRENTON 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Wednes- 
day, the  hon.  member  for  High  Park  (Mr. 

Shulman)  mentioned  a  complaint  about  odours 
from  a  Domtar  plant  in  Trenton.  There  are 
two  Domtar  plants  in  Trenton.  One  of  them 
manufacturers  corrugated  paper  for  con- 

tainers. We  had  problems  about  that  plant 
in  1969;  in  fact,  there  were  complaints  to 
the  mayor  of  Trenton  who  relayed  those 
complaints  to  us.  A  survey  was  made  and  an 
order  was  made  requiring  them  to  do  certain 
things  which,  I  am  informed,  drastically  re- 

duced the  odours  from  the  plant. 
There  is  an  associated  operation,  Domtar 

Chemical  Ltd.,  which  is  a  wood  preserving 
operation  and  impregnates  transmission  line 
poles  and  rail  ties.  The  venting  of  the  at- 

mosphere of  the  autoclaves,  which  are  part 
of  the  operation,  has  never  been  observed 
to  cause  air  pollution.  I  am  informed  by  my 
own  staff  that  we  have  had  no  complaints 
from  the  Trenton  area  since  that  time.  We 

had  an  inspection  made  yesterday.  Unfor- 

tunately, I  haven't  the  results  of  it  yet,  but 
if  the  hon.  member  can  give  me  a  little  more 

detail,  I'll  be  delighted  to  pursue  it  further. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Supplementary,  if  I  may, 
Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the  minister  look  into 
the  session  that  took  place  in  Trenton  city 
council  last  week,  at  which  time  Councillor 

Paul  Tripp,  chairman  of  Trenton's  indus- trial development  committee,  told  council  he 
had  received  complaints  that  the  emissions 
from  Domtar  are  so  bad  they  cause  food  in 
the  area  to  spoil? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  perhaps 
I  could  read  a  letter  dated  Sept.  12,  1969 
to  his  worship  Mayor  James  McDonald  of 
Trenton: 
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This  will  serve  to  confirm  our  August 
18  discussions  in  Trenton  during  which 
the  subject  of  air  pollution  complaints  and 
their   resolution   was    discussed    in    detail. 

At  that  time,  it  was  reported  that  a 

great  number  of  complaints  were  being  re- 
ceived by  your  office  on  a  daily  basis.  It 

was  indicated  that  these  complaints  should 
be  referred  directly  to  this  office  for 
investigation.  As  you  are  no  doubt  aware 
investigation  of  complaints  should  take 
place  as  soon  as  possible  after  they  are 
lodged.  AH  air  pollution  complaints,  no 
matter  what  the  suspected  source,  should 
be  passed  to  this  office  immediately.  We 
are  unable  to  provide  meaningful  service 
to  the  community  without  timely  infor- 
mation. 

That  was  sent  from  my  ministry  at  that  time, 
and  subsequent  to  that  time  we  have  not 
received  a  complaint,  either  from  the  council 
or  from  the  individual. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Supplementary,  if  I  may, 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  a  complaint  which  I  am 
passing  on  to  the  minister.  Will  he  look  into 
it?  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Minister  of  Natural 
Resources  has  the  answer  to  a  question. 

UNDERGROUND  STORAGE 
OF  PROPANE  GAS 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon. 
member  for  Windsor-Walkerville  (Mr.  B. 
Newman)  asked  the  following  question  of  me: 

Is  the  minister  aware  that  Dome  Petro- 
leum is  in  the  process  of  storing  some  two 

million  barrels  of  propane  gas  in  the  old 
salt  caverns  in  the  Windsor  area?  Has  the 

minister's  department  approved  of  this 
storage?  And  can  the  minister  assure  the 
citizens  living  in  the  area  that  there  is  no 
element  of  danger  with  this  storage  under- 
ground? 

I  said  at  that  time  that  approval  of  the  On- 
tario Energy  Board  would  be  required  and 

I  would  discuss  the  matter  with  the  board 
and  report  further.  I  have  now  made  further 
inquiries,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  find  that  the 
approval  of  the  Ontario  Energy  Board  is  not 
required,  as  the  storage  provisions  of  the 
Ontario  Energy  Act  apply  only  to  gas  and 
not  to  liquids. 

The  storage  in  question  is  part  of  a  project 
under  consideration  by  the  National  Energy 
Board    at    Ottawa,    for    the    transmission    of 

propane  and  other  liquid  hydrocarbons  from 
Alberta  for  sale  in  the  United  States.  The 

National  Energy  Board  has  heard  applica- 
tions for  export  permits  and  for  leave  to 

construct  the  required  transmission  facilities, 
but  it  has  not  made  its  decision. 

The  project  cannot  go  ahead  in  any  final 
way  without  a  favourable  decision  from  the 
board.  If  a  favourable  decision  is  given  by 
the  National  Energy  Board,  Dome  will  be 
able  to  proceed  with  the  proposed  storage 
without  any  specific  approval  of  the  storage 
in  the  provincial  legislation.  Such  approval 

does  not  appear  to  be  required  by  the  Petro- 
leum Resources  Act,  nor,  as  I  have  already 

mentioned,  by  the  Ontario  Energy  Board 
Act. 

I  am  informed  that  the  underground 

storage  of  propane  or  other  liquid  hydro- 
carbons is  fairly  common  and  that  Dome  has 

been  storing  underground  at  Sarnia  for  the 
past  number  of  years.  Thus  there  appears  to 
be  neither  a  new  technique  nor  an  inex- 

perienced operator  involved. 
I  am  informed  that  the  staff  of  the  energy 

branch  of  the  Ministry  of  Consumer  and 
Commercial  Relations  has  inspected  the  in- 

stallation at  Windsor  and  found  it  to  meet 
reasonable  safety  standards. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Rainy 
River. 

RESERVES  OF  HYDRO-ELECTRIC 
ENERGY 

Mr.  Reid:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  the  Environment.  Is  the 
minister  aware  of  the  remarks  of  the 
Treasurer  during  his  estimates  Monday  night 
in  regard  to  the  energy  reserves  in  the  Prov- 

ince of  Ontario,  the  fact  that  we  have  used 

up  99  per  cent  of  what  is  available  in  On- 
tario; and  can  the  minister  indicate  where 

we  are  going  to  get  the  other  energy  re- 
quirements that  we  need  in  the  near  future? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
advisory  committee  on  energy  is  looking  at 
that  very  question.  I  think  I  also  mentioned, 
in  answer  to  another  question  earlier  on,  that 
Hydro  has  plans  for  additional  generation  in 
various  types  which  will  meet  the  projected 
requirements  for  the  next  15  or  20  years. 

Mr.  Reid:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  a  sup- 
plementary, the  minister  will  recall  he  was 

going  to  provide  me  with  figures  on  the 
actual  reserves  that  now  exist  in  the  prov- 

ince. Again,  is  the  minister  aware  that  the 
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Treasurer,  on  Monday  night,  indicated  that 

indeed  we  don't  have  the  amount  of  re- 
serves that  Ontario  Hydro  has  led  us  to 

believe  it  has? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  we 
may,  in  effect,  be  playing  with  words. 

Mr.  Roy:   That's  what  we  were  afraid  of too! 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  The  reserves  are  energy 
which  has  to  be  developed.  There  are  various 
sources  of  energy,  hydro-electric  as  well  as 
thermal,  which  can  be  developed.  It  is  a 
question  of  where  they  are  going  to  be  de- 

veloped and  at  what  time,  again  depending 
on  the  demand  as  it  increases. 

Mr.  Reid:  One  more  supplementary  if  I 
may,  Mr.  Speaker:  The  Treasurer  indicated 
that  the  rest  of  the  energy  reserves,  or  the 
energy  that  we  were  going  to  require,  is  in 
most  part  going  to  come  from  outside  the 
boundaries  of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  Can 
the  minister  indicate  where  he  feels  that 
energy  supply  is  going  to  come  from? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I  am  not  aware  that  it  is 
all  going  to  come  from  outside  the  province, 

frankly.  I  don't  think  that  is  what  the Treasurer  said.  I  think  he  said  that  there 
is  a  study  going  on,  looking  at  where  this 
energy  shall  best  come  from.  It  may  well 
be,  for  instance,  that  the  Labrador  develop- 

ment—the name  of  it  just  escapes  me  at  the 
moment— may  be  a  good  source  for  a  number 
of  jurisdictions  but  this  is  something  that  I 

can't  predict  at  this  moment. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park. 

NOTICE  OF  PRICE  INCREASES 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  question  of  the  Solicitor 
General,  Mr.  Speaker:  Is  it  his  intention  to 
raise  the  prices  of  a  number  of  his  products 
this  coming  Monday? 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Solicitor  General):  Mr. 
Speaker,  any  action  in  that  regard  will  be 
announced  at  the  appropriate  time. 

Mr.  Shulman:  As  a  supplementary  if  I 
may,  Mr.  Speaker,  inasmuch  as  he  has  always 
given  advance  notice  to  his  customers  so 
they  may  stock  up  on  his  products,  usually 
two  or  three  weeks  ahead,  can  the  minister 
explain  why  in  this  particular  instance  only 
a  very  few  selected  people  have  been  in- 

formed and  there  has  been  no  public  an- 
nouncement? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  didn't realize  that  the  hon.  member  was  one- 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  was  not. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —of  a  few  selected 
people.  I  am,  because  of  the  fact  that  the 
board  reports  to  me.  There  are  different  cir- 

cumstances. The  same  pattern  isn't  always necessarily   followed. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Can  I  ask,  as  a  supplemen- 
tary, what  are  the  different  circumstances 

in  this  case  that  make  it  the  first  time  that 

he  hasn't  announced  a  price  increase  which, 
in  some  cases,  amounts  to  100  per  cent? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
East. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Is  the  minister  not  going  to 

reply,  Mr.  Speaker? 

Mr.  Speaker:  It  appears  not. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Perhaps  he  didn't  hear  the 

question? 
Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  not.  The  hon.  mem- 

ber for  Ottawa  East. 

NAME  ON  MAP 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  suppose  I  should 

properly  address  this  question  to  the  Minis- 
ter of  Natural  Resources  but  because  of  its 

great  public  importance  to  the  Ottawa  area, 
I  would  like  to  address  the  question  to  the 
Provincial  Secretary  for  Resources  Develop- 
ment. 

Would  he  advise  his  minister  and  his 

people  in  charge  of  printing  his  literature— 
for  instance,  I  am  looking  at  the  1972  angling 
season  map  which  refers  to  the  city  of 
Vanier,  which  was  formerly  in  the  provincial 

secretary's  riding,  as  Eastview;  I  understand 
a  bill  was  passed  in  the  Legislature  some 
three  or  four  year  ago  changing  the  name 
to  Vanier— would  he  advise  the  Minister  of 
Natural  Resources  that  the  name  sounds  like 
Bernier— Vanier,    Bernier? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Secre- 
tary for  Resources  Development):  I  will,  Mr. 

Speaker. 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 

sor West. 

FEDERAL  HOUSING  STATEMENT 

Mr.    E.    J.    Bounsall    (Windsor   West):    A 
question    of   the    Minister   of   Revenue,    Mr. 
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Speaker:  As  a  result  of  his  scrutiny,  men- 
tioned and  commented  on  yesterday,  of  the 

federal  housing  proposals,  is  he  now  able  to 
say  whether  or  not  the  limited  dividend 
municipal  housing  corporations  like  the  Wind- 

sor Housing  Co.  are  eligible  for  grants  which 
will  allow  them  to  expand  their  operations 
into  other  than  senior  citizen  housing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If  the  hon.  member  is 

referring  to  anything  which  arose  from  the 
legislation  which  was  presented  in  the  House 
of  Commons,  as  I  mentioned  yesterday  we 
are  not  in  a  position  to  tell  him  what  the 
results  of  that  legislation  will  be  because 

we  feel  we  haven't  had  enough  discussion 
with  the  federal  people  on  it.  That's  pre- 

cisely one  of  the  reasons  we  want  to  talk  with 
them,  so  we  can  clarify  just  such  a  situation 
as  the  hon.  member  is  referring  to. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Essex 
South. 

LICENSES  ISSUED 
TO  CANNING  FIRMS 

Mr.    D.    A.    Paterson    (Essex    South):    Mr. 

Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Agri- 
culture and  Food- 

Mr.  Reid:  And  we  hope  it  won't  be  made 
public. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Essex 
South  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Is  the  minister  aware  that 
several  canning  firms  from  Essex  and  Kent 
counties  have  contracted  for  the  growing 
of  specialized  crops?  Apparently  they  are 
in  violation  of  the  Farm  Products  Marketing 
Act  in  that  these  firms  do  not  as  yet  have 
licences  to  contract  and  to  can  produce.  Can 
the  minister  advise  me  how  many  such 
firms  in  eastern  and  western  Ontario  are  in 
this  state  of  not  having  received  their  licences 
for  this  current  year? 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  Yes,  I  just  happen  to  have 

some  information.  It  may  not  be  up  to  date, 
but  it's  close! 

Mr.  Paterson:  About  a  week  ago? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  June  8  is  the  date  on 
this  information.  Taking  Yonge  St.,  Highway 
11,  as  the  dividing  line  between  east  and 

west— I  am  not  always  sure  that's  the  appro- 
priate line  but  in  any  event  this  is  the  case— 

the  following  licences  have  been  issued:   In 

western  Ontario,  34;  in  eastern  Ontario,  14; 

making  a  total  of  48.  I  can't  tell  whether there  are  some  individuals  processing  crops 
which  are  not  licensed  but  I  will  certainly 
look  into  the  matter. 

Mr.  Paterson:  May  I  ask  a  supplementary, 

Mr.  Speaker?  Is  the  minister's  department 
only  taking  into  consideration  for  the  issuance 
of  these  licences  the  opinions  of  Mr.  Newland 
of  the  firm  of  Peat,  Marwick,  Mitchell  in 
reviewing  the  annual  statements  of  these 

particular  firms,  along  with  bank  documen- 
tation? Or  is  he  and  his  department  possibly 

taking  into  consideration  the  many  years  of 
successful  operation  of  these  firms,  in  addi- 

tion to  this  financial  situation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  can't  give  the  hon. 
member  a  direct  answer  on  that,  Mr.  Speaker; 
I  wish  I  could  at  this  time.  There  has  been 

no  such  pressure  brought  on  the  Farm  Prod- 
ucts Marketing  Board  to  not  grant  licences 

unless  there  was  evidence  of  financial  re- 
sponsibility provided,  that  they  have  been 

somewhat  reluctant,  I  think,  to  accept  any- 
thing less  than  full  financial  responsibility  by 

the  bank  for  the  payment  for  the  crop  under 
contract  to  that  particular  process. 

I  think  the  point  he  has  raised  is  quite 

valid;  on  the  other  hand,  it's  of  little  consola- 
tion to  a  producer  who  may  have  lost  his 

crop  through  the  possible  bankruptcy  of  the 
plant  to  which  his  crop  is  contracted.  But  I 
shall  certainly  pass  on  the  word  to  the  Farm 
Products  Marketing  Board,  and  I  appreciate 

the  member's  concern. 

Mr.  Reid:  Mr.  Speaker- 

Mr.  Speaker:  I'm  sure  that  the  member  for 
Rainy  River  realizes  that  we  have  an  alter- 

nating programme  in  this  House  and  that 

he  couldn't  possibly  be  the  next  speaker.  As 
long  as  there  is  a  member  from  the  New 

Democratic  Party  up,  it's  their  turn. 
Mr.  Reid:  Well,  I  was  up. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sand- 
wich-Riverside. 

USE  OF  DRUGS  IN  BEEF  CATTLE 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Agriculture  regarding  stilbestrol  in  Ontario. 
Is  DES  mixed  with  feed  or  is  it  implanted 

as  a  pellet? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Both  ways,  Mr. 

Speaker. 
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Mr.  Burr:  A  supplementary  question:  Why 
is  the  withdrawal  period  of  two  days  for 
DES  in  feed  now  extended  to  seven  days  or, 
according  to  the  TV  the  other  night,  14  days 
and  the  period  for  the  implanted  pellets  to 
four  months? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I'm  not  aware  that  the 
time  period  for  withdrawal  from  the  feed 

has  been  extended  to  14  days.  To  our  knowl- 
edge it  is  48  hours,  two  full  days.  With  re- 

gard to  the  time  after  implant,  it's  simply  to 
use  up  the  effects  of  the  drug  in  the  animal. 
This  is  the  whole  purpose,  so  that  there  are 

no  traces  of  the  drug  left  in  the  animal's 
carcass  when  it  is  processed  and  hung  up. 

Mr.  Burr:  A  supplementary:  The  point  of 
my  question  is  that  if  the  United  States  is 
extending  the  period  to  seven  or  14  days, 
why  are  we  leaving  it  at  two? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not 
believe  the  United  States  has  extended  it  to 
either  seven  or  14  days,  as  my  hon.  friend 
suggests;  it  would  be  either  one  or  the  other 
if  indeed  it  was  a  regulation.  It  is  a  suggested 

regulation  in  a  resolution  that  has  been  pre- 
sented for  debate,  and  in  fact  is  being  de- 

bated by  various  people  in  the  United  States. 
It  has  not  become  law  as  yet  to  our  knowl- 
edge. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Now  the  hon.  member  for 
Rainy  River. 

RESERVES  OF  HYDRO-ELECTRIC 
ENERGY 

Mr.  Reid:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have 
a  question  for  the  Provincial  Secretary  for 
Resources  Development— I  would  have  pre- 

ferred to  ask  it  of  the  Premier. 

In  view  of  the  apparent  contradictions  be- 
tween the  Minister  of  the  Environment  and 

the  Treasurer  in  regard  to  Ontario  Hydro— 
and  I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister  if  he 
has  read  Hansard  for  the  period  between 
9:05  and  9:10  on  Monday  evening  in  which 
the  Treasurer  said  basically  that  in  terms  of 
growth  we  are  completely  dependent  now  on 
outside  sources  of  energy,  and  he  went  on 

further  to  say,  "So  we  are  very  dependent 
on  outside  sources  of  energy." 

Will  the  provincial  secretary  take  a  close 
look  at  the  reserves  of  hydro  and  other 
energy  sources  in  the  province  and  can  he 
give  a  report  at  the  earliest  opportunity  to 
the  House  as  to  what  exactly  the  situation  is, 
because  he  must  be  aware  that  the  Treasurer 

is  saying  one  thing  and  the  Minister  of  the 
Environment  another? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
see  no  problem  with  the  remarks  made  earlier 
this  morning  by  the  Minister  of  the  Environ- 

ment. As  I  would  judge,  the  point  is  that  in 
so  far  as  hydro,  meaning  water-generated 
electricity,  is  concerned,  we  have  pretty  well 
reached  a  limit  of  our  capacity.  We  have 
very  little  in  the  way  of  reserves  that  are 
economically  capable  of  development  in  the 
next  15  or  20  years. 

On  the  other  hand,  Hydro's  plans  and  the 
market  expectations  are  that  it  will  have 
adequate  supplies  of  power  overall  which,  of 
course,  includes  fossil  fuels  and  nuclear 

power. 
Mr.  Reid:  And  imports  of  energy? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  No,  not  neces- 
sarily an  import  when  you  are  dealing  with 

nuclear  power. 

Mr.  Reid:  No,  but  on  the  overall. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  On  the  overall, 
Hydro  categorically  states  that  it  is  not 
worried  that  this  province  in  the  foreseeable 
future,  which  I  think  is  approximately  20 
years  in  its  time  frame,  is  going  to  have  any 
problem  with  its  energy  sources;  but,  as  I 
think  has  been  stated,  we  have  come  to  the 
economic  limits  of  our  development  of  our 
water  power  reserves  in  this  province. 

Mr.  Reid:  One  final  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  How  does  the  minister  square  that 
with  the  fact  that  the  Treasurer  himself 
admitted  that  Hydro  really  has  misled  the 
province,  in  that  within  a  two-year  period  it 
has  had  to  revise  its  estimates  of  hydro 
reserves  and  cut  them  in  half? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  I  didn't  under- 
stand the  discussion  to  be  as  described  by  the 

member.  All  I  can  do  is,  as  he  suggested, 

perhaps,  look  at  Hansard  to  see  if  the  con- 
tradiction exists.  I  doubt  it,  because  neither 

Hydro  nor  myself  nor  the  Minister  of  the 
Environment  finds  any  conflict  when  we  come 
to  our  discussions  with  regard  to  energy 

reserves.  Categorically,  Hydro  is  not  con- 
cerned that  this  province  is  going  to  run  out 

of  power  but,  again  as  I  said,  our  water 
resource  is  no  longer  economically  available 
to  us. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 
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FAMILY  ABDUCTION  CASES 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
direct  a  question  to  the  Attorney  General, 
once  he  gets  into  his  seat.  I  would  like  to 
ask  the  Attorney  General  what  changes  does 
he  intend  in  law,  or  else  in  the  practice  in 
his  department,  in  order  to  help  the  cases  of 
families  where  an  abduction  has  taken  place 
and  criminal  charges  have  been  laid  under 
the  Criminal  Code,  because  of  no  other 
redress  being  possible  at  this  time? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  answered  a 
question  in  reference  to  this  matter  several 

weeks  ago.  I've  had  discussions  with  the member  on  that  matter.  It  is  a  civil  matter 

and  the  cases  the  member  is  particularly 
referring  to  are  those  involving  parents.  The 
matter  he  is  referring  to  is  the  case  of  one 
parent  having  taken  children  away.  There  is 
a  civil  right  of  redress  and  that  is  the  way 
it  should  be  handled.  They  are  not  strictly 
cases  of  abduction  or  kidnapping. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker, 
abduction  charges  under  the  Criminal  Code 
have  been  laid  in  both  the  cases  that  I 

brought  to  the  minister's  attention.  Will  the 
police  administer  the  criminal  law  of  this 
country  or  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  In  one  case  the  member 

mentioned  to  me— and  we  are  dealing  in 
individual  matters  here— our  department  is 
endeavouring  to  assist  his  constituent  and  has 
gone  to  great  lengths  to  do  so,  as  a  matter  of 
fact.  The  children  have  not  been  located  nor 

has  the  father.  We  have  assisted  by  giving 
the  member  contacts  in  New  York  and  other 

places.  The  other  matter  is  of  a  different 
nature  entirely. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speak- 
er: Is  the  minister  saying  that  private  indivi- 

duals will  have  to  enforce  criminal  law  be- 
cause his  government  is  refusing  to  do  so? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  courts  have  not  re- 
garded that  as  a  criminal  offence. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  criminal  charge 
has  been  laid— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Sorry.  The  oral  question  per- 
iod has  expired.  It  expired  actually  before  the 

last  supplementary. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  ask  you 
if  it  is  a  breach  of  privilege  if  a  department 
of  this  government  gives  advance  information 

about  a  rise  in  prices,  which  it  is  bringing  on 
one  of  its  products,  to  a  few  persons,  so  that 

those    persons    can   take    advantage    of    that 
information? 

Mr.  Speaker:  In  my  opinion,  it  is  not  any 
parliamentary  privilege  conferred  upon  any 
member  or  members  of  the  Legislature. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Is  it  not  a  breach  of  morality 

of  the  government? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  am  not  concerned  about 
that. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Leave  our  morals  out 

of  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton  presented  the  annual  re- 
port of  the  Ontario  Northland  Transportation 

Commission  for  the  calendar  year  1971. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  hear  they  got  a  new 
chairman  for  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko  presented  the  report  of 
the  commissioner  of  the  Ontario  Provincial 
Police  for  the  period  Jan.  1,  1971  to  Jan. 

31,  1972. 

Mr.  Roy:  That's  very  handy  now  that  the 

estimates  are  completed.  The  minister's timing  is  terrific. 

Mr.   Speaker:   Order,  please. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Good  reading  for  the 
summer. 

Mrs.  M.  Birch  from  the  standing  social 

development  committee,  reported  the  follow- 
ing resolution: 

Resolved:  That  supply  in  the  follow- 
ing amounts  and  to  defray  the  expenses  of 

the  Ministry  of  Consumer  and  Commercial 
Relations  be  granted  to  Her  Majesty  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  March  31,  1973: 

Ministry  of  Consumer  and 
Commercial  Relations 

Ministry  administration  programme,  $1,- 
363,000. 

Commercial  standards  programme,  $6,- 
854,000, 

Technical  standards  programme,  $3,- 
418,000. 

Public  entertainment  standards  pro- 
gramme, $3,058,000. 
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Property  rights  programme,  $7,780,200. 
Registrar  general  programme,  $1,566,000. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 

Introduction  of  bills. 

CORPORATIONS  TAX  ACT,  1972 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  the  Corporations  Tax  Act,  1972. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Have  you  read  that? 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer,  and 

Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs):  It's 
for  summer  reading! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Second  reading  after 
lunch. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  A  lot  of  schmalzy 
material  in  there,  too. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  There  are  no  pictures! 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  53rd  order,  House 
in  committee  of  supply;  Mr.  R.  D.  Rowe  in 
the  chair. 

ESTIMATES,  OFFICE   OF 
PROVINCIAL  AUDITOR 

( concluded ) 

On  vote  601: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  minister  have  an 
opening  statement? 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer,  and 
Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs):  No. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right. 

An  hon.  member:  No,  nothing  from  him. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  601,  then.  The  hon. 
Leader  of  the  Opposition. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  The  report  of  the 
public  accounts  committee  dealing  with  the 
audit  system  and  the  audit  reports  was  tabled 
yesterday  in  this  House.  Having  read  it,  I  feel 
it  shows  once  again  that  the  public  accounts 
committee  has  been  doing  an  excellent  job 
and  that  its  report  is  a  very  important  one 
indeed— perhaps  one  of  the  most  important 
ones  we  have  received  in  this  House  for  a 
good  long  time. 

The  committee  was  not  especially  constitut- 
ed, as  the  Chairman  knows,  Requests  came 

from  the  opposition  that  it  be  provided  with 
additional  independent  staff  for  its  review  of 
the  audit  function  this  year  since  public  alle- 

gations had  been  made  by  members  of  the 
staff  that  the  audit  function  had  been  carried 
out  with  something  less  than  completeness. 
After  these  requests,  the  committee  was  re- 

fused by  the  Treasurer  the  right  to  appoint 
independent  consultants,  but  all  the  same  the 
committee  did  move  toward  finding  a  special 
staff  from  the  audit  staff  itself.  A  staff  whose 
independence  had  been  established  by  the 
fact  that  one  member  of  that  special  audit 
group  had  come  forward  with  specific  and 
important  allegations  against  the  policy  of 
the  audit  and,  in  fact,  the  effectiveness  of 
the  auditor  himself. 

The  hearings,  held  over  many  days,  I  felt 

were— Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Nineteen. 

Hon.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Nineteen  days— were 
effectively  conducted;  the  special  audit  staff 
were  certainly  assiduous  in  their  investigative 
responsibility  and  we  were  able  to  follow  the 
deliberations  of  the  committee  quite  closely, 
not  only  by  attending  the  meetings,  which 
many  of  the  members  did,  but  also  by  the 
regular  and  rather  full  reports  in  the  press. 
There  was  a  good  deal  of  interest;  some 
editorial  comment  and,  of  course,  we  in  this 
House  considered  these  deliberations  of  prime 

importance. 
There  is  some  history  associated  with  this. 

For  many  years,  certainly  as  long  as  I  have 
been  in  the  House,  there  have  been  yearly 

criticisms  of  the  auditor's  report  year  by  year 
that  it  was  not  full  enough.  It  amounted 
essentially  to  the  certification  by  the  auditor 
that  the  accounts  were  properly  established 
and  the  funds  were  as  described  in  the  public 
acoounts.  Naturally,  we  had  confidence,  and 

do  have  confidence,  in  the  professional  abil- 
ities of  the  auditor  over  these  years.  This  did 

not  in  any  way  inhibit  opposition  members 
from  being  severely  critical  that  the  auditor 
did  not  pass  any  value  judgements  as  to  the 
disposition  of  the  funds. 

The  blame  there  lies— and  lay  at  the  time— 
wifh  the  Treasurer  of  the  day  who  saw  fit  to 

support  the  auditor  in  his  view  of  his  re- 
sponsibilities under  the  Act.  Certainly  this  was 

a  valid  interpretation,  that  the  auditor  and  his 
staff  had  only  the  responsibility  to  examine 
accounts  before  they  were  paid,  to  certify 
that  in  fact  the  money  had  been  voted  by  the 

Legislature,    and    that    the    voucher— I    don't 
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believe  that  to  be  the  proper  term— the  piece 
of  paper  anyway,  that  the  various  depart- 

ments sought  to  be  authorized  was,  in  fact, 
for  a  service  or  goods  that  had  been  author- 

ized in  one  of  the  general  votes  of  the 
Legislature. 

We  on  this  side  had  for  a  good  long  time 
said  that  this  did  not  fulfil  the  responsibilities 
of  an  audit  as  it  was  generally  understood; 
that  we  felt  the  departments  themselves 
should  have  the  responsiblity  to  pre-audit  the 
expenditures  based  on  the  votes  of  the  Legis- 

lature; and  the  auditor  and  his  staff  had  a 

post-audit  responsibility  to  be  the  watchdogs 
if  not  the  policemen,  of  government  expendi- 
tures. 

Well,  the  Committee  on  Government  Pro- 
ductivity agreed  with  this  contention  and  their 

report  was  immediately  adopted  by  the  gov- 
ernment as  a  matter  of  policy,  and  we  were 

told  that  the  implementation  of  post-audit 
would  proceed  as  staff  became  available.  This 
was  certainly  an  acceptable  statement  to  the 
opposition.  We  felt  some  justification  in  the 
criticisms  that  we  had  extended  over  the 
many  years. 

We  were  deeply  disappointed,  however, 
when  the  Treasurer  announced  that  the  avail- 

ability of  staff  would  not  permit  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  post-audit  system  faster  than 

it  has  been  implemented.  I  can  remember  him 
announcing  in  the  House  that,  in  fact,  post- 
audit  would  begin  with  the  auditor's  office  it- 

self and  I  believe  there  were  one  or  two  other 
areas  that  were  also  on  that  list.  But  the 
indication  was  that  we  were  sticking  with  the 
pre-audit  system  for  a  lengthy  period  of  time. 

I  believe  other  announcements  have  been 
made  indicating  that,  by  October  of  this 
year,  post-audit  will  be  implemented  in  a 
good  many  of  the  spending  jurisdictions  com- 

ing under  the  auditor's  responsibility,  and 
this  we  applaud.  We  regret  the  delay,  but  we 
believe  that  post-audit  is  the  only  way  in 
which  the  auditor's  responsibility  can  effec- 

tively be  imposed  on  the  spending  programme 
of  the  government.  But  this  post-audit  should 
be  accompanied  as  well  by  a  responsibility 
to  make  some  value  judgements  as  to  the 
expenditures  as  they  are  entered  into. 

I  am  pleased  that  the  committee  has  recom- 
mended that  these  value  judgements  at  least 

be  considered.  In  my  view,  I  hope  in  many 
respects  that  this  will  become  a  function  of 
the  audit  staff  as  it  has  been  in  other  juris- 

dictions over  the  years,  most  notably  of  the 
audit  staff  with  responsibilities  to  the 
Parliament  of  Canada. 

There  have  been  a  number  of  specific 
items  come  forward  in  the  report  of  the 
committee,  which  I  want  to  draw  to  your 
attention,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  hope  all  members 
have  read  the  report.  I  want  to  quote  only 
from  one  or  two  specific  matters.  I  read  from 
the  bottom  of  page  4: 

There  were  marked  differences  of  opinion 
between  the  Provincial  Auditor  and  the 
committee  in  respect  of  what  was  material 

to  the  Provincial  Auditor's  report.  The 
auditor  was  of  the  opinion  that  weaknesses 

or  deficiencies  in  accounting  by  ministries' 
staff,  that  had  been  corrected  when  identi- 

fied by  the  auditor's  staff,  need  not  be 
detailed  in  the  auditor's  report.  The  com- 

mittee do  not  agree  with  this  view. 

This  specifically  bears  out  the  complaints  that 
we  have  put  forward  over  the  years,  that  the 

auditor's  report  has  been  incomplete  from 
our  point  of  view;  that  we  consider  him  to 
be  the  servant  of  the  Legislature  and,  I  trust, 
that  that  is  the  way  he  considers  'his  own duty. 

We  have  had  the  impression,  correct  or  in- 
correct, that  the  auditor  has  gone  out  of  his 

way  to  provide  only  a  perfunctory  report  of 
his  survey  of  the  financial  aspects  of  govern- 

ment expenditure,  and  that  there  were  many 

opportunities  when  he  should  have  brought 
to  public  attention,  and  specifically  to  the 
attention  of  the  members  of  the  Legislature, 
derelictions  of  duty,  as  far  as  the  accounting 
procedures  and  the  purchasing  procedures 
of  the  government  departments  are  con- 

cerned. I  believe  that  this  paragraph  essen- 
tially substantiates  what  we  have  said  over 

the  years  in  that  sentence,  "The  committee 
do  not  agree  with  this  view."  I  draw  that 
to  your  attention,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  one  of 
the  important  aspects  of  the  report. 

There  is  one  specific  matter.  Actually 
there  is  more  than  one,  but  this  is  one  that 
came  to  extensive  public  attention  and  which 
I  think  should  be  referred  to,  at  least  briefly, 
by  myself  at  this  time.  That  was  the  examina- 

tion of  the  purchasing  procedures  by  the 
former  Department  of  Municipal  Affairs. 

I'm  sure  the  minister  is  aware  of  the 
details  that  came  to  light  during  this  ex- 

amination, the  fact  that  the  office  for  the 

former  minister  had  been  furnished  at,  let's 
say,  large  expense,  and  that,  since  moneys 
had  not  been  voted  for  that  purpose,  the 
comptroller  of  the  Department  of  Municipal 
Affairs  had  evidently  been  able  to  find  some 
residues  in  other  accounts  which  were  put 

to  the  purposes  of  furnishing  the  minister's 
facilities,   I  believe,   over  at  801   Bay   St. 
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I  am  not  here  arguing  that  the  minister 
should  not  have  as  sumptuous  an  office  as 
he  decides  he  needs  to  carry  out  his  duties, 
but  I  do  say  that  there  was  gross  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  comptroller  of  that  depart- 

ment and  also  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
audit  staff.  It  was  possible,  in  a  government 
which  often  prides  itself  publicly  on  its  up- 

rightness in  the  care  with  which  it  deals 
with  public  funds,  that  this  particular  pro- 

gramme was  financed  from  residues  in  ex- 

penditures not  associated  with  the  minister's office. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  to  be  fair, 

since  we're  dealing  with  the  auditor's  esti- 
mates, it  would  be  more  correct  to  say  that 

the  audit  staff  found  those  things  and  cor- 
rected them.  You  would  probably  say  that 

they  had  not  been  reported  in  the  report, 
which  is  correct.  But  there  was  not  gross 

negligence  on  the  part  of  the  auditor's  staff. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  didn't  say  that. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Sarnia):  He  didn't  say that. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  thought  you  did. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  said  gross  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  your  comptroller  and 

negligence  on  the  part  of  the  audit  staff. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I'm  sorry,  I  thought 
you  had.  At  any  rate,  those  payments  were 
stopped  or  corrected  by  the  audit  staff. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Chairman,  it's  inter- 
esting the  way  the  minister  would  make 

that  correction,  because  if  the  auditor  found 
these  errors  and  brought  them  to  the  atten- 

tion of  those  people  with  the  responsibility 
in  the  Department  of  Municipal  Affairs,  I 
would  suggest  that  they  should  also  have 
been  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Right!  That's  the  key. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  To  go  on,  the  matter 
dealing  with  Cambrian  Stationers,  also  ex- 

clusively in  the  purview  of  the  Department 
of  Municipal  Affairs,  by  coincidence  the 
department  that  for  a  good  long  time  was 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  present  Treas- 

urer. They  make  the  following  statement, 
and  I  quote  from  page  5  of  the  report: 

The  committee  made  an  exhaustive  re- 
view of  the  Department  of  Municipal 

Affairs'  purchasing  from  Cambrian  Sta- 
tioners Ltd.  in  1969-1970,  and  1970-1971, 

which    was    mainly    concerned    with    pro- 

viding equipment  for  the  assessment  take- 
overs, and  which  involved  purchases  of 

over  $1  million.  They  found  that  purchas- 
ing practices  and  procedures  in  the  de- 

partment were  totally  unprofessional,  that 
there  was  a  widespread  avoidance  of  com- 

petitive tendering,  and  that  there  was  an 
unacceptable  relationship  between  the  de- 

partment  and   Cambrian   Stationers   Ltd. 

The  facts  to  support  that  paragraph  are 
appended  to  the  report.  We  have  heard  them 
brought  forward  in  the  committee,  described 
in  the  press  and,  as  I  say,  they  are  appended 
to  the  report. 

I  think  they  are  serious  enough  for  me 
to  recommend  to  the  minister  that  he  discuss 
with  and  urge  his  colleague,  the  Attorney 
General  (Mr.  Bales),  that  criminal  charges 
should  at  least  be  considered  in  this  matter. 
The  information  regarding  the  purchasing 

responsibility  of  the  Department  of  Munic- 
ipal Affairs,  particularly  pertaining  to  Mr. 

Lyons,  was  disgusting;  it  was  incredible 
that  it  should  have  been  able,  and  that  it 

was  permitted,  to  continue  in  the  depart- 
ment for  these  many  years.  The  kind  of  in- 

terdepartmental strong-arm  politics  that  must 
have  gone  on  to  permit  that  power  source 
to  be  established  with  the  misappropriation 
of  public  funds  I  find  astounding.  In  my 
view,  this  adds  substantially  to  the  feeling 
that  we  have  about  the  auditor  and  the 

audit  staff— that  they  do  not  deserve  our  con- 
tinuing confidence. 

I  personally  believe  that  the  responsibility 
lies  with  the  minister  but  we  in  this  House 
have  established  ourselves  with  a  corner- 

stone safeguard— a  man  whom  we  pay  well, 
in  my  view;  a  man  who  is  provided  with  all 
of  the  staff,  or  should  be  provided  with  all 
of  the  staff,  that  he  can  possibly  make  use  of. 
That,  of  course,  is  a  matter  of  concern  as 
regards  governmental  policy.  I  find  incredible 
that  this  should  be  allowed  to  continue  in 

the  Department  of  Municipal  Affairs. 
There  is  another  matter  that  I  want  to 

bring  to  your  attention,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  is 
dealt  with  on  page  7  of  the  report,  and  I 

quote  as  follows: 
The  committee  have  found  that  no  uni- 

form standards  exist  concerning  tendering, 
purchasing  and  receiving  procedures. 
While  the  committee  endorsed  the  concept 
of  centralized  purchasing  as  a  solution  to 
this  problem,  they  realize  that  ministries 
will  continue  to  purchase  items  because  of 
the  expertise  required,  or  the  specialized 
nature   of   such   goods   or   services— 
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They  then  make  recommendations,  but  it's 
the  quote  as  above  that  I  want  to  bring  to 

your  attention,  "that  no  uniform  standards 
exist  concerning  tendering,  purchasing  and 

receiving  procedures." 
I  do  not  feel  that  we  have  been  well 

served  by  the  various  ministers  of  the  Crown, 
particularly  the  present  Chairman  of  the 
Management  Board  (Mr.  MacNaughton),  if 
this  is  a  specific  statement  that  is  supported 
on  all  sides  and  is  supportable  by  the  facts 
at  hand  which,  of  course,  it  must  be.  We 

have  been  given  assurances  by  the  present 
Chairman  of  the  Management  Board  that  cen- 

tralized purchasing  had  been  established  and 
that,  in  fact,  we  were  undertaking  a  saving 
of  up  to  $10  million  a  year.  That  the  com- 

mittee on  public  accounts  find  that  no  uni- 
form standards  exist  concerning  these  mat- 

ters, I  feel  is  a  serious  matter  when  compared 
with  the  continuing  statements  of  the  various 

ministers  over  the  last  five  years— actually 
since   1967. 

On  page  7  of  the  report,  there  is  the 

matter  pertaining  to  the  auditor's  office  and 
the  staff  that  should  be  provided.  I  quote 
from  paragraph  7  on  page  7: 

That  the  Provincial  Auditor  be  given 
full  assistance  and  support  during  the  re- 

organization of  his  office,  to  enable  the 

auditor  to  effectively  perform  the  post-audit 
review  of  expenditures  on  behalf  of  the 
Legislature;  that  his  staff  be  relocated  and 

that  an  office  be  provided  in  the  Legis- 
lative building  for  the  Provincial  Auditor. 

I  believe  that  was  put  in  there  for  a  number 
of  purposes.  First,  to  make  sure  that  the 
auditor  has  the  staff  that  he  requires,  par- 

ticularly with  the  new  responsibility  of  post- 
audit  which  should  be  the  cornerstone  of 

the  protection  of  the  public  purse  through 
the  Legislature.  There  is  no  argument  about 
that  whatsoever  and  yet  down  through  the 
years  there  has  always  been  the  additional 

argument  that  the  auditor,  unintentionally 
on  his  part,  appears  to  us  on  this  side  to  be 
the  servant  of  the  government  rather  than 
the  servant  of  the  Legislature. 

An  hon.  member:  Right. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  There  have  been  state- 
ments made  from  this  side,  perhaps  unfair 

ones,  that  the  auditor  has  an  office  next  to 
the  Treasurer;  not  true.  That  the  auditor 
goes  out  to  lunch  with  the  Treasurer;  perhaps 
true  on  rare  occasions,  probably  as  often  as 
I  have  lunch  with  the  Treasurer. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Just  to  set  the  record 
straight,  never  in  my  life  have  I  had  lunch 
with  the  auditor. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  am  simply  saying  that 
from  our  standpoint  it  appears  that  the 
auditor  is  the  servant  of  the  government  and 
over  the  years  has  been  the  servant  of  the 
various  Treasurers.  That  is  why,  in  my 

opinion,  the  committee  unanimously  recom- 
mended that  the  auditor  be  provided  with 

an  adequate  staff,  that  it  be  relocated  in  an 
office  to  be  provided  in  this  building. 

Maybe  there  is  no  further  significance  in 
that  other  than  the  feeling  that  the  auditor 
should  be  seen  to  be  the  servant  of  the 

Legislature  as  well  as  actually  being  the 
servant  of  the  Legislature.  Perhaps  this  is 
not  important,  but  I  would  suggest  to  you, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  consider  at  least  it 
is  the  mark  of  the  independence  of  the  audit 
office  that  he  be  readily  available  in  the 

legislative  building  and  that,  in  fact,  his  re- 
ports emphasize— bend  over  backwards  is 

necessary  to  emphasize— the  fact  that  he  can 
be  critical  of  government  programmes,  gov- 

ernment expenditures  and  lack  of  adequate 

supervision. 
The  matter  of  year-end  discrepancies, 

which  occupied  the  committee  extensively  in 
their  examination,  was  raised  during  the 
estimates  of  the  chairman  of  the  Treasury 
Board.  The  recommendations  made  in  the 

report  that  these  year-end  expenditures  be 
allowed  to  be  approved  by  the  audit  staff 
during  the  early  weeks  of  the  following  fiscal 
year,  as  long  as  the  books  remain  open,  is  an 
interesting  one.  We  discussed  it  during  the 
estimates  of  the  Management  Board. 

My  feeling  is  that  if  the  deadline  is  moved 

you  are  simply  going  to  have  the  pile-up  in 
the  problems  move  forward  two  or  three 

weeks.  Yet  I  would  support  the  recommenda- 
tion that  an  accommodation  be  made  for 

ministries  and  branches  who  find  that  it  is 

difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  have  the  goods 
delivered  or  the  services  rendered  in  exact 

conjunction  with  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year. 

Really,  the  fact  that  is  of  prime  importance 
is  that  these  discrepancies  were  substantial. 

They  were  more  than  just  occasional  anomal- 
ies where  good  friends  in  the  public  service 

had  changed  the  dates  of  invoices  to  permit 
the  audit  staff  to  approve  certain  invoices  for 
the  delivery  of  goods  or  the  payment  of 
services  not  coming  specifically  under  the 
rules  which  are  understood  and  which 

should  be  applied.  Because  of  that  it  brings 
me,  I  think,  to  the  most  important,  one  of 
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the  most  important  sections  of  the  report 
which  is  at  the  bottom  of  page  5,  and  I 
quote: 

It  arose  during  the  meetings  that  the 
Provincial  Auditor  was  aware  beforehand 

of  most  of  the  discrepancies  being  un- 
covered or  examined  and  that  he  had  in 

the  exercise  of  his  discretion  omitted  any 
detailed  reference  to  these  items  in  his 
annual  report.  The  committee  strongly 
believes  that  these  matters  were  important 
and  that  the  Legislature  should  have  been 
informed  of  their  existence. 

I  consider  that  a  most  damaging  statement 

in  the  report,  one  which  must  surely  under- 
mine the  confidence  that  we  in  this  Legisla- 

ture must  have  as  far  as  this  public  servant 
and  his  staff  are  concerned. 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  may  recall  when  the 
public  accounts  committee  began  their  de- 

liberations it  became  apparent  that  members 

of  the  auditor's  staff  were  coming  forward 
with  public  allegations,  if  not  charges,  as  to 
the  lack  of  sufficient  professional  application 
in  the  examination  of  the  accounts  and,  per- 

haps more  important,  in  the  public  reporting 
of  discrepancies  and  aberrations  of  the  type 
that  were  described  to  the  committee  and 
discussed  here  in  the  Legislature. 

At  the  time,  I  said  publicly  that  during  the 
period  of  the  investigation— and  it  was  an 
investigation— the  government  should  move 
and  suspend  the  auditor.  I  made  that  state- 

ment after  careful  consideration  because  I 
would  submit  to  Mr.  Chairman  that  it  is  a 
very  serious  statement  to  have  made. 

The  auditor  has  been  a  competent  public 
servant  for  many  years  in  this  jurisdiction.  My 
own  feeling  at  the  time— and  in  retrospect  I 
believe  I  was  correct  and  I  trust  I  did  not 

act  irresponsibly— was  that  during  the  exam- 
ination of  allegations  directed  against  the 

auditor  himself  he  should  not  be  maintained 

in  his  specific  responsibility  as  the  chief  pro- 
fessional adviser  to  the  investigating  group.  I 

believe  that  to  be  a  proper  approach  in  the 
circumstances. 

Having  indicated  publicly  for  my  party  that 
we  felt  the  auditor  should  have  been  sus- 

pended at  the  time  of  the  investigation  of 
these  charges,  brings  me  now  to  this  position. 
We  have  examined,  as  a  caucus,  the  report 
of  the  committee  on  public  accounts.  We  feel 
that  it  is  seriously  damaging  to  the  responsible 
ministers  over  the  years  who,  in  my  view, 
have  covered  up  shoddy  accounting  practices; 
who  have  lent  the  power  of  their  office  to 

misleading  the  Legislature  and  the  taxpayers 
as  to  the  disposition  of  public  funds. 
The  most  serious  matter  concerns  the 

auditor  himself.  When  we  receive  the  reports 
of  the  government,  the  public  accounts,  we 
have  a  certification  from  the  auditor  that  they 
are  correct.  As  far  as  that  certification  is 
concerned  I  have  no  doubts;  I  have  no  doubts 
that  the  money  has  not  been  misappropriated 
in  the  sense  that  it  was  spent  for  purposes 
other  than  that  which  was  approved  by  the 

Legislature. 

Beyond  that,  I  feel  that  the  auditor's  re- sponsibility to  be  in  closer  contact  with  the 
Legislature,  to  go  out  of  his  way  to  report  to 
the  Legislature  and  to  report  publicly  any 

discrepancies  that  come  to  his  attention— 
those  that  are  of  minor  importance  as  well  as 
those  that  are  of  major  importance  as  de- 

scribed in  the  report— is  unacceptable.  There- 
fore, Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  with  deliberation 

that  I  put  before  you  the  following  motion: 
That  the  expenditure  in  vote  601  be  reduced 

by  an  amount  of  $39,000,  an  amount  equiva- 
lent to  the  salary  of  the  Provincial  Auditor. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Nixon,  the  hon.  Leader 
of  the  Opposition  moves: 

That  the  expenditure  in  vote  601  be  re- 
duced by  an  amount  of  $39,000,  an  amount 

equivalent  to  the  salary  of  the  Provincial 
Auditor. 

The   member  for   Ottawa   Centre. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  listened  with  interest  to  the  Leader  of 

the  Opposition  because,  as  I  had  hoped,  he 
kept  his  speech  at  the  level  of  principle  and 
policy.  This,  in  fact,  is  what  happened  with 
the  public  accounts  committee  of  which  I 
happened  to  have  been  a  member. 
We  began  with  an  audit  clerk  who  raised 

some  specific  questions  about  invoices  that 
were  worth  a  few  hundred  dollars  apiece.  We 
wound  up  in  terms  of  the  investigation  with 
a  company  doing  a  $1.5  million  worth  of 
business  in  a  very  cozy  and  unacceptable  re- 

lationship with  the  minister's  department.  In 
fact,  it  went  far  beyond  that. 

This  committee  looked  at  the  system  of 

public  accounting,  the  way  in  which  the  audi- 
tor was  working,  and  found  it  wanting.  While 

they  were  encouraged  by  what  the  govern- 
ment plans  were  for  change,  they  felt  that 

this  did  not  excuse  what  had  gone  on  in  the 
past  and  felt  very  strongly  that  there  should 
be  changes  in  the  future  and  that  they  should 
come  much  more  quickly  and  much  more 
effectively.  There  should  be  much  more  of  a 
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commitment  than  the  government  was  then 
showing. 

Specifically,  the  committee  found  that  so 

long  as  any  pre-audit  function  remains  with 
the  Provincial  Auditor  there  is  a  conflict  of 
interest  involved,  which  would  inhibit  the 

carrying  out  of  an  effective  post-audit  on  be- 
half of  the  Legislature  of  which  the  Provin- 

cial Auditor  is  the  servant.  The  committee's 
findings  about  the  materiality,  its  disagree- 

ment with  the  Provincial  Auditor  on  that 

point,  and  its  disagreement  with  the  Provin- 
cial Auditor  about  the  large  number  of  mat- 
ters that  should  have  been  reported  to  the 

Legislature  and  were  not,  indicate  this  feel- 
ing that  the  Provincial  Auditor  should  have 

been  serving  the  Legislature  and  was  not. 

Before  I  come  into  that  a  bit  more  speci- 
fically, I  think  one  should  note  the  innova- 

tions that  were  a  part  of  this  particular  com- 
mittee and  that  I  hope  will  not  only  continue, 

but  will  also  be  encouraged.  I  would  suggest 
other  committees  besides  this  particular  pub- 

lic accounts  committee  that  reported  on  the 

Provincial  Auditor's  work,  should  have  the 
benefit  of  expert  staff  as  we  did— estimates 
committees,  for  example.  Committees  hand- 

ling important  public  bills  should  not,  in  fact, 
be  left  purely  to  the  resources  of  one  very 
harried  and  overworked  Clerk  of  the  House 
in  order  to  do  their  work  for  them. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't  intend  to  go  at  great 
length  into  the  report.  I  know  the  minister 
knows  what  it  means,  because  he  is  capable 
of  reading  between  the  lines  and  realizing 
language  that  was  used  here,  although  muted 
at  times,  was  pretty  explicit  in  its  meaning— 
in  its  desire  for  an  effective  post-audit;  in  its 
concern  about  the  conflict  of  interest  that 
exists  right  now;  and  in  its  demand  that  there 

be  an  effective  accounting  standards  or  audit- 
ing standards  branch  within  the  Treasury,  or 

within  management  board,  with  the  power  not 
only  to  recommend  but  also  to  enforce  the 
standards  that  it  finds  desirable  within  the 
government. 

Likewise,  that  in  the  field  of  purchasing 
there  be  a  central  purchasing  authority  simi- 

larly empowered  not  just  to  recommend  pro- 
cedures, but  also  to  make  them  stick— as  we 

understand  is  not  the  case  right  now. 

Those  were  the  major  things.  We  asked 
that  the  Provincial  Auditor  investigate  any 
major  unresolved  item  was  the  matter  of 

Cambrian.  Unlike  all  the  other  suppliers  that 
were  investigated  by  the  committee,  Cam- 

brian Stationers  proved  to  be  most  unco- 
operative. 

It  refused  to  provide  the  invoices  and 
records  and  books  and  so  on,  which  were 
necessary  in  order  to  handle  an  adequate 
examination  of  its  relationships  with  the 
Department  of  Municipal  Affairs.  That,  at 

least,  should  and  must  be  investigated  fur- 

ther. Whether  it  is  by  the  Solicitor  General's 
department  and  the  OPP,  or  whether  it  is  by 
the  Provincial  Auditor  with  the  assistance,  if 
necessary,  of  the  OPP,  is  not  particularly 
material  to  us;  so  long  as  we  are  assured  that 
the  loose  ends  left  in  our  investigation  are  in 
fact  tied  up. 

Now,  the  recommendations  about  relocating 
the  staff  of  the  Provincial  Auditor,  again,  are 

put  in  mild  language.  But  what  the  com- 
mittee was  saying  was  that  the  proximity 

between  the  Treasury  and  the  Provincial 

Auditor's  office  cannot  fail  but  impinge  upon 
the  independence  of  the  Provincial  Auditor. 
No  matter  how  pure,  no  matter  how  careful 
the  Provincial  Auditor  and  his  staff  remain, 

they  must  also  be  seen  to  be  independent— 
and  they  cannot  be  so  as  long  as  they  are  in 
close  proximity  to  the  Treasury. 

In  fact,  I  remember  a  few  weeks  ago  that 
the  provincial  Treasurer  spoke  of  having  had 

a  cozy  chat  in  the  corridors  with  the  Provin- 
cial Auditor  about  an  important  matter  con- 

nected with  the  public  accounts  committee. 
That  kind  of  cozy  chat  is  encouraged  by  this 
proximity.  And  this  is  one  of  the  reasons  why 
the  ,committee  is  saying  as  strongly  as  it  can 
that  this  proximity  must  end.  That  the  staff 
of  the  Provincial  Auditor  must  move,  and  he 
too.  That  there  should  be  an  office  in  the 

Legislature  building  for  the  auditor  and  one 
or  two  of  his  assistants— not  where  they  would 
be  all  the  time,  but  a  base  here  where  they 
can  come  in  order  to  serve  the  Legislature, 
because  this  is  the  body  to  which  the  auditor 
and  his  staff  are  responsible.  On  the  question 

of  year-ending  we  recommended  a  guideline, 
or  a  policy,  to  the  government  to  prevent  the 
use  of  funds  in  the  last  month  or  two  of  the 

year,  the  wasteful  use  of  funds,  in  order  to 
use  up  budgets  because  people  fear  that  they 
may  lose  appropriations  in  subsequent  years 

if  they  are  too  efficient  and  don't  spend  funds. 
Certainly  these  people  should  get  a  better 
break  in  terms  of  getting  funds  a  year  or  two 
hence  if  they  show  that  they  use  their  money 

efficiently  and  economically  and  they  under- 
spend their  budget  because  of  effective  man- 

agement. 
Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  somebody  said  to  me 

this  whole  report  is  about  the  Provincial 
Auditor  himself;  that  is  the  man  who  now 
qccupies  the  office  of  the  Provincial  Auditor 
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and  I  would  just  like  to  say  a  word  before 
sitting  down  about  how  I  read,  if  you  will, 
the  committee.  The  criticisms  in  here  are 

pretty  fundamental  about  the  way  in  which 
the  Provincial  Auditor  saw  his  job.  In  other 
words,  there  was  fundamental  disagreement 
with  his  views  of  his  responsibilities  and  a 
pretty  profound  feeling  that  the  conflict  of 

interest  entailed  in  carrying  out  pre-audit 
responsibilities  was  such  as  to  make  a  post- 
audit  approach  just  not  workable.  It  could 
not  be  effective. 

There  was  a  feeling,  too,  that  Mr.  Spence, 
the  Provincial  Auditor,  had  been  so  indelibly 

linked  with  the  pre-audit  functions  of  the 
Provincial  Auditor  for  so  many  years  that  it 
would  be  very  difficult  for  him  to  pilot  the 

changeover  in  the  Provincial  Auditor's  office 
to  a  post-audit.  The  committee's  concern  for 
a  post-audit  was  certainly  reflected  in  its 
recommendation  that,  after  Oct.  31  of  this 

year,  the  Treasurer  take  over  any  pre-audit 
functions  which  have  not  then  been  assumed 

by  the  laggard  departments  who  fail  to  live 
up  to  their  timetable  in  order  to  ensure  that 

this  year— we  want  action  now,  in  this  year— 
that  there  is  five  months  in  which  the  Pro- 

vincial Auditor  can  effectively  work  at  a  post- 
audit  without  any  compromise  or  without 
any  conflict  of  interest. 

The  committee  is  not  a  punitive  group. 
The  meaning  of  their  report  comes  through 
loud  and  clear  and  that  is  they  want  a  new 

hand  at  the  top  in  the  Provincial  Auditor's 
office.  That  is  unquestionable.  They  were 
aware  at  the  same  time  that  Mr.  Spence  was 
reaching  the  civil  service  retirement  age  of 

65— in  fact,  I  believe  it  is  only  about  five 
or  six  months— and  therefore  direct  recom- 

mendations were  not  put  in.  It  was  felt  that 
they  were  probably  not  necessary  and  that 
the  provincial  Treasurer  would  get  the 
message.  Moreover  we  have  read  of  so  many 
arrangements  that  have  been  made  by  and 
on  behalf  of  the  government  in  recent  years 

—Dr.  Swann,  Roy  Ascott,  Mr.  Cauley,  and 
others  of  that  ilk— that  we  were  sure  that  in 
fact,  if  necessary,  some  useful  work  could 
be  found  for  the  present  Provincial  Auditor 
without  holding  back  the  necessary  transfers 
and  changeovers  that  are  needed  within  his 
department. 

I  must  say  that  I  have  been  intrigued  and 
interested  to  have  contact,  not  only  with 
Mr.  Spence  but  also  with  the  senior  staff  in 
his  department  who,  while  remaining  loyal 
to  their  boss,  have  also  made  it  clear  that, 
should  they  have  the  opportunity,  they  are 
prepared   to   do  many   of   the   things   which 

are  necessary  in  order  to  make  the  Provincial 

Auditor's  office  effective.  We  therefore  ask 
the  Treasurer,  whatever  the  result  of  this 
particular  vote,  on  behalf  of  the  government 
which  ultimately  does  control  the  vote  in 
this  Legislature— although  we  might  be  able 
to  beat  them  right  now— we  ask  the  Trea- 

surer to  consider  very  carefully  the  mean- 
ing of  this  report  and  to  take  action  at  the 

very  earliest  possibility  in  order  to  get  the 

Provincial  Auditor's  office  on  to  its  new 
course. 

I'd  remind  the  Treasurer  that,  when  the 
accounts  committee  reported,  it  was  an 
interim  report  and  that  that  committee  was 
unanimous  and  therefore  would,  I  believe, 

support  unanimously  the  views  that  I  have 
just  been  expressing  as  an  interpretation  of 
that  report.  It  will  be  meeting  again  in  the 
fall  and  will  be  asking  as  its  first  item  of 
business  whether  or  not  the  recommendations 

of  this  interim  report  have,  in  fact,  been 
achieved,  both  the  recommendations  that  are 
laid  out  there  explicitly  and  the  ones  that 
are  so  clearly  put  out  between  the  lines. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  rise  to  speak  very  briefly  on  the  motion  put 
forth  by  this  party  and  to  endorse  the  full 
support  that  we  give  to  the  motion.  As  one 
who  has  had  close  observation  of  what  the 
Auditor  General  in  Ottawa  is  doing  and  the 
independence  and  the  integrity  that  are  being 
continually  enforced,  or  at  least  which  he 

defends  with  enthusiasm,  I  can't  help  but 
see  the  failures  that  have  taken  place  at  this 
level. 

It's  ironic,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  op- 
position in  Ottawa,  which  are  the  Con- 

servatives, the  older  cousins  or  younger 
cousins  to  the  people  here,  are  the  first  ones 

to  speak  with  enthusiasm  and  vigour  in  de- 
fending the  integrity  and  the  independence 

of  the  Auditor  General.  Yet,  at  this  level,  we 
seem  to  have  a  holding  of  hands,  which  is 
inconsistent  with  the  function  of  the  Pro- 

vincial Auditor.  This  is  why,  I  feel,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  the  motion  brought  forth  is 

certainly  consistent  with  the  recommenda- 
tions of  the  interim  report  of  the  standing 

committee. 

It's  also  ironic  when  you  look  at  the 
situation  and  look  at  the  principle  as  out- 

lined by  my  leader,  that  appearance  is  im- 

portant. In  the  area  of  justice  there's  a  major 
principle  which  is  always  upheld  by  the 
courts,  that  is  simply  that  justice  must  not 
only  be  done,  but  must  patently  appear  to 
be  done.  This  principle  is  elaborated  in  case 
after  case. 
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It  seems  ironic  that  over  all  these  years 

our  servant,  as  the  Provincial  Auditor  is  sup- 
posed to  be,  the  servant  of  the  Legislature, 

has  had  the  authority  under  the  Audit  Act 
to  report  matters  that  he  desires  to  the 

Legislature.  Through  all  these  years,  ap- 
parently, there  was  no  problem;  nothing  was 

reported— at  least  nothing  meaningful  was 
reported.  It  seemed  that  the  government  was 

carrying  on— it  had  established  a  reputation 
as  a  sort  of  board  of  directors.  Everything 
was  going  on,  and  there  were  no  problems 
in  the  province. 

The  opposition  in  the  past  seriously  ques- 
tioned this,  but  our  servant  kept  telling  us 

there  were  no  problems.  We  were  appre- 
hensive and  we  were  suspicious,  but  any- 

way matters  carried  along.  All  at  once  this 
year,  a  junior  clerk  comes  along  and  we 

find  out  that  this  is  not  the  case.  This  gentle- 
man comes  along  and  gives  certain  matters 

to  the  standing  committee  on  public  ac- 
counts. 

We  find  out  that  not  only  did  the  Pro- 
vincial Auditor  not  support  this  individual, 

but  he  seemed  to  have  wanted  to  curtail 

some  of  his  activities  which  seemed  cer- 
tainly to  make  sense.  When  invoices  were 

being  accepted,  he  wanted  to  know  if  the 
goods  were  received.  That  sounded  like  a 
sensible  solution.  I  would  have  thought  the 
government  would  have  appreciated  this.  It 
has  had  the  reputation  of  being  a  board  of 
directors,  and  in  business  when  you  sign 
for  something,  you  like  to  know  that  the 
goods  are  received  or  at  least  that  the  goods 
are  somewhere. 

What  does  our  servant  do?  First  of  all,  he 

says  we  shouldn't  do  that,  namely,  get  hold 
of  suppliers  and  check  these  things  out.  As 
the  standing  committee  says  at  page  4,  and  I 

think  this  is  extremely  important,  the  Pro- 
vincial Auditor  took  it  upon  himself  to  de- 

cide—our servant  decided— that  this  was  not 

important.  It  didn't  have  to  be  reported 
to  the  Legislature.  He  had  matters  under 
control  and  he  would  take  care  of  this. 

As  the  committee  has  said  and  as  the 

members  here  have  said,  this  is  a  unanimous 
report  of  the  committee.  The  report  went  on 
to  say  that  there  were  marked  differences 
of  opinion  between  the  Provincial  Auditor 
and  the  committee  in  respect  to  what  was 

material  to  the  Provincial  Auditor's  report. 
The  auditor  was  of  the  opinion  that  weak- 

nesses or  deficiencies  in  accounting  by  min- 
istry staff  which  had  been  corrected  when 

identified  by  the  auditor's  staff  need  not 
be  detailed  in  the  auditor's  report.  The  com- 

mittee   do    not   agree    with    this    view    and 

obviously  there  is  a  serious  conflict  in  this 
case.  This  is  why  I  think  the  motion  that 
is  being  presented  is  consistent  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  report. 

What  happened?  The  committee  asked  for 
independent  advice  to  look  further  into  this, 

the  auditor— our  servant  again— made  serious 
objections  but  finally  a  committee  was  ap- 

pointed to  look  further  into  this.  I  must 

admit  that  I  was  most  impressed  by  the  en- 
thusiasm and  the  effectiveness  of  Mr.  Elli- 

son when  he  got  going  into  looking  at  some 
of  these  invoices  and  these  matters  which 

were  questioned  by  the  committee. 
The  committee  established  to  assist  the 

activities  of  the  standing  committee  de- 
cided that  it  should  look  into  other  years 

about  some  of  these  invoices.  This  was 

when  I  couldn't  quite  understand,  I  couldn't 
really  appreciate— and  it  was  obvious  that  the 
Provincial  Auditor  and  the  Treasurer  of  the 

province  as  well  didn't  really  understand— 
what  the  proper  role  and  function  of  this, 
our  servant,  was.  When  this  committee  said, 

"We'll  look  at  invoices  for  various  years," 
the  Treasurer  came  into  the  House  and  said, 

"I've  been  speaking  with  the  auditor,"— 
our  servant!  The  Treasurer  of  the  province 
went  to  speak  to  our  servant  and  they  got 

together  and  said,  "We'll  allow  them  to  go 
on  this  year  but  for  following  years  we  are 

very  apprehensive  about  this  type  of  prac- 
tice because  we  don't  like  people  going  out 

on  fishing  expeditions,"  I  think  those  were the  words  of  the  Treasurer. 

We  find  that  our  servant,  the  gentleman 
who  is  supposed  to  be  reporting  to  us,  to 
this  House—he  is  our  servant,  not  the  servant 

of  the  government— went  to  the  government 

and  said,  "I  am  apprehensive.  These  fellows 

are  going  on  this  fishing  expedition."  Not only  does  he  not  help  us,  he  wants  to  put 
the  brakes  on  the  individuals  who  want  to 

look  further  into  activities  of  certain  depart- ments. 

It  is  obvious,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  the  Pro- 
vincial Auditor  has  never  really  understood 

his  role  and  this  role  over  the  years  has 
been  so  important.  Because  of  the  limited 
number  of  people  who  are  in  the  opposition; 
the  limited  amount  of  resources  that  are  at 

our  disposal;  the  limited  amount  of  research 
facilities  we  have;  we  had  to  rely  on  our 
servant.  We  found  out  after  these  years 

that  we  couldn't  really  rely  on  him. 
It  is  obvious  that  in  spite  of  the  fact  there 

have  been  discussions,  I  understand,  going 

on  between  the  Provincial  Auditor's  office  and 
the    federal    auditor,    the   Auditor   General— 
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and  it  is  obvious  that  the  role  played  in  Ot- 
tawa is  certainly  a  meaningful  role  and  he 

had  it  before  him  to  see  what  a  Provincial 

Auditor  was  supposed  to  do— he  apparently 
never  really  understood  it.  Neither  did 
the  minister,  for  that  particular  matter. 

I  would  have  thought  that  the  minister,  as 
a  member  of  the  Legislature,  as  a  fair  person, 

as  he  tries  to  make  out  to  be  on  many  occa- 
sions, would  have  understood  this  role  as 

well.  When  the  Provincial  Auditor  came  up 

to  him  and  said,  "I've  got  certain  reservations 
about  certain  practices  of  the  public  accounts 

committee"  he  should  have  said,  "Look,  you 
are  a  servant  of  the  Legislature.  You  are  not 

my  servant,"  and  yet  this  was  not  the  case. 
We  have  a  Provincial  Auditor  who  is  holding 
hands  with  the  government.  He  is  not  a 
servant  of  the  Legislature  at  all,  he  is  a 
servant  of  the  government. 

I  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  motion  is 
certainly  a  proper  motion,  a  consistent  motion, 
in  the  light  of  the  activities  of  the  Provincial 
Auditor  in  the  past  and  certainly  consistent 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  interim 

report  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Chairman,  this 

consideration  of  the  auditor's  estimates,  vote 
601,  seems  to  have  turned  into  a  discussion 

on  the  report  of  the  public  accounts  commit- 
tee, which  I  suppose  is  not  out  of  order  and 

unexpected.  Perhaps  this  gives  us  a  bit  of  a 
format  to  follow  which  we  have  not  neces- 

sarily had  in  other  years  and  I  don't  think 
there  is  anything  particularly  wrong  with  it. 

The  report  of  the  public  accounts  com- 
mittee was  received  yesterday.  I  read  it 

quickly  and  read  it  again  this  morning  and  it 
has  been  the  practice  of  my  predecessor  and 
myself  to  go  to  the  meeting  of  the  public 

accounts  committee— we  have  done  this,  I 
think,  each  session— and  comment  on  those 
specific  recommendations,  or  comments,  put 
forward  by  the  committee  and  this  indeed  is 

part  of  the  material  that  was  tabled  yester- 
day along  with  the  interim  report.  I  would 

expect  that  when  the  committee  sits  again  it 
would  be  the  wish  of  the  government  that  I, 
and  perhaps  other  ministers,  might  go  to  the 
committee  and  comment  on  the  specific 
recommendations  that  are  made. 

Nevertheless,  I  will  take  a  crack  at  com- 
menting briefly  on  the  recommendations,  one 

by  one,  and  I  emphasize  that  this  is  a  pre- 
liminary view  and  that  the  Management 

Board  of  the   government  might  change   its 

view.  The  recommendations  have  certainly 
not  been  discussed  but  I  think  it  might  be 
in  order  if  I  commented  on  each  one  of  the 
recommendations,  beginning  on  page  6. 

For  reasons  which  I  explained  to  the  com- 
mittee, we  cannot  agree  with  the  recom- 

mendation with  reference  to  the  public 
accounts  book  itself.  In  any  case,  I  think  the 
book  is  practically  prepared  on  the  basis 
which  I  suggested  that  it  would  be  prepared. 
We  will  take  this  advice  and  recommendation 
of  the  committee  under  consideration  for 

another  year,  but  the  1971-1972  public  ac- 
counts are  being  prepared  on  the  basis  I 

preferred  which  I  indicated  to  the  committee. 

Dealing  with  the  third  recommendation,  I 
would  simply  say  that  in  terms  of  (a)  and  (b), 
I  tabled  with  the  committee  a  Management 
Board  minute  indicating  that  (a)  and  (b),  in 
fact,  were  being  done  or  will  be  done.  I  will 
take  (c)  under  consideration,  but  we  want  to 
leave  that  decision  until  we  see  what  happens 
on  Oct.  31  or,  more  particularly,  when  the 
ministries  come  in  with  their  timetables  for 
Oct.  31;  but  I  will  take  that  suggestion  very 
much  under  consideration. 

Item  4:  We  agree  with  recommendation 

No.  4,  I  think.  This  is  what  the  audit  stand- 
ards branch  in  my  ministry  is  all  about.  We 

may  not  be  able  to  move  to  the  strengthened 
position  described  in  No.  4  as  quickly  perhaps 

as  the  recommendations  state,  but  I  think  it 
is  fair  to  say  that  I  agree  with  item  4. 

Item  5:  I  think  it  should  be  remembered 

that  in  the  particular  instance  of  item  5,  the 
committee  were  examining,  not  the  current 

invoices  but  mainly  invoices  related  to  1967- 
1968,  and  since  that  time  there  has  been  a 
wide  change  in  the  purchasing  policies  of  the 

government.  I  would  suggest,  although  I  don't 
think  it  is  my  place  to  go  into  them  here,  that 
the  committee  should  most  definitely  talk  to 

the  Management  Board  and  see  what  direc- 
tives have  been  issued  and  perhaps  more  par- 

ticularly talk  to,  and  have  a  report  from,  the 

central  purchasing  unit— whatever  they  are 
called— within  the  Ministry  of  Government 
Services  and  see  exactly  what  progress  has 
been  made  since  the  problems  of  1967  and 
1968. 

By  no  means  do  I  suggest  that  the  prob- 
lem is  100  per  cent  solved  but  I  think  that 

the  central  purchasing  agency  in  Government 

Services  have  the  power  suggested  in  5— the 
complete  power  suggested  in  5— and  in  fact 
are  moving  along  very  quickly  with  them.  I 
would  suggest  that  it  would  be  very  helpful 

for  the  committee— and  undoubtedly  for 
Government  Services  and  Management  Board 
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—if  a  review  was  made  of  the  current  policies, 
rather  than  the  policies,  or  lack  of  policies, 
which  caused  some  difficulties  three  or  four 
years  ago. 

In  terms  of  recommendation  6;  I  will  not 

comment  on  it— that's  a  recommendation  to 
the  auditor. 

Recommendation  7,  I  suppose  is  a  recom- 
mendation to  the  government,  which  we 

would  accept.  Certainly,  there  has  never  been 
a  denial  of  staff  or  money  for  the  auditor, 
and  in  that  the  view  of  the  government  has 
not  changed;  so  what  the  auditor  asks  for 
from  Management  Board,  he  gets. 

The  staff  are  being  relocated.  They  are 
being  moved  out  of  the  Frost  building;  to 
where,  we  are  not  sure.  It  may  be  950  Yonge; 
it  may  be  880— but  they  are,  in  fact,  being 
moved.  In  the  process  of  the  whole  reorganiz- 

ation of  government,  space  is  being  found.  I 

am  told  by  the  Minister  of  Government  Serv- 
ices (Mr.  Snow)  that  he  is  most  sympathetic 

to  the  last  part  of  recommendation  7.  If  pos- 
sible, some  sort  of  accommodation  will  be 

found,  perhaps  not  on  a  full-time  basis  but 
on  a  part-time  basis,  in  this  building  for  the 
auditor  himself. 

Recommendation  8,  I  cannot  comment  on. 

That  is  a  recommendation  to  either  my  col- 
league, the  Minister  of  Revenue  (Mr.  Gross- 

man), or  directly  to  the  Ontario  Housing 
Corp. 

With  reference  to  9,  this  is  a  recommenda- 
tion to  the  Management  Board  and  I  would 

think  the  Management  Board  would  take  this 
into  consideration.  I  think  number  10  falls 
into  the  same  category.  The  items  referred 
to,  obviously  I  have  no  comment  on. 

Now,  I  would  just  say  this,  Mr.  Chairman. 
Some  members  said  that  the  language  was 
mild.  I  don't  know  whether  it  is  mild  or  not. 
I  have  not  discussed  it  with  any  member  of 
the  committee,  other  than  what  I  have  heard 
here  today.  I  can  only  accept  the  unanimous 
report  of  the  committee— and  I  assume  the 
committee  means  what  it  has  recommended. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  But  read  the  lines  as  well. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  I  will  accept 
what  the  committee  has  recommended  to  the 
government.  I  am  not  about  to  read  between 

the  lines— any  more  or  less  than  what's  there. 
This  has  been  signed,  unanimously  signed. 

Let  me  say  this— I  had  intended  to  say  this 
at  the  beginning.  I  agree  with  the  remarks  of 
the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  that  the  com- 
mitee  has  done  a  good  job  this  year,  an  ex- 

cellent job. 

In  my  view  this  is  a  most  helpful  report. 

Obviously  I  don't  agree  with  every  section 
of  it,  but  that's  neither  here  nor  there.  It  is 
a  good  report  and  they  have  done  good  work. 
I  am  pleased  to— on  behalf  of  the  Treasury, 
if  I  can  put  it  that  way— commend  the  public 
accounts  committee  and  their  staff  for  what 
they  have  done  and  what  they  have  produced 
in  this  interim  report. 

I  would  just  now  turn  perhaps  to  the 
motion  of  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition.  It 
seems  to  me  he  covered  two  other  points, 
which  are  not  covered  in  the  recommenda- 

tions. There  is  no  recommendation  concerning 
criminal  charges  or  further  investigations  of 
the  Cambrian  Stationery  affair.  That  is  not 
contained  in  the  report— in  the  recommenda- 

tions. This  apparently  is  a  supplementary 
recommendation  by  the  Leader  of  the  Oppo- 

sition, but  it  is  not  contained  in  the  recom- 

mendation- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  But  there  is  a  recom- 
mendation  for   further  investigation. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  No.  6  refers 
to  further  investigation  by  the  Provincial 
Auditor. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  They 

didn't  spell  it  out. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  This  is  a  recommen- 
dation that  the  "Provincial  Auditor  consider 

the  matters  raised  during  the  committee  hear- 
ings and  proceed,  if  necessary,  to  further 

investigate  any  unresolved  items."  I  do  not 
read  that  as  an  investigation  necessarily  initi- 

ated by  the  government  or  the  Solicitor 
General,  and  presumably  that  is  a  recom- 

mendation—a straight  recommendation— to  the 
auditor  and  not  to  the  government. 

Finally,  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
quoted  two  parts  of  the  report  which  are  not 
part  of  the  recommendation.  I  can  only  say 

I  think  that  is  somewhat  significant,  but  I'm 
not  putting  strength  in  that.  They  are  part  of 

the  report— that's  the  matter  raised  at  the 
bottom  of  page  4  and  the  matter  raised  at 
the  bottom  of  page  5.  Really,  in  my  view, 
both  are  saying  the  same  thing— that  the 
auditor's  view  of  what  the  statute  says  is different  from  what  the  committee  feels  is 

the  auditor's  duty. 
I  can  only  suggest  the  committee  is  not 

suggesting  a  change,  as  I  read  it,  in  the 

audit  statute.  If  it  did  we'd  be  glad  to  take 
a  look  at  it  but  they  have  no  specific  recom- 

mendation. I  suppose  the  only  comment  I 
can  make  is  that  if  there  is  a  difference  of 
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opinion  between  the  role  of  the  auditor  as 
seen  by  the  auditor,  and  the  role  of  the 
auditor  as  seen  by  the  public  accounts  com- 

mittee they  should  continue  to  explore  that. 
Having  said  that,  I  think  undoubtedly  that 

part  of  the  difference  of  opinion  arises  over 
the  whole  question  of  post-audit;  perhaps 
some  of  the  difference  of  opinion  will  dis- 

appear in  that  changeover  and  in  that  exer- 
cise. I  understand  that  the  auditor  did  give 

an  undertaking  to  the  committee  that  his  next 
report,  or  his  report  based  on  the  first  post- 
audit,  would  be  in  a  different  form  than  past 
ones  which  were  based  on  a  pre-audit. 

The  audit  report  for  the  year  ending  March 
31,  1972,  presumably  will  be  on  a  pre-audit 
basis.  Starting  now,  I  suppose,  the  role  of 
the  audit  function  has  been  changing  since 
April  1,  and  as  I  understand  what  the  auditor 
said,  we  can  look  forward  to  a  different  kind 
of  report. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  with  reference  to  the 
motion  moved  by  the  Leader  of  the  Opposi- 

tion, the  government  cannot  accept  that  mo- 
tion. The  Leader  of  the  Opposition,  of  course, 

suggested  some  weeks  ago  when  the  commit- 
tee had  begun  its  work  that  the  auditor  should 

be  suspended. 

The  committee  has  reported  and  there  is 
no  recommendation  in  this  report  even  mildly 
suggesting  that  the  auditor  should  be  sus- 

pended or  that  his  salary  should  be  reduced. 

I  don't  want  to  labour  the  point.  I  think, 
with  great  respect,  the  Leader  of  the  Oppo- 

sition went  out  on  a  limb  and  as  was  pointed 
out  by  the  New  Democratic  Party  some  three 

months  ago,  he's  still  trying  to  get  himself 
off  it.  In  so  doing,  I  suggested  before,  he 
embarrassed  the  committee  and  embarrassed, 
in  particular,  the  chairman  of  the  committee. 
If  the  committee  had  felt  that  the  auditor  was 

incompetent  or  had  felt  that  he  should  be  re- 
moved I  have  every  confidence  that  the  com- 
mittee would  have  recommended  that  to  the 

House. 

I  think  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  will 
recall  that  the  public  accounts  committee 
came  to  this  House  with  a  recommendation 
which  did  not  altogether  suit  me.  I  have  no 
doubt  that  they  would,  in  their  wisdom— and 
I  have  very  great  confidence  in  the  members 
of  that  committee,  Conservative,  Liberal  and 
New  Democratic  Party— I  have  no  doubt- 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  You  should  have  said  that 
three  months  ago. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  have  no  doubt  that 

they  would  have  come  to  the  House- 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  You  attacked  the  committee! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —with  the  recom- 
mendation if  they  thought  that  was  so.  But 

the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  having  gone  out 
on  a  limb  three  months  ago,  or  whatever  the 

time  Was,  still  feels  he's  on  it  this  morning 
and,  therefore,  has  moved  his  motion.  So  be 
it.  The  government  cannot,  in  any  way,  sup- 

port that  motion. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  questions? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  moves, 

That  the  expenditure  in  vote  601  be  re- 
duced by  an  amount  of  $39,000,  an  amount 

equivalent  to  the  salary  of  the  Provincial 
Auditor. 

Those  in  favour  of  Mr.  Nixon's  motion  will 

please  say  "aye." 
Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. Call  in  the  members. 

The  House  divided  on  the  motion  which 
was  negatived  on  the  following  vote: 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  ayes 
are  25,  the  nays  are  55. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  motion  lost. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Too  many  tired  old  men  over  there. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  601,  carried? 

Vote  601  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  completes  the  study  of 
the  estimates  of  the  Office  of  Provincial  Audi- 

tor. It  also  completes  the  study  of  the  esti- 
mates in  committee  of  the  expenditures  of 

the  Province  of  Ontario  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  March  31,  1973. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Secretary 
for  Justice):  Can  we  go  home  now? 

Mr.  Martel:  No,  they  just  put  another  bill 

on  your  desk— a  new  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  the  commit- 
tee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 

of  supply  begs  to  report  it  has  come  to  cer- 
tain resolutions. 
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Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Rowe  from  the 
committee  of  supply  reports  the  following 
resolution: 

Resolved:  That  supply  in  the  following 
amount  to  defray  the  expenses  of  the 
government  ministries  named  be  granted 
to  Her  Majesty  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
March  31,  1973:- 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr.  Speaker, 
shall  we  dispense  with  the  reading  of  the 
resolution? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  reading  of  the  reso- 
lution be  dispensed  with?  Agreed! 

Resolution  concurred  in.  (See  appendix, 
page  4621.) 

ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  ACT, 
1971 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  168,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Environ- 

mental Protection  Act,  1971. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  We  are 
compelled  to  say  a  few  words  regarding  the 
amendments  to  the  Environmental  Protection 
Act. 

First  and  foremost,  we  must  bear  in  mind 
that,  when  the  Environmental  Protection 

Act  was  passed  last  year,  we  very  strenuously 
voted  against  it  because  we  were  very  much 
concerned  about  the  very  short  step  forward 
in  the  attitude  of  the  government  involving 
people  in  the  protection  of  our  environment. 
We  have  now,  one  year  later,  before  us  a  bill 
of  35  sections  with  a  tremendous  number  of 
amendments  to  the  Environmental  Protection 
Act.  I  want  to  deal  with  just  a  few  of  the 
more  important  amendments  that  are  men- 

tioned here. 

May  I  say  at  the  outset  that,  in  our  view, 
only  one  change  in  the  bill  is  a  step  for- 

ward of  any  great  consequence. 

Let  us  consider  the  fact  that  licensing  is 

required  for  anyone  to  "construct  or  alter  or 
replace  or  improve  any  structure  or  equip- 

ment or  any  apparatus  that  emits  pollution 
or  contaminants,"  as  the  new  definition  now 
describes  it,  into  the  environment  other  than 
into  water,  which  is  covered  under  separate 
legislation.  This  can  now  be  done  with  a 
certificate  issued  by  the   director. 

Now,   in   the   issuing   of   these   certificates 

let  us  make  it  perfectly  clear  that  there  is 
no  public  involvement  and  no  provision  for 
a  public  hearing.  As  has  been  pointed  out 
by  the  Environmental  Law  Research  Founda- 

tion, in  certain  areas  where  there  is  perhaps 

no  proper  zoning,  the  department  could  se- 
cretly allow  a  charcoal  factory  to  be  estab- 
lished beside  some  other  residential  use  and 

the  zoning  would  not  be  affected;  but  the 
fact  is  that  this  could  be  done  with  no  pro- 

vision for  people  who  are  going  to  be  affect- 
ed by  increased  emission  of  contaminants  to 

have  their  day  at  a  hearing. 

This,  of  course,  is  pointed  out  quite  clear- 
ly in  the  brief  which  was  presented  by  the 

environmental  research  foundation  to  the 
minister  and  I  hope  he  has  read  it  very 
thoroughly.  I  am  sure  his  people  have  read 
it  because  it  emphasizes  again  the  fact  that 
provision  has  to  be  made  so  that  the  indivi- 

dual can  be  heard  when  conditions  are  such 

that  it  relates  to  the  pollution  of  his  own 
environment.  This  is  not  so  except  in  one 
instance  in  the  next  section,  where  we  deal 
with  waste  disposal  sites  and  here,  under 
certain  conditions,  where  we  are  disposing 
of  industrial  waste,  hazardous  wastes,  estab- 

lishment of  a  waste  disposal  site  for  a  muni- 
cipality in  excess  of  1,500  people.  The  first 

forward  step  has  been  taken  by  this  depart- 
ment in  permitting  and,  in  fact,  requiring 

public  hearings. 

In  the  other  instances,  where  a  foundry 
or  factory  is  being  built,  any  structural 
changes  made  to  any  building  require  a  cer- 

tificate of  approval,  but  no  one  knows  the 
terms  of  that  certificate  other  than  the  de- 

partment and  the  industry  involved.  There 
is  provision,  as  I  understand  it,  for  appeals 
by  the  industry  to  appeal  the  terms  of  a 
certificate,  but  there  is  no  provision  for  the 
man  living  right  beside  the  industry  to  have 
any  say  whatsoever  in  the  terms  of  that  cer- tificate. 

However,  we  must  commend  the  one 
small  step  forward  in  this  bill  which  requires 
that  a  public  hearing  be  held  when  a  waste 
disposal  site  is  going  to  be  established  as 
I  mentioned  previously.  This  hearing  would 
be  held,  I  presume,  before  the  environmen- 

tal hearing  board. 

I  am  surprised  that  the  new  chairman  of 
the  environmental  hearing  board,  the  mem- 

ber for  Wellington-Dufferin  (Mr.  Root), 

isn't  pushing  for  more  compulsory  hearings, 
because  I  am  sure  he  gets  paid  on  a  per 
diem  basis  and  would  welcome  more  public 

hearings  relating  to  persons'  attitudes  toward the  environment. 
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Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  He  is  get- 
ting the  maximum  now. 

Mr.  Good:  This  is  a  matter,  I  think,  of 

principle.  It's  a  matter  which  we've  been 
talking  about  for  many  years  on  this  side 
of  the  House,  that  we  have  to  make  better 

provision  for  people  to  be  heard  when  some- 
thing is  being  done  that  is  going  to  affect 

the  particular  quality  of  the  land  or  air  in 
their  immediate  vicinity. 

In  these  instances  where  we  do  require 
a  public  hearing,  I  would  like  to  draw  your 
attention,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  the  fact  that  no- 

tice of  this  public  hearing  is  given  to  the 
clerk  of  the  municipality  and  to  the  owners 
or  occupants  of  lands  adjoining  the  land 
upon  which  the  waste  disposal  site  is  in- 

tended to  be  located.  Now  is  this  quite  am- 
biguous, I  would  suggest;  it  would  indicate 

that  only  people  whose  lands  abut  the  prop- 
erty which  is  being  considered  for  a  waste 

disposal  site  would  be  considered. 

I  think  there  must  be  greater  provision 
than  that.  Even  under  a  zoning  change  or 
any  slight  variance  within  a  city,  people 
within  400  ft  or  more  are  required  to  be 
given  notice  and  that  might  include  a  large 
number  of  people.  Now,  granted  these  are 
going  to  be  in  a  rural  area,  but  there  could 
very  well  be  people  across  the  road,  or  just 
down  the  road,  or  in  behind,  who  would 

have  a  very  vital  interest  in  the  establish- 
ment of  a  waste  disposal  site  and,  in  my 

view,  a  larger  group  should  be  notified  re- 
garding this  hearing. 

Then,  after  the  hearing,  the  executive  di- 
rector may  issue  a  certificate.  It  can  contain 

any  conditions  he  has  given,  or  sees  fit;  and 
he  must,  of  course,  take  into  consideration  the 
findings  of  the  hearing. 

I  would  suggest  that  if  it  isn't  in  here,  the 
findings  of  the  hearing  and  the  reasons  for 
the  decision  should  be  made  public  to  all 
those  who  are  affected.  Whether  it  is 
allowed  or  not  allowed,  the  basis  of  the 
decision,  I  think,  is  most  important. 

The  principle  involved  here  in  another 
group  of  landfill  sites  is  that  the  hearing  is 
permissive— the  public  hearing  is  held  at  the 
discretion  of  the  executive  director.  Here  we 
are  dealing  with  waste  disposal  sites  of 
smaller  communities  of  under  1,500  people— 
or  waste  disposal  sites  of  another  nature.  In 
the  case  of  an  emergency  disposal  of  waste, 
they  can  be  disposed  of  in  a  site  without  a 
hearing;  and  exemptions  are  given  under  cer- 

tain conditions. 

There  is  a  new  section,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 

deals  with  the  payment  into  a  fund,  known 

as  the  "waste  well  disposal  security  fund," 
by  people  who  are  dumping  industrial  waste 
down  wells  in  the  ground.  Some  call  it  a 
licence  to  pollute  our  ground.  The  purpose 
of  it  is  good,  and  I  think  I  must  agree  with 
it;  although  I  see  some  problems  involved 
with  it.  Those  areas  where  this  has  been  a 

practice  feel  that  there  must  be  some  ade- 
quate provision  made  to  set  up  funds  so 

that  if  water  supplies  are  contaminated  by 
this  practice  in  the  future,  there  will  be  a 
fund  to  restore  proper  and  adequate  clear 
water  supply  to  these  people. 

I  do  understand  it  is  the  intention  of  the 
department  to  phase  out  a  good  many  of 
these;  I  think  they  are  down  in  the  Sarnia 
area.  I  understand  some  are  drilled  specifically 
for  the  purpose  of  getting  rid  of  industrial 
waste  and  others,  I  believe,  are  old  gas  wells 
that  have  been  used  for  waste  dumping  for 
some  time. 

My  information  is  that  the  charge  for  the 
disposal  of  brine  will  be  on  the  basis  of  a 
quarter  of  a  cent  a  barrel,  which  is  about  35 
gallons.  For  other  liquid  wastes  from  indus- 

tries, there  will  be  a  charge  of  about  20  cents 
a  barrel  as  the  waste  is  dumped  into  the 

ground. Now,  the  problem  in  my  view  has  got  to 
be  how  accurate  is  our  technology  in  knowing 
what  is  happening  to  these  wastes?  With 

brine,  I  presume,  there  isn't  a  great  problem. 
But  with  our  other  industrial  wastes,  which 
could  contain  dear  knows  what— how  accurate 
is  our  technology  in  predicting  what  is  going 
to  happen  in  the  future?  We  have  been 
caught  already  with  mercury.  We  thought  the 
mercury  going  into  our  water  systems  and  our 
waterways  was  not  going  to  do  any  harm.  We 
have  since  found  that  it  has.  So  I  am  sure 

that  this  must  be  a  concern  to  the  depart- 
ment. Once  better  means  of  disposal  of  these 

wastes  has  been  provided  for,  then  I  am 
sure  it  must  be  their  intention  to  close  these 
wells  out  as  quickly  as  possible. 

I  think  the  idea  here,  as  I  was  told,  was  to 
establish  a  fund  of  about  $250,000  for  com- 

pensation to  people  whose  wells  are  con- 
taminated. However,  there  is  a  problem  here, 

as  pointed  out  I  think  quite  clearly.  The 
onus  will  then  appear  to  be  on  the  person  so 
affected  to  prove  the  use  of  one  of  these 
waste-disposal  wells  caused  contamination  of 
an  individual  water  supply.  I  think  the  Act 

refers  to  "any  person  who  is  taking  water  for 
ordinary  household  purposes." 

Now,  this  is  going  to  be  pretty  difficult.  I 
have  been  through  this,   Mr.   Speaker,  with 
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people  trying  to  prove  interruption  of  their 
water  supply.  That  is,  people  in  rural  areas 
trying  to  prove  interruption  of  their  water 
supply  by  municipalities  who  are  pumping 
water  from  rural  areas.  Granted,  the  depart- 

ment does  assist,  they  do  a  lot  of  the  mon- 
itoring; but  then  when  it  comes  down  to  the 

individual  who  says,  "Well,  before  they 
started  pumping  I  had  lots  of  water.  Now  I 

haven't,  and  that's  all  I  know  about  it."  The 
department  can  come  up  and  baffle  this  poor 
individual  with  a  lot  of  statistics  regarding 
the  static  water  level  within  the  wells,  and 
the  dry  seasons  and  the  wet  seasons,  and  the 
normal  seasonal  fluctuations.  The  poor  indi- 

vidual just  can't  fight  that  kind  of  technical 
data.  He  just  gives  up  and  says,  "I  have  to 
resign  myself  to  the  fact  that  I  had  lots  of 

water  before,  now  I  haven't." 
The  same  can  very  well  happen  here.  I 

think  it's  quite  an  onus  to  place  on  an  indivi- 
dual. It's  going  to  be  something  which  is 

going  to  take  a  great  deal  of  negotiation  and 
good  commonsense  arbitration  on  the  part  of 
a  department.  The  benefit  of  doubt  is  going 
to  have  to  go  to  the  individual,  because  this 
fund  is  being  set  up  for  this  purpose.  I  would 
hope  that  the  department  will  bend  over 
backwards  to  deal  with  people  in  all  fairness. 

The  part  on  sewage  systems,  which  was 
formerly  known  as  private  sewage  systems, 
now  gives  the  department  authority  to  give 
a  certificate  of  approval  for  the  construction 
of  a  private  sewage  system,  then,  also,  a 
permit  to  operate  it.  This  is  good.  On  the 

surface,  this  is  a  great  step  forward.  We're 
going  to  clear  up  our  private  sewage  prob- 

lems around  the  province.  But  when  one 
finds  out  that  this  is  only  applicable,  as  it 
is  now,  to  parts  of  Ontario  that  are  designated 
by  proclamation,  then  we  wonder  how  much 
advancement  has  been  made  since  this  was 

first  introduced.  It's  difficult  to  find  out. 

I  wasn't  able  to  get  a  definitive  answer  as 
to  what  areas  have  been  designated  for  the 
application  of  this  legislation.  I  would  hope 
that,  at  first  thought,  it  would  be  in  the  most 
highly  concentrated  recreational  areas  of  our 
province,  and  to  those  waterways  where  we 
have  permitted,  through  the  fault  of  the 
Department  of  Municipal  Affairs,  excessive 
development  of  cottage  and  resort  facilities 
on  lakes  where  no  one  has  been  able  to 
prove  how  many  people  they  can  support. 
We  have  allowed  this  development  and  now 
we  find  that  we  have  a  mess  that  has  to 
be  cleaned  up. 

I  think  this  legislation  can  clean  it  up  if 

it  is  made  applicable.  I  grant,  it's  going  to take  a  little  time  to  enforce  it  all  across  the 

province,  but  let  us  hope  that,  at  least,  in 
the  more  highly  concentrated  areas  of  sum- 

mer population  this  will  be  brought  into 
effect. 

The  licensing,  then,  is  going  to  be  re- 
quired for  any  business  that  deals  in  any 

way  with  providing  private  sewage  treat- 
ment facilities,  the  cleaning,  or  anything 

else  of  that  nature. 

The  section,  Mr.  Speaker— I'll  just  be  a 
few  minutes  more— dealing  with  pesticides 
to  me  was  most  confusing.  I  understand  that 
it  is  the  intention  eventually  to  repeal  the 
Pesticide  Control  Act  and,  at  the  present 
time,  you  are  dealing  partly  in  that  act  and 
partly  in  this  act,  and  the  provisions  will 
allow  for  the  licensing  of  anyone  who  offers 
for  sale,  or  transfers,  or  gives  it  away,  under 
licence,  but  that  the  director  can  make  ex- 

ceptions for  any  drug  or  pesticide  that  he 
sees   fit. 

In  all,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  might  suggest  that, 
in  my  view,  the  only  real  good  change  in 
the  act  is  the  provision  for  public  hearings- 
compulsory  public  hearings— on  the  estab- 

lishment of  a  waste  disposal  site.  I  think 
the  ministry  has  to  look  very  seriously  at 
the  other  matter  of  public  involvement  when 
we  permit  changes  in  buildings,  or  when 
they  establish  new  industries.  If  they  are 
going  to  affect  the  environment,  we  have 
to  look  at  the  public  involvement  there.  This 

wasn't  done  when  the  Act  was  set  up. 
We  voted  against  the  bill  when  it  was  set 

up,  and  it  wouldn't  take  much  for  us  to 
vote  against  these  amendments.  But  we  will 
support  them,  Mr.  Speaker,  because  we  feel 
there  is  an  indication  of  some  forward  think- 

ing in  trying  to  bring  our  Environmental 
Protection  Act  up  to  date. 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Mr. 
Speaker,  there  are  five  main  areas  in  which 
these  amendments  are  being  offered  to  the 
Environmental  Protection  Act  of  1971;  only 
one  of  these  seems  to  break  any  new  ground, 
and  that  is  the  establishment  of  the  waste 
well   disposal   security   fund. 

Does  this  mean  that  incineration  is  a 
more  dangerous  method  of  disposal  than 
burial,  with  all  the  possible  hazards  of  un- 

derground poisoning  of  the  water  table?  I 
should  appreciate  comment  on  this  by  the 
minister. 

Obviously  the  danger  of  disposal  under- 
ground of  industrial  waste  is  very  real,   as 
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the  establishment  of  this  fund  acknowledges. 
Has  the  incineration  method  been  weighed 
and  found  wanting?  Is  that  what  this  move 
means? 

Hon.  J.  A.  C.  Auld  (Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment): Does  the  hon.  member  want  a 

reply  now? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  take  for  granted  that  the 
hon.  member  may  be  asking  rhetorical  ques- 

tions that  the  minister  can  answer,  as  this 
is  second  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Burr:  Yes.  Even  so,  it  is  already 
possible  for  a  citizen  to  claim  damages  in 
court  for  loss  of  a  water  supply  because  of 
a  polluted  stream  or  a  polluted  well,  so  long 
as  he  can  prove  that  a  company  or  some  other 
person  is  guilty  of  spoiling  his  water  supply. 

My  reading  of  section  16  indicates  that 
in  an  open-and-shut  case  of  pollution  of  a 
well  or  a  water  supply  used  by  cattle,  for 
example,  a  complainant  may  find  that  the 
provisions  now  give  a  much  simpler  and 
less  worrisome  procedure  than  court  action 
would  entail.  But  I  am  not  sure  whether 
the  victim  may  not  have  to  seek  legal  help 
and  be  no  better  off  than  at  present  where 
the  source  of  pollution  may  be  rather  diffi- 

cult to  identify.  The  words  of  the  member 
for  Waterloo  North  seem  to  support  that 
view. 

When  the  executive  director  declares  in  a 

certificate  whether  the  complainant's  claim 
is  allowed  or  not,  it  would  seem  only  proper, 
especially  in  the  event  of  a  rejection,  that 
full  details  of  the  results  of  the  executive 

director's  investigation  should  be  revealed. 
Perhaps  the  minister  would  consider  provid- 

ing for  this  in  the  bill. 

Under  section  23  we  find  that  jurisdiction 
over  various  forms  of  sewage  treatment  is 
being  transferred  from  the  Ministry  of 
Health  to  the  Ministry  of  the  Environment. 
This  should  lead,  at  least  in  theory,  to  equal 
treatment  of  all  citizens  throughout  the 
province  inasmuch  as  the  uneven  pressures 
on  various  local  health  departments  would 
no  longer  apply. 

There  is,  however,  one  possible  danger. 
With  discretionary  power  and  decision  in 
the  hands  of  one  official  instead  of  numerous 

local  health  officials,  it  may  be  that  worth- 
while innovations  will  be  ignored,  overlooked 

or  even  suppressed.  Under  the  present  system 
an  innovation  might  be  adopted  by  one  local 
health  officer  and  either  rejected  at  little 
cost  or  detriment  after  a  trial  in  a  small  area, 

or  proved  successful  and  copied  by  others. 
The  receptiveness  to  innovation  then  will 
vary  presumably  as  executive  directors  come and  go. 

Regarding  public  hearings,  if  public  hear- 
ings are  required  whenever  the  ministry  pro- 

poses new  regulations  to  govern  standards  in 
sewage  treatment,  and  if  public  hearings  are 
held  whenever  the  ministry  establishes  new 
levels  for  effluents,  then  perhaps  the  danger 
of  dictatorial  decisions  would  be  diminished. 

In  section  2,  subsection  8(2)  of  this  bill, 

where  the  word  "may"  is  used,  we  find  that 
the  director  is  again  given  discretionary 
powers  to  allow  new  sources  of  land  pol- 

lution or  air  pollution  to  be  established  or 
to  be  enlarged,  even  though  they  do  not  con- 

form to  standards  set  down  by  the  regula- 
tions. In  the  original  Act,  section  9  says, 

and  I  quote: 

Where  the  approval  of  the  director 
is  required,  as  provided  in  section  8,  the 

director  shall  require  [not  "may,"  Mr. 
Speaker,  but  "shall"]  such  changes  as  may 
be  necessary  to  ensure  that  the  plant, 
structure  or  thing  will  not  emit  or  dis- 

charge any  contaminant  into  the  natural 
environment,  contrary  to  this  Act  or  the 

regulations. 
Why  give  the  director  a  choice?  If  the  action 
is  needed,  why  not  say  so  in  the  bill;  that 
he  shall  or  must  act?  At  the  present  time, 

with  the  word  "shall,"  the  director  could  be 
taken  to  court  if  he  gave  an  approval  for- 

bidden by  the  regulations  or  by  the  Act. 

With  the  word  "may"  put  in,  the  public 
now  has  no  protection,  no  recourse  of  any 
kind.  This  amendment  has  given  the  director 
discretionary  power;  that  is,  arbitrary  power. 
The  original  obligation  of  the  director  to  re- 

fuse approval  now  gives  way  to  mere  dis- 
cretion on  his  part  to  issue  a  certificate  that 

alters  any  terms  or  conditions  as  he  sees 
fit.  This  seems  to  us  a  retrograde  step. 

Section  7  of  Bill  168  expands  section  33 
of  the  Act  itself.  It  makes  clear  when  a  pub- 

lic hearing  must  be  held  and  when  the 
executive  director  may  use  his  discretion. 
Both  instances  refer  only  to  waste  manage- 

ment and  waste  disposal  sites.  There  is  no 
provision,  however,  for  members  of  the  pub- 
lice  to  get  information  from  the  director 

regarding  plans,  specifications  or  other  de- 
tails before  the  public  hearings  take  place. 

There  is  no  clear  assurance  that  any  citizen 
may  actually  make  a  presentation  concerning 
the  terms  and  conditions  and  the  issuing 
of  a  certificate  of  approval,  as  the  licence 
to  pollute  is  now  euphemistically  called. 
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The  15  days'  notice  of  a  hearing  should, 
we  feel,  be  extended  to  30  days  and  should 

be  advertised  in  a  local  newspaper,  prob- 
ably once  a  week  for  three  weeks,  before  the 

hearing  is  held.  Another  amendment  to  sec- 
tion 33  of  the  Act  dispenses  with  a  hearing 

in  the  event  of  an  emergency.  Would  the 
minister  consider  making  some  provision 

whereby  the  terms  of  the  certificate  of  ap- 
proval can  be  reviewed  at  a  public  hearing 

after  the  state  of  emergency  has  passed? 

We  had  an  unhappy  incident  in  Windsor 

about  a  year  ago.  With  the  municipal  sani- 
tation workers  on  strike,  the  municipal  sani- 

tary landfill  was  closed.  Consequently,  private 
contractors  with  liquid  industrial  waste  dis- 

posal contracts  had  to  travel  many  miles 

—about  60  miles  I  believe— in  order  to  dispose 
of  industrial  wastes  for  private  industries. 
One  disposal  company,  however,  began 
dumping  illegally  in  a  nearby  site  that  had 
been  closed  by  the  OWRC.  The  minister  of 

that  time,  although  pressured  daily  and  in- 
formed daily,  seemed  powerless  to  take  any 

action  against  either  the  owner  of  the  pad- 
locked site  or  against  the  private  disposal 

company.  Consequently,  the  contractor  who 
had  acted  properly  lost  considerable  business, 
much  of  which  as  far  as  I  know  he  has  not 

yet  recovered. 

This  amendment,  I  think,  would  have  been 
helpful  in  the  above  situation,  and  will  in 
the  future,  in  that  the  minister  or  the  director 

would  have  been  able  to  lay  down  and  en- 

force the  law*  promptly  and  effectively. 
Moreover,  if  a  director  in  the  future  fails  to 

act  as  he  should  in  an  emergency,  provision 
for  a  subsequent  review  would  be  a  further 

safeguard  to  the  public  and  to  law-respecting 
individuals.  I  should  like  to  ask  the  minister 

to  consider  making  provision  in  the  bill  for 
some  kind  of  public  review  of  any  irregular 
emergency  actions  the  director  may  find  it 
necessary  to  take. 

Section  3  of  Bill  168  speaks  only  of  con- 
taminants as  impairing  the  environment.  Any 

Environmental  Protection  Act  should  in- 
clude some  measure  of  control  over  such 

activities  as  building,  widening  and  rerouting 
highways,  channelling  or  straightening 
streams,  filling  in  wetlands,  building  dams  and 
levelling  hundreds  of  acres  to  create  air- 

ports. The  rerouting  of  traffic  and  changes  in 
speed  limits  that  may  affect  the  noise  levels 
adversely  should  all  be  considered  as  possible 
contaminants  of  the  environment  against 
which  the  minister  should  be  protecting  the 
public. 

When  we  look  at  the  Act  and  the  bill  we 

see  that  private  citizens  still  have  little 

share  in  the  decision-making  process,  no  right 
to  challenge  the  decisions  of  the  ministry,  and 
no  right  to  initiate  action,  either  to  curb 
existing  pollution  or  to  control  activities  that 
will  cause  pollution. 

The  Eastern  Ontario  Charcoal  plant,  re- 
cently in  the  news,  is  an  example  of  the  type 

of  activity  that  I  mentioned  previously  as 
adversely  affecting  the  environment  in  a 
given  area  without  the  consent  of,  or  even 
notice  to,  those  who  will  be  affected. 

Some  dams  may  have  adverse  effects  on 
environment  and  those  citizens  affected 

should  have  some  say  in  weighing  the  advan- 
tages and  disadvantages  of  building  such  a 

dam. 

Use  of  a  stream  as  an  outlet  for  effluents 

from  a  sewage  lagoon  should  not  be  decided 
upon  by  the  ministry  until  those  who  live 
near  the  stream  and  who  live  downstream 

from  the  lagoon  have  had  an  opportunity 
to  study  the  proposals  that  may  change  the 
nature  of  that  stream  and  their  own  environ- 

ment. The  Medway  stream  north  of  London 
affords  an  example  of  an  instance  where  resi- 

dents and  neighbours  were  greatly  distressed 
when  confronted  by  an  accomplished  fact 
by  the  OWRC  about  a  year  or  so  ago,  per- 

haps two  years  ago. 

Among  the  pesticides  amendments  we  find 
several  clauses  in  which  the  four  words 

"substances  used  for  extermination"  are  re- 

placed by  the  one  word  "pesticides."  Now, 
we  in  this  party,  Mr.  Speaker,  can  support 
those  amendments  without  reserve,  if  not 
without  comment.  We  are  disappointed,  how- 

ever, that  the  director  is  still  under  no  ob- 
ligation, in  section  52  of  the  Act,  to  suspend 

or  revoke  permits  or  refuse  to  issue  permits 

when  an  applicant  or  permit  holder  con- 
travenes the  Act  or  regulations,  or  when  he 

is  found  guilty  of  incompetence,  gross 
negligence,  fraud,  or  misrepresentation  in 
carrying  out,  or  attempting  to  carry  out,  an 
extermination  or  any  action  for  which  a 
permit  or  licence  is  issued. 

Why  should  a  civil  servant,  whether  he  is 
called  a  director  or  something  else,  be  al- 

lowed discretionary  power  to  condone  be- 
haviour which  the  Legislature  in  its  wisdom 

has  explicitly  declared  to  be  illegal? 

We  ask  that  this  bill  go  to  committee  of 
the  whole  so  that  we  may  attempt  to 

strengthen  Bill  168  by  way  of  some  amend- 
ments. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  anyone  else  wish  to 
speak  to  the  bill  before  the  minister  replies? 
The  hon.  minister. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  first  of  all, 
let  me  say  that  the  amendments  presently 
before  the  House  are  ones  which  we  are 

anxious  to  have  in  effect  as  soon  as  possible. 
Before  I  mention  the  various  reasons,  I  just 
want  to  make  it  clear  that  presently  the 
whole  Act  is  undergoing  revision.  At  the 
next  session  I  expect  to  introduce  a  new 
Environmental  Protection  Act,  which  will 
include  those  provisions  which  are  now  in 
the  Pesticides  Act  and  in  the  Ontario  Water 
Resources  Commission  Act. 

In  connection  with  the  various  points 
raised  by  my  hon.  friends  opposite,  first  of 

all,  let  me  talk  about  hearings.  We've  been 
looking  very  carefully  at  this  whole  question 
of  hearings  and  the  hon.  members  are  aware 
of  two  committees,  in  effect,  which  have 
been  set  up  by  the  government  to  look  at 

major  projects— the  possible  development  of 
the  Onakawana  lignite  deposit  and  the  James 
Bay  project  in  Quebec  as  well  as  the  Hydro 
line,  which  are  really  major  undertakings.  I 
think  this  indicates  the  direction  in  which 

the  government  is  thinking. 

I  would  point  out  though,  that  at  present 

to  require  hearings— for  instance,  in  air  man- 
agement, we  have  issued  over  3,000  cer- 

tificates a  year;  this  would  indicate  that  there 
would  be  some  real  problems  if  we  were  to 
attempt  to  do  this  in  every  specific  case. 

This  is  something  that  is  being  looked  at 
very  carefully  at  the  moment.  It  may  well 
be  that  in  the  Act  which  will  be  brought 
forward,  there  will  be  a  broadened  provision 
for  hearings  in  a  number  of  cases. 

The  purpose  of  the  waste  well  amendments 
really  is  to  avoid  the  problem  that  people 
otherwise  would  have  in  taking  civil  action 
to  try  to  track  down  the  source  of  certain 
contaminants  which  might  interfere  with 

their  water  supply  and  their  farming  opera- 

tion. It's  directed  primarily  at  the  area  in 
Lambton  county  where  there  are  presently 
a  great  many  wells,  whose  locations  are  not 

too  clearly  known  and  whose  inter- connec- 
tions may  not  be  too  well  known. 

The  purpose  of  this  is  to  be  able  to  give 

compensation  to  those  people  who  were  af- 
fected, primarily  in  the  farming  community, 

who  may  well  find  that  their  water  supply 
has  been  interfered  with  by  some  sort  of 
pollutant  and  who  cannot  trace  where 
specifically  this  came  from. 

We  expect  we  would  be  able  to  tell  from 
an  analysis  of  the  material  that  it  had  come, 
in  fact,  from  a  waste  well  disposal  area,  and 
we  would  be  able  to  use  the  fund  to  provide 

water  in  lieu  until  the  problem  was  cleared up. 

As  far  as  the  question  of  incineration 
versus  burial  of  industrial  liquid  waste  is 

concerned,  I  should  remind  the  hon.  mem- 
bers that  there  is  presently  a  plant  under 

construction  in  the  Mississauga  area  which 

is  going  to  deal  with  this  kind  of  thing.  It's a  very  complex  matter;  there  is  one  going 
into  the  Sarnia  area  and  one  at  least  in  the 

Hamilton  area.  We  expect  that  the  present 
use  of  these  wells  in  the  Sarnia  area  will  be 

on  a  temporary  basis.  We  expect  to  phase 
this  out  when  these  other  facilities  are  avail- 

able, which  certainly  are  more  desirable. 

However,  I  would  say  that  the  best  en- 
gineering advice  we  have  is  that  with  the 

use  of  the  deep  wells  in  the  Sarnia  area, 

which  go  to  the  second  rock  strata— some  are 
more  than  1,000  ft  deep— any  possibility  of 
contamination  is  very  slight.  The  fund 
should  deal  with  compensation  if,  in  fact, 
that  ever  did  occur. 

In  connection  with  the  amendments  hav- 
ing to  do  with  septic  tanks  and  private  waste 

systems,  I  say  to  the  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North  that  the  reason  no  areas  have  yet 

been  proclaimed  is  that  we  required  these 
amendments  so  that  we  could  carry  out  the 
kind  of  work  which  we  feel  needs  to  be 
done  in  these  areas.  The  first  area  that  will 

be  proclaimed  will  be  the  Muskoka-Parry 
Sound  area  where  actually  our  staff  are 
presently  working  as  agents,  in  fact,  of  the 
medical   officer   of   health. 

One  of  the  things  that  we  want  to  do  and 

one  of  the  purposes  of  having  province-wide 
standards  is  to  encourage  experimentation  in 
the  private  waste  disposal  field.  There  are  a 
great  many  devices  which  are  on  the  market 
or  coming  on  the  market  which  may  well  fill 
needs  in  certain  areas  of  the  province.  My 
own  feeling  is  that  to  have  a  provincial 
standard  and  provincial  control  of  these 
things  will,  in  fact,  encourage  the  use  of  these 
sorts  of  things  in  those  areas  where  they  will 
work. 

In  the  air  management  amendments,  the 

question  of  "may"  and  "shall"  really  is  so 
that  in  certain  circumstances  where  very  new 
technology  is  involved  we  will  be  able  to 
license  or  permit  a  method  of  control  which 
may  be  experimental  and  for  which  we 
would  withdraw  approval  later  if,  in  fact, 

the  operation  didn't  work.  At  the  present 
time,  once  a  director  certifies  a  project  it  has 
to  work.  This  has  led  us  to  believe  that  we 
have  inhibited  in  some  cases  new  methods 
which  could  well  have  been  more  effective 
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than  some  existing  methods.  I  feel  with  this 
amendment  that  we  will  be  able  to  encourage 
some  work  which  may  give  better  results 
than  those  methods  presently  on  the  market. 

I  might  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  I  have  two 
further  amendments  to  this  bill  which  I  will 
introduce  in  the  committee  stage.  One,  to 
section  2,  will  clarify  a  matter;  it  is  perhaps 
a  legal  argument.  One  of  the  points  brought 
up  in  that  brief,  which  the  hon.  member  for 
Waterloo  North  mentioned,  was  this  question 
in  section  2  of  commencing  to  construct.  We 
have  taken  another  look  at  that  and  it  de- 

pends on  which  sources  you  talk  to,  I  think. 
I  prepared  an  amendment  to  clarify  this,  I 
trust.  The  other  one,  to  section  31,  has  to  do 
with  non-returnable  containers.  Before  we 
embark  on  any  regulations  in  certain  areas, 
we  feel  that  this  needs  clarification.  It  is  a 
matter  of  two  or  three  words. 

Mr.  Good:  Is  the  minister  going  to  outlaw 
the  three-quart  disposable  milk  jug? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  That  is  one  of  the  things 
that  we  are  looking  at  very  carefully  at  the 
moment.  My  counsel  indicates  that  we  need 
three  more  words  in  the  section. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  168.  Is  it  the  pleasure  of  the 
House  that  the  motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  the  bill  to  go  to  committee 
or  shall  it  be  ordered  for  third  reading? 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  To  com- 
mittee of  the  whole  House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  To  committee  of  the  whole 
House. 

MUNICIPAL  ACT  (1) 

Mr.  Meen,  in  the  absence  of  hon.  Mr.  Mc- 
Keough,  moves  second  reading  of  Bill  201, 
An  Act  to  amend  the  Municipal  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 

Mr.  Good:  We  concur  with  these  amend- 
ments which  brings  the  Municipal  Act  in  line 

for  the  operation  of  the  Municipal  Elections 
Act.  I  think  everything  in  this  bill  deals  with 
the  amendments  required  in  the  Municipal 
Act  to  make  the  Municipal  Elections  Act 
operational.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  A.  K.  Meen  (York  East):  Yes,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  is  correct. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  very 
minor  amendment  which  I  require  to  make 
to  the  bill  to  ̂ correct  a  typographical  error. 

Consequently,  I'm  afraid  we  will  have  to 
refer  it  to  the  committee  of  the  whole  House, 
although  the  appearance  before  the  House 
should  be  brief. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  indicated 
it  was  a  minor  typographical  error. 

Mr.  Meen:  It  is  actually  a  minor  typo- 
graphical error,  Mr.  Speaker.  Is  it  in  order 

for  it  to  be  introduced  at  this  time? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Well,  I  wonder  if  the  hon. 
member  would  indicate  to  the  House  what 
the  error  is. 

Mr.  Meen:  Yes,  I'd  be  pleased  to,  Mr. 
Speaker.  In  section  11  there  is  an  error  in 

the  reference  to  "42;"  it  should  read  "44" I  was  under  the  impression  that  it  would  be 
necessary  to  make  that  amendment  in  com- 

mittee, but  that's  the  only  correction. 
The  full  text  of  my  amendment  would  read 

that  subsection  3  of  section  45  of  the  Act, 
as  set  out  in  section  11  of  the  bill,  be 

amended  by  striking  out  "42"  in  the  seventh 
line  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "44." 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  either  we  would  want  this  sent  to 
committee  or  I  would  like  to  say  a  few  words 
about  it  in  second  reading,  in  which  case  we 
would  be  quite  happy  to  go  along  with  the 
suggestion  of  the  parliamentary  assistant.  I 
leave  it  open  to  him  as  to  which  procedure 
he  wishes  to  follow. 

I  apologize  for  not  being  in  the  House 
when  this  was  raised. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I'm  not  certain  about  the 
hon.  member's  first  few  words.  Would  he 
mind  repeating  what  he  said  first? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  I  said  that  I  would  like 
to  make  some  comments  on  behalf  of  the 
New  Democratic  Party  on  the  bill,  and  I  can 
make  them  either  in  the  clause-by-clause 
study  in  committee,  or  else  I  can  make  them 
at  this  time.  I  suppose  it  really  is  up  to  the 
assistant  as  to  which  he  prefers. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  perhaps  we  should 
clarify  whether  or  not  the  House  would  ac- 

cept the  change  in  this  very  minor  correction 
without  going  to  committee,  provided  we 
permit  the  hon.  member  to  discuss  it  further 

now.  I'd  like  to  dispose  of  this  thing  first. 
Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  on  a  point  of  order,  I 

believe  second  reading  was  about  to  pass;  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Yes,  the  hon.  minister  had  re- 
plied, and  I  understand  precisely  what  the 

hon.  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  is  getting  at. 
He  would  like  to  make  his  comments  even 

though  he  wasn't  here— 
Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  correct,  yes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  —in  order  to  prevent  it  from 
going  to  committee  of  the  whole  House.  Now 
if  I  had  the  permission  of  the  House  for  the 
minor  amendment  to  be  made- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Which  is  perfectly  acceptable; 
you  have  that  permission. 

Mr.  Speaker:  —without  going  to  commit- 
tee of  the  whole,  would  the  House  agree  to 

changing  "42"  to  "44"?  That's  what  I  under- stood the  amendment  to  be.  Is  that  correct? 

An  hon.  member:  Yes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  there  are  precedents 
for  doing  it  in  that  manner.  Therefore,  if  the 
House  is  in  agreement  that  the  hon.  member 
for  York  East  be  permitted  to  effect  that 

change  from  "42"  to  "44"  without  going  to 
committee,  and  if  the  hon.  minister  will  en- 

tertain some  discussion  at  this  moment  from 
the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  Centre,  then 
everything  is  copacetic. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  And  any  other  hon.  members 
who  wished  to  speak,  I  presume. 

Mr.  Meen:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  we— 

Mr.  Speaker:  No,  not  quite  so  far.  I  am 
granting  a  special  privilege  to  the  hon.  mem- 

ber for  Ottawa  Centre— not  to  other  members. 

He  was  out  of  the  House  and  I'm  granting 
him  that  privilege. 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Speaker,  my  comment  on 
this  was  one  of  interest  as  to  the  suggestion 
that  the  amendment  might  be  made  here. 
We  had  completed  second  reading,  as  Han- 

sard will  show- 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Oh,  you  are  not  playing  the 
game. 

Mr.  Meen:  —and  I  would  suggest  that  we 
take  this  to  committee  of  the  whole  House 
for  the  appropriate  amendment,  which  I  will 
introduce  at  that  time. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Okay,  that's  fine. 

Mr.  Speaker:  All  right.  The  hon.  member 
has  indicated  that  it  should  go  to  committee 
of  the  whole  House. 

MUNICIPAL  ACT  (2) 

Mr.  Meen,  in  the  absence  of  hon.  Mr.  Mc- 
Keough,  moves  second  reading  of  Bill  206, 
An  Act  to  amend  tihe  Municipal  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  just  a  few 
comments  on  this.  There  are  numerous 
amendments  dealing  with  the  Municipal  Act; 
as  one  can  see,  first  reading  was  given  on 
June  27  and  this  is  now  June  29,  which  makes 
it  almost  impossible  to  do  any  kind  of  review 
of  these  amendments. 

I  would  like  to  speak,  though,  about  the 

principle  involved  in  the  changes  in  the  taxa- 
tion of  telephone  companies,  and  perhaps  the 

member  for  York  East  will  reply.  Is  it  correct 
that  the  former  method  of  assessing  the  tele- 

phone companies  at  100  per  cent  of  their 
gross  receipts  for  the  year  will  be  the  same, 
instead  of  applying  a  mill  rate  to  those  gross 
receipts,  which  had  very  bad  effects  on  mu- 

nicipalities who  had  gone  to  market  value  as- 
sessment, and,  because  of  going  to  market 

value  assessment,  had  a  low  mill  rate,  found 
themselves  receiving  a  much  smaller  amount 
of  revenue  from  the  telephone  companies? 
Is  this  correct,  that  this  will  now  make  the 
tax  at  five  per  cent  of  gross  revenue,  and 
eliminate  the  application  of  a  mill  rate?  That 
was  the  one  question  I  wanted  to  ask. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  just  like  to  say  a 
word  on  the  fact  that  you  are  now  raising 
the  period  from  three  to  five  years  for  the 
implementation  of  sign  bylaws.  This  is  a 
point  I  made  when  that  section  was 
amended,  or  first  passed  a  year  or  two  ago. 

Many  contractual  obligations  between  retail- 
ers and  sign  companies  run  for  three  years, 

with  option  to  renew  for  several  years.  It  is 
that  option  to  renew  that  gives  the  retailer 
the  extra  value  out  of  the  sign. 

I  think  this  is  a  very  reasonable  amend- 
ment. I  would  have  liked  to  have  seen  it 

maybe  go  to  six  years  giving  the  person  who 
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has  a  contractual  agreement  with  a  sign 
company  a  chance  to  run  out,  not  only  his 
original  lease  on  the  sign,  but  also  his  first 
option  to  renew  because  that  is  where  he 
does  receive  quite  an  advantageous  monetary 
conceession  on  that  sign.  But  this  is,  of  course, 
considerably  better  than  the  bylaw  was  in 
the  first  place. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  might  just  begin  by  saying 
that  I  was  sorry  that  the  usual  co-operative 
spirit  of  the  member  for  York  East  was  lack- 

ing in  that  last  bill,  because,  in  fact,  it  would 
probably  take  a  somewhat  longer  time  to 
take  it  through  committee  than  it  would  have 
had  to  make  some  remarks  on  second  reading. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  What  happened  to  him  over 
there? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right.  He  shouldn't  be like  the  member  for  Ottawa  South.  On  this 
particular  bill  I  would  like  to  ask  two  or 
three  questions,  which  I  think  can  be  covered 
in  second  reading.  We  do  feel  a  bit  more 
co-operative  about  this  one,  because  it  is, 
certainly,  in  the  main  a  facilitating  and  house- 

keeping kind  of  bill. 

Contrary  to  the  member  from  Waterloo,  I 
find  it  a  bit  difficult  to  understand  the 
leniency  being  shown  to  nonconforming 
signs.  I  would  appreciate  an  explanation  on 
that  particular  point. 

Secondly,  I  would  like  a  clarification  about 
the  amendment  that  authorizes  the  increase 
in  pensions.  It  is  one  which  we  certainly 
welcome.  I  believe  it  has  been  contained  in 
municipal  bills  and  private  bills  over  the  last 
few  years.  I  believe  that  Oshawa,  for  ex- 

ample, moved  some  time  ago  to  improve  the 
level  of  pensions,  which  were  pegged  at 
1952,  1957,  or  1958  rates,  in  the  same  way 
as  the  federal  governemnt,  and  I  believe  the 
provincial  government,  had  done  for  some  of 
those  very  inadequate  past  pensions. 

Within  that  very  desirable  object,  is  there 
protection  to  ensure  that  the  municipal  coun- 

cil doesn't  play  favourites— that  if  it  decides 
to  benefit  one  employee,  for  example,  who 
retired  in  1955,  it  has  got  to  benefit  every- 

body who  retired  at  that  time  or  sooner?  Or, 
can  they,  in  fact,  play  favourites  and  simply 

do  something  for  the  reeve's  grandfather  and 
leave  everybody  else  alone?  What  is  the 
meaning  of  the  words  in  section  9,  subsection 
3? 

The  third  point  I  wanted  to  ask  about  was 
whether  municipalities  can  expect  more 
revenue,  approximately  the  same  revenue,  or 
less   revenue,   from  the  provision  that   does 

away  from  the  assessment  of  telephone  cable 
linage  and  relates  the  tax  to  gross  receipts. 
Will  it  be  more,  or  will  it  be  less?  If  less, 
why  will  it  be  so? 

The  section  that  exempts  temporary  occu- 
pancy of  trailer  lots  from  the  licensing  fee 

is  one  which,  I  believe,  represents  the  gov- 
ernment's decision  to  yield  to  lobbying  from 

people  who  are  in  the  trailer  business,  and 
also  from  people  who  camp  on  trailer  lots 
and  who  can  see  some  dangers  in  this.  It  is 
a  recreation  where  cost  is  growing  quite 
rapidly. 

The  other  day  the  cost  of  provincial  parks 
went  up,  for  example.  I  would  like  to  know, 
though,  whether  municipalities  will  still  be 
entitled  to  levy  any  kind  of  a  business  tax  on 
trailer  parks,  or  whether  their  real  estate  will 
remain  subject  to  assessment  or  not? 

The  final  point— and  this  is  a  philosophical 
point,  I  guess.  There  is  a  very  small  sub- 

section; probably  the  smallest  in  the  bill,  Mr. 
Speaker.  Section  11  permits  the  appointment 
of  nominees  of  corporations  to  the  board  of 
management  of  an  improvement  area. 

Mr.  Meen:  Excuse  me,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 

interrupted  and  I  missed  the  gist  of  the  mem- 
ber's observations.  Could  you  repeat  the  last sentence? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  I  am  commenting  on 
section  11,  which  permits  the  appointment  of 
nominees  of  corporations  to  the  board  of 
management  of  an  improvement  area.  Now, 
I  would  like  a  clarification;  an  explanation  of 
that. 

I  have  to  confess  that,  although  I  know  it's 
a  very  primitive  and,  if  you  will,  low  form  of 
rural  self-government  in  an  improvement 
area— what  I  suspect  is  happening  here  is 
that  the  government  is  trying  to  cater  to 
large  corporations;  often  foreign-controlled 
for  that  matter.  These  companies  hold  sway 
over  townships  and,  in  fact,  just  about  entire 
districts  up  in  parts  of  northern  Ontario,  for 
forestry  or  for  mining  purposes.  In  some  cases 
there  are  a  number  of  residents  in  the  area, 
enough  that  an  improvement  area  can  be 
formed.  But  the  government  is  yielding  to 
corporate  interests,  to  companies  paying  for 
some  of  the  improvements  and  roads  and 
which  are  major  sources  of  taxation  in  the 
area.  The  government  is  stating,  in  effect, 
that  the  interests  of  local  residents  can  be 
overridden  by  the  appointment  of  nominees 
of  corporations  to  those  improvement  areas. 

If  that  is  what  the  nomination  means,  then 
we  are  very  unhappy  with  it.  And  were  there 
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more  time,  we  would  wish  to  oppose  it, 
because  we  do  not  see  the  justification  for 
this.  It  seems  to  rank  in  the  same  vein  as  the 

government's  decision  to  hold  with  non- 
resident voting;  to  hold  with  certain  kinds 

of  proxy  voting;  to  allow  corporations  to 
appoint  nominees  to  vote  on  money  bylaws  in 
municipal  elections. 
And  we  suggest  that  this  is  a  pocket 

borough  kind  of  creation  in  Which  you  create 
fiefdoms  up  in  northern  Ontario.  This  is  cer- 

tainly what  it  appears  to  be— commercial  fief- 
doms belonging  to  Abitibi  Paper  Co.,  or  some 

other  such  corporation.  Not  only  have  they 
power  over  who  comes  over  most  of  the 
roads— because  they  are  built  by  the  corpor- 

ation—'they  even  have  power  over  the  only 
instrument  of  self-government  available  in  the 
area.  And  this  we  cannot  accept. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  other  hon.  member  wish 
to  enter  the  debate?  The  hon.  member  for 
York  East. 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Speaker,  to  begin  with, 
may  I  just  observe  for  the  member  for  Ottawa 

Centre,  I  didn't  think  that  I  was  being  unco- 
operative with  respect  to  the  previous  bill, 

really.  The  bill  had  been  called  and  second 
reading  had  been  completed;  and  I  have  some 

reluctance  about  reversing  one's  field. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  member  has  only  got  one 

or  two  bills  to  handle,  for  heaven's  sake! 

Mr.  Meen:  I  will  certainly  be  happy  to 
entertain  his  observations  in  the  committee, 
if  the  chairman  will  permit. 

With  respect  to  this  present  bill,  I  regret 
that  it  was  delayed  in  its  introduction- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  So  do  we! 

Mr.  Meen:  I  think  the  hon.  member  will 
appreciate  that  many  of  the  changes  in  this 
bill  are  the  result  of  the  mutations  within  the 
other  legislation.  It  has  been  just  impossible 
for  legislative  counsel  to  get  the  bill  through 
any  sooner. 

I  was  able  to  get  it  caucused  only  Monday 
of  this  week,  and  it  has  been  with  the 
extreme  co-operation  of  the  printers  and  of 
legislative  counsel  that  we  were  able  to  get 
the  bill  available  so  that  hon.  members  could 

have  it  this  morning.  In  fact,  I  didn't  even 
have  my  own  copy  until— well,  I  suppose  all 
of  us  got  it  at  the  same  time.  I  have  had  my 
draft  copies  of  course;  but  only  the  printed 
copy  became  available  this  morning.  It  is 
regrettable  and  I  apologize,  if  such  is  neces- 

sary; and   I  don't  think  it  is— I  think  it  is 

more  a  matter  of  explanation  of  the  delay  in 
getting  this  bill  printed  and  before  the  House 
for  a  debate  today. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Apologize  for  the  minister,  he 
is  the  delay. 

Mr.  Meen:  Now,  replying  to  the  points  as 
raised.  With  respect  to  the  telephone  com- 

pany assessments,  it  is  going  to  do  a  number 

of  things.  It's  been  getting  difficult  beyond 
description  to  assess  the  line-miles  used  by 
telephone  companies  through  many  jurisdic- 

tions. This  is  with  the  advent  of  microwave 

systems,  carrier  current,  and  other  sophisti- 
cated devices,  where  a  multitude  of  signals 

or  messages  can  be  carried  on  one  single  pair 
of  wires,  or  over  one  single  beam. 

It  has  been  this  kind  of  thing  that  has 
been  giving  the  municipalities  a  tough  time 
in  reaching  fair  assessments. 

We  don't  have  any  figures.  At  any  rate,  I 
have  none  available,  as  to  whether  the 

amounts  will  go  up  or  go  down— but  we 
think  that  in  the  long  run  they  will  go  up. 

Indeed,  most  municipalities  today  have  as- 
sessments, and  will  have  even  when  assess- 

ment reaches  market  value,  in  the  order  of 
50  mills  or  more  and  from  here  on  it  would 

appear  that  there  will  be  an  improvement 
in  the  revenue  to  the  municipalities  when 
recovered  at  the  rate  of  five  per  cent  of 
gross  sale  reported  as  set  out  in  the  proce- 

dural aspects  of  the  bill. 

I  was  encouraged  to  hear  also  that  at 
least  one  of  the  hon.  members  opposite  was 

in  agreement  with  our  approach  to  a  non- 

conforming user  of  signs.  We  don't  like  to 
make  legislation  retroactive.  We  don't  like 
to  have  legislation  that  will  compel  some- 

one to  tear  down  a  building  or  a  structure 
if  its  user  becomes  a  nonconforming  user, 

and  indeed  that  philosophy  has  been  recog- 
nized in  our  Municipal  Act  for  as  long  as 

I  have  been  around  anyway,  in  the  sense 
of  the  legal  nonconforming  user. 

This  is  really  what  we  have  been  depart- 
ing from  when  a  year,  or  two  years,  ago 

we  initiated  into  the  Act  the  amendment 

which  would  require  a  then  legal  noncon- 
forming user  sign  to  be  torn  down  and  re- 

moved, even  though  it  was  a  legal  noncon- 
forming user  within  a  stipulated  period  of 

time.  The  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs  at 
the  time  observed  that  he  had  some  misgiv- 

ings as  to  whether  three  years  was  an  ade- 
quate period  of  time  to  enable  the  owners 

of  the  sign  companies  to  write  off  their  capi- 
tal investment  to  whatever  extent  was  nec- 

essary.  Certainly  they  would  have  to  write 
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off  their  installation  expenses  and  the  cost 
of  removal  of  the  sign. 

In  the  interval,  the  sign  people  have  come 
to  us  and  have  made  a  good  case  for  the 
extension  of  that  period  of  time.  Actually, 
they  would  have  had  us  extend  it  to  a  period 
of  seven  years,  perhaps  10  years.  The  muni- 

cipalities would  have  been  happy,  of  course, 
to  have  had  us  leave  it  at  three  years.  The 
figure  of  five  years  has  been  arrived  at  after 
discussions  with  the  liaison  committee  of 

the  municipal  associations  and  with  the  sign 

people.  The  sign  people  still  aren't  alto- 
gether happy,  needless  to  say,  but  they're content  that  we  have  recognized  that  they 

have  a  problem  with  many  large  signs  with 
substantial  capital  investment  involved.  We 
are  recognizing  this  to  the  extent  of  giving 
them  an  extension  of  this  time  by  amending 
the  period  from  three  years  to  five  years, 
relating  back  to  the  original  date,  of  course. 

The  pension  benefit  improvement  —  these 

aren't  really  pension  benefit  improvements, 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  thought  the  hon.  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre  referred  to  section  9,  but  I 

don't  think  that's  the— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Section  9,  subsection  3  and 
subsection  4. 

Mr.  Meen:  These  are,  but  it  would  apply 
to  everyone  and  there  could  be  no  favourit- 

ism in  this  sense. 

The  degree  to  which  they  improved  the 
benefits  for  a  retired  pensioner,  as  opposed 
to  the  degree  to  which  they  might  improve 
it  for,  I  suppose,  the  widow  of  a  retired 
pensioner,  might  be  different,  but  within 
any  particular  class  or  classes  there  should 
be  no  discrimination. 

We  think  this  is  good  as  this  has  been 
sought  from  all  quarters  and  I  am  sure 
everyone  agrees  it  is  in  the  category  of 
motherhood.  We  feel  that  the  municipality 
should  have  the  authority  to  improve  the 
pension  benefits  paid  to  their  presently  re- 

tired staff  whose  pensions  over  the  years 
have  consistently  bought  them  less  and  less. 

Trailer  camp  sites  would  still  be  assess- 
able in  the  normal  business  way.  The  origi- 

nal charge,  the  charge  in  the  section  of  $20 
per  month  per  site,  ran  the  risk  of  putting 
many  of  these  operators  out  of  business,  if 

they  didn't  try  to  pass  that  cost  along  to 
the  campers.  That  became  an  unreasonably 
high  figure,  having  regard  for  the  fact  that 
these  are  temporary;  that  they  are  not  living 
there  on  a  permanent  basis,  and  that  they 
are  not  contributing  to  the  cost  of— 

Mr.  Good:  Five  dollars. 

Mr.  Meen:  Yes,  $5.  They  are  not  con- 
tributing to  the  cost  of  schools  or  anything 

of  that  sort,  inasmuch  as  they  maintain  a 
permanent    residence   elsewhere. 

As  to  the  last  point  raised  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Ottawa  Centre,  namely,  with 

respect  to  improvement  areas,  shopping  cen- 
tres and  the  like,  where  many  of  the  busi- 

nessmen involved  are  small  businessmen,  it 
is  all  well  and  good  to  talk  about  the  large 
ones,  but  I  think  one  clouds  the  issue  by 

discussing  it  in  that  light.  Many  of  the  mer- 
chants involved  in  these  projects  are  small 

operators.  Many  have  become  incorporated 
for  other  reasons  and,  because  of  the  fact 
that  they  were  incorporated,  they  had  no 

opportunity  to  have  a  legal  nominee  repre- 
sentative on  the  project  and  on  the  board. 

It  is  for  that  reason  that  we  have  recognized 
that  they  should  be  entitled  to  have  a 
nominee  to  represent  their  interests  on  the 
board. 

We  think  the  amendment  makes  a  lot  of 
sense. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Would  the  minister  just  per- 
mit one  question,  Mr.  Speaker? 

Mr.  Meen:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Are  these  improvement  areas 
not  also  in  the  north,  where  they  fulfil  the 
kind  of  purpose  that  I  was  describing? 

Mr.  Meen:  Oh,  I  would  expect  that  these 
are  throughout  many  areas  of  the  province, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

ASSESSMENT  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  207,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Assessment 
Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  have  just  a  word  or  two  on 
the  bill.  The  basic  part  is  to  tie  it  in  with  the 
new  Municipal  Elections  Act  and  to  make 
the  necessary  amendments  complementary  to 
that  particular  Act.  I  had  a  bit  of  difficulty 
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with  section  6.  Again  since  I  don't  intend,  as 
far  as  I  am  ooncerned,  to  take  it  to  commit- 

tee, I  would  ask  the  minister  for  an  explana- 
tion. Is  the  member  for  York  East  handling 

it? 

Mr.  Meen:  No,  it's  the  Minister  of  Revenue. 
Mr.  Lawlor:  I  would  ask  the  minister  to 

take  a  look  at  section  6,  paragraph  23,  where 
they  are  talking  about  the  census  which  be- 

comes the  enumeration.  It  says:  "The  assess- 
ment commissioner  shall  in  each  year,  com- 

mencing on  the  Tuesday  following  the  first 

Monday  of  September  .  .  ." 
Why  each  year  is  my  question?  The  muni- 

cipal elections  themselves  are  every  two  years. 
Is  it  necessary  to  go  through  this  census  pro- 

cedure in  this  way  every  year?  Is  the  purpose 
to  keep  the  rolls  up  to  date  in  this  regard? 
That  is  one  of  the  things  that  puzzles  me  as 
I  look  through  the  Act. 
We  have  another  bill  before  us  later  today 

touching  the  business  of  the  taxation  of  tele- 

phone and  telegraph  lines.  I  don't  know 
whether  you  want  to  comment  upon  that 
now  or  later.  I  always  found  that  an  intrigu- 

ing section  of  the  Assessment  Act  as  to  the 
measurement  of  lines  in  the  province  and  the 
criteria  for  taxation  on  those  companies  being 
at  least  in  part  the  footage  of  line  throughout 
the  province.  I  am  pleased  that  you  are 
changing  what  seems  to  be  a  somewhat  hoary 
formulation  and  going  over  simply  to  a  basis 
of  taxation  on  receipts.  Is  it  your  calculation 
that  the  same  amount  of  revenue  is  likely  to 
be  derived  from  the  one  as  from  the  other, 
and  is  that,  therefore,  the  basis  of  your 
percentage? 

Those  are  the  basic  concepts  that  are 
operative  in  this  bill.  The  switch  over  to 
market  value  assessment  does  obviate  some 
of  the  difficulties  and  knocks  out  under  our 
section  7  of  this  bill  portions  of  section  24 
under  the  old  Act. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Go  ahead. 

Mr.  Speaker:  We  should  have  all  members 
speak  who  are  going  to  speak  before  the 
minister  replies. 

Mr.  Good:  I  would  like  to  make  a  few 
comments.  First  of  all,  I  am  pleased  to  see 
that  provision  is  made  for  an  annual  enumer- 

ation to  help  the  municipal  people  keep  the 
municipal  roll  up-to-date.  The  Municipal 
Election  Act  read  as  though  that  enumeration 

was  going  to  be  done  every  two  years.  It  is 
bad  enough  that  the  municipality  must  now 
be  the  keeper  of  the  roll  for  school  support, 
for  enumeration  purposes  and  all  data,  with 
the  exception  of  the  actual  evaluation  of  land 
which  will  still  be  held  by  the  regional  assess- 

ment office. 

Many  municipal  people  feel  they  are  going 
to  have  to  take  on  additional  help  because 
they  are  having  the  bothersome  part  of  the 
assessment  function  turned  back  to  them. 
The  provisions  for  keeping  an  accurate  list 
of  school  support  are  most  important  because 
we  find  in  many  areas  there  are  thousands  of 
appeals  by  both  separate  school  and  county 
school  boards  to  get  the  correct  school  sup- 

port provisions  for  these  people. 

The  necessary  amendments  have  been  made 
in  other  bills  so  that  appeals  can  now  be 
made  by  an  agent.  I  presume  that  that  does 
not  have  to  be  looked  after  in  this  particular 
bill.  These  amendments,  of  course,  are  neces- 

sary because  of  different  procedures  now 
being  used  to  establish  the  roll  within  the 
municipality.  In  fact,  it  is  going  to  be  looked 
after  by  the  clerk  to  bring  it  in  line  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Municipal  Election  Act. 

I  hope  that  all  the  deficiencies  of  the 
original  Municipal  Election  Act  which  I 
understand  had  to  be  looked  after  by  amend- 

ments to  the  Assessment  Act,  the  Municipal 
Act  and  many  of  the  school  administration 
Acts,  have  now  been  dovetailed  so  that  the 
basic  and  original  problems  of  who  was 
going  to  keep  the  roll  and  how  the  changes 
could  be  made  simply  to  school  support,  I 
hope  have  all  been  looked  after.  I  hope  they 
have  been  dovetailed  together,  between  one 
department  and  another,  because  it  was  of 
great  concern  to  many  people  when  the 
Municipal  Election  Act  first  came  out. 

I  hope  the  minister  can  assure  us  that  all 
of  these  problems  have  been  corrected  and 
these  amendments  to  the  Assessment  Act  will 
look  after  the  corrections  as  they  relate  to 
this  particular  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  hon.  mem- 
ber wish  to  participate?  If  not,  the  hon. 

minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  to 
deal  with  the  hon.  member  for  Waterloo 

North's  comment;  he  is  correct,  of  course,  on 
all  counts.  I  hope  he  is  also  correct  in  his 
hope  that— he  said,  that  all  the  deficiencies 
in  the  old  Act  have  now  been  dovetailed. 
We  hope  that  the  deficiencies  have  not  been 
dovetailed!    We    hope    that   the    deficiencies 
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have  been  looked  after  and  that  all  of  the 
sections  which  are  required  to  be  dovetailed 
will  be.  I  can  only  hope  with  him  we  think 
we  have  done  it.  Only  time  will  tell. 

I  am  sure  the  hon.  member  appreciates  it 
has  been  a  most  difficult  task,  the  old  Muni- 

cipal Act  being  such  a  big  Act  with  so  many 
sections  to  it.  We  can  only  hope  it  has  been 
done  correctly. 

He  also  answered  one  of  the  questions  of 
the  hon.  member  for  Lakeshore  when  he  said 
he  agreed  that  the  census,  as  we  call  it, 
would  have  to  be  taken  every  year.  One  good 
reason,  of  course,  is  that  we  have  to  provide 
for  school  support,  as  he  suggested,  for 
taxation  purposes. 
The  hon.  member  for  Lakeshore— I  am 

sorry  he  is  not  in  his  seat— asked  a  question 
about  section  10.  Actually  section  10  re- 

quires to  be  deleted;  it  is  redundant  because 
it  makes  a  reference  to  a  section  which  is 
being  deleted  through  section  8  of  this  bill. 

It  is  really  a  housekeeping  matter,  and  that's the  reason  for  it. 

I  don't  know  that  he  asked  any  other 
questions  that  haven't  been  answered. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  207. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

PLANNING  ACT 

Mr.  Bennett,  in  the  absence  of  Hon.  Mr. 
McKeough,  moves  second  reading  of  Bill  196, 
An  Act  to  amend  the  Planning  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York- 
Forest  Hill. 

Mr.  P.  G.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):  Mr. 

Speaker,  I'd  like  to  hear  an  explanation  as 
to  why  it's  necessary  to  amend  the  Act  with 
respect  to  people  from  outside  municipalities 
being  permitted  to  sit  on  a  planning  board. 
It  seems  to  me,  with  the  growing  number 
of  regions  that  are  being  developed,  that  the 
ambit  of  residence  would  make  it  so  that  you 
would  prefer,  under  the  circumstances,  to 
have  people  who  live  within  the  municipality. 

I  d  like  to  know  why  you're  making  this 
particular  provision? 

Then,  with  respect  to  subsection  2,  why 

is  it  more  progressive  or  useful  or  desirable 
that  municipal  councillors  should  be  able 
to  constitute  a  majority  on  the  planning 
board?  It  was  always  my  impression  that 
you  want  a  planning  board  to  have  an  in- 

dependent opinion,  and  that  too  often  it  is 
felt  that  there  are  opportunities  for  playing 
footsie  between  council  members  who  sit 

on  a  planning  board  and  then  have  to  deal 
with  the  committee  on  substantive  matters 

when  they  come  before  them,  either  as  mem- 
bers of  council  or  members  of  the  committee, 

or  of  a  board  of  control,  or  what  have  you. 

So  I  don't  understand  the  reason  for  these 

two  changes,  and  I'd  like  to  hear  what  the 
compelling  rationale  is  for  making  them. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  speak  with 
some  feeling  about  this  bill.  As  you  may  re- 

call, I  spoke  with  some  feeling  about  it  when 
it  was  first  introduced  in  the  House,  because 
the  very  first  section,  in  fact,  contained  a 
fairly  substantial  and  fundamental  change  in 
principle.  I  felt  at  that  time,  and  still  do,  that 
it  was  the  kind  of  change  in  principle  that 
ought  not  to  be  thrown  into  the  hopper  here 
in  the  House  a  few  days  before  we  go  away 
for  the  summer,  and  simply  slip  through  as  a 
casual  amendment  on  the  final  day  in  the  last 
10  or  12  hours  of  sitting. 

In  fact,  the  changes  that  are  proposed 
here  are  relatively  substantial;  specifically, 
the  change  that  allows  a  majority  of  council 
members  to  form  a  part  of  a  planning  board, 
rather  than  the  previous  requirement  that  no 
more  than  50  per  cent  of  the  planning  board 
could  be  made  up  of  elected  representatives. 

I  have  had  already  a  fair  amount  of  feed- 
back on  that.  I  would  like  to  have  had  more. 

I  think  the  government  should  not  have  gone 
in  piecemeal  with  this  kind  of  change.  In 
fact,  in  thinking  about  the  amendments  that 
are  here,  and  in  thinking  about  what  I  under- 

stand will  be  a  study  of  the  Ontario  Munici- 
pal Board  that  is  coming  up  very  shortly— 

and  may  be  carried  on  by  members  of  this 
House— it  struck  me  that  what  the  government 
really  should  have  been  doing  would  have 
been  to  entrust  a  consideration  of  the  Plan- 

ning Act  generally,  as  well  as  the  OMB,  to 
that  committee  of  members  of  this  House,  in 
order  that  the  two  areas  could  be  studied 
concurrently  and  some  recommendations 
could  have  been  brought  forward  before  the 
House. 

Instead  of  which,  however,  we've  seen  a 
precipitate  and  unannounced  kind  of  change 
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taking  place  in  which  the  government  is  rely- 
ing more  and  more  on  planning  committees 

or  on  councils  to  serve  as  planning  boards, 
and  is  denigrating  and  downgrading  the  role 
of  planning  boards  as  they  have  existed  in 
the  past.  The  problem  with  that,  of  course, 
is  that  a  planning  board  stands  in  a  very  dif- 

ferent relationship  to  a  local  council  than 
almost  any  other  kind  of  body  you  can  think 
of.  Transportation  authorities,  for  example, 
have  traditionally  been  semi-autonomous, 
semi-independent;  a  sort  of  municipal  Crown 
corporation.  They  have  been  run  as  fiefdoms 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  by  men  of  the  ilk  of 
Ralph  Day  or  Allan  Lamport,  in  his  day,  and 
George  Brady  in  Ottawa. 

Mr.  Givens:  Why  do  you  say  ilk? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Pardon? 

Mr.  Givens:  Why  do  you  say  ilk?  Ralph 
Day  did  a  good  job. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Ralph  Day^a  man  of  the  ilk 

of  Ralph  Day.  That's  right. 
Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Ilk? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Ilk,  yes. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  There  is  nothing  wrong  with 
ilk.  Ilk  is  not  a  pejorative. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Not  a  pejorative,  not  at  all. 

Mr.  Givens:  Is  it  a  word  of  approbation? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  just  simply  saying  if 
people  like  Ralph  Day,  who  had  a  single- 
minded  concentration  on  certain  types  of 
transit,  did  a  good  job  in  some  ways  but  did 
not  understand  a  number  of  the  problems 
and  were  often  at  odds  or  in  defiance  of  local 
councils,  and  it  was  quite  proper  that  more 
and  more  the  elected  representatives  should 
be  seen  to  control  councils  and  commissions 
of  that  sort. 

When  you  come  to  the  planning  boards, 
however,  they  are  set  up  in  the  Planning  Act, 
Mr.  Speaker,  to  be  advisory,  and  it  is  very 
difficult  for  us  to  see  how  a  board  which  is 
set  up  to  be  advisory  can,  in  fact,  advise 
itself.  When  you  have  a  majority  of  members 
of  council  on  a  planning  board,  what  happens 
is  that  they  simply  turn  around  the  next  day, 
after  making  a  recommendation,  and  hear  it 
as  members  of  the  full  council.  The  indepen- 

dent view,  the  citizen's  view,  which  was 
meant  to  be  brought  to  planning  matters  by 
the  existence  of  a  planning  board,  is  simply 
lost. 

I  note  that  the  ratepayers'  association  here 

in  Toronto  has,  in  fact,  suggested  no  more 
than  one  member  of  council  to  serve  on  plan- 

ning boards  as  a  liaison.  The  Toronto  Star 
suggested  this  amendment  may  turn  plan- 

ning in  Ontario  into  a  "cozy  little  world 
where  politicians  sit  in  committee  rooms 

scratching  each  other's  backs  while  the  pri- 
vate citizen  is  left  standing  out  in  the  hall." 

Mr.  Kennedy,  the  chairman  of  the  On- 
tario Municipal  Board,  came  to  grips  with 

this  problem  in  his  decision  on  Metro  Centre 
when  he  stated  that,  in  the  first  place,  the 
function  of  a  planning  board,  under  the 
Planning  Act,  is  to  advise  the  municipal 
council.  But  this  planning  board,  referring 

to  Toronto's,  is  peopled  by  several  members 
of  city  council,  as  are  many  in  Ontario. 

One  is  left  to  wonder,  said  Mr.  Kennedy, 
how  a  member  of  council  decides  in  plan- 

ning board  what  advice  he  will  give  himself 
in  council.  In  this  connection,  one  observes 
that  nearly  every  motion  in  planning  board, 
to  reject  or  vary  the  advice  of  the  planning 
staff,  was  by  the  same  alderman  sitting  as  a 
member  of  the  planning  board. 

Of  course,  Mr.  Kennedy  put  his  finger  on 
one  of  the  problems.  That  is,  if  a  local 
council  is  determined  to  spike  the  guns  of 
its  planning  board,  they  can  appoint  people 
they  know  will  be  favourable  to  the  views 
of  the  city  council.  In  the  considerations  on 
Metro  Centre  by  the  Toronto  planning  board, 
it  was  Alderman  Fred  Beavis  who  sat  on  that 
planning  board,  who  effectively  made  the 
decisions,  and  led  the  citizen  members  by 
the  nose. 

It  would  seem  to  us,  however,  that  there 

is  more  chance  that  the  citizens'  board  will 
be  directly  advisory.  There  is  certainly  more 
chance  that  citizens  on  the  board  will  par- 

ticipate when  they  form  a  majority,  if  not 
almost  a  totality,  of  the  planning  board;  then 
when  they  are  outnumbered  by  politicians 
who,  for  good  or  ill,  are  professionally  prac- 

tised in  the  arts  of  oratory  and  possibly  have 

more  training  in,  let's  say,  arrogance  or  in- 
sensitivity,  then  the  citizens- 

Mr.  Singer:  Of  course,  they  have. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —who  find  themselves  rather 

timorous,  and  not  as  forward  and  haven't 
learned  to  be  so  professionally  noisy,  if  you 
will,  as  the  politicians,  tend  to  get  outgunned 
on   almost  every   occasion. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  recognize  the  dilemma  here 
because  it  may  be  that  at  a  very  theoretical 
construct  put  together  by  the  Ministry  of 
Treasury,  Economics  and  Intergovernmental 
Affairs,  that  the  municipal  people  there  say, 
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well,  "Look,  everything  ought  to  be  under 
the  wing  of  the  council,"  and  therefore  the 
planning  board  ought  to  be  under  the  wing 

of  the  council,  too.  So,  we'll  take  the  first 
step.  We  won't  tell  them  they  have  to  make 
it  a  planning  committee  of  council,  but  we 
will  make  it  possible  for  them  to  make  it 
effectively  a  planning  committee  of  council. 

But  you  can't  do  that  kind  of  thing  in 
isolation— not  without  a  thorough  review  of 
the  whole  Planning  Act,  Mr.  Speaker.  For 

that  matter,  I  don't  think  you  can  do  that 
kind  of  thing  overnight,  and  abruptly,  when 
you  consider  the  kinds  of  attitudes  towards 
planning,  and  the  kinds  of  attitudes  towards 
citizen  participation,  which  exist  on  many 
large  city  councils  and  municipal  councils  in 
the  province. 

The  disdain  for  participation,  and  the  lack 
of  understanding  of  the  need  for  involve- 

ment, the  unwillingness  or  inability  to  come 
to  grips  with  this  wave  of  feeling— this  desire 
to  be  involved  which  we  experienced  in  the 
late  1960s  and  in  the  1970s-is  not,  I  have 
to  confess,  foreign  to  the  member  from  Ot- 

tawa South,  who  is  piloting  this  bill  through. 

In  fact,  on  a  number  of  occasions,  he  has 
demonstrated  himself  to  be  positively  inimical 
to  citizen  participation.  This  amendment, 
which  he  is  now  piloting  through,  certainly 
would  correspond  to  his  views,  but  I  would 
suggest  does  not  correspond  to  the  best  needs 
of  the  citizens  of  the  province  at  this  time. 

The  second  point  I  would  like  to  raise, 
Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  this  bill  also  contains 
the  principle  that  an  official  plan,  which  is 
prepared  by  the  planning  staff  and  approved 
by  a  majority  of  the  planning  board  of  the 
municipality,  and  then  submitted  to  the  coun- 

cil, may  be  amended  as  the  council  considers 
appropriate.  That  is  not  in  the  Planning  Act 
as  it  stands  right  now.  In  fact  it  has  been 
fairly  clearly  understood,  under  the  Planning 
Act  in  the  past  that,  when  amendments  are 
required  by  the  council  to  the  official  plan, 
they  go  back  through  the  planning  board, 
and  there  is  an  opportunity  for  the  public 
to  comment  and  to  participate,  through  the 
regular  procedures  of  the  planning  board, 
on  those  amendments  to  the  official  plan.  The 
official  plan,  of  course,  will  already  have 
had,  or  should  have  had,  full,  public  con- 
sideration. 

However,  the  government,  here,  is  simply 
having  the  doors  wide  open.  It  is  saying  to  the 
Metro  Toronto  planning  board,  or  to  the  city 
of  Ottawa  planning  board,  or  to  a  planning 
board  in  some  area  which  is  just  preparing 

its  first  official  plan,  "You  can  prepare  any- 

thing you  like  in  the  world,  but  when  it  gets 
to  council,  the  council  can  do  anything  it 
likes  to  that  official  plan  and  is  not  required 
to  go  back  to  the  citizens  in  order  to  tell 

them  what  it  is  doing." 
What  this  means  is  the  whole  principle  on 

which  an  official  plan  may  have  been  pre- 
pared over  a  period  of  three  or  four  years 

can  be  thrown  out  the  window  by  the  coun- 
cil, and  there  is  no  recourse,  no  opportunity 

for  citizens  to  participate,  until  the  thing  gets 

up  to  the  minister,  and  the  Ontario  Munic- 
ipal Board.  Then  you  get  into  the  whole 

hassle  that  I  would  hope  people  in  the  gov- 
ernment are  trying  to  avoid.  That  is  the 

constant  need  for  citizens  who  are  seeking  to 
get  involved,  and  seeking  to  have  an  input, 
to  go  before  the  municipal  board,  rather  than 
getting  a  full  and  fair  hearing  for  their  ob- 

jections, where  it  belongs,  which  is  at  the 
local  level.  So  we  find  that  amendment 
offensive. 

The  third  point  of  principle  I  would  like 
to  raise,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that,  in  amending  the 
five  per  cent  rules,  to  require  that  five  per 
cent  of  land  be  left  for  park  purposes,  and 
that  the  use  for  any  other  purposes  be  only 

with  the  minister's  approval,  the  government 
has  simply  turned  a  deaf  ear  to  the  problems 
of  high  density  land  development  which  are 
now  confronting  cities  like  Toronto,  Hamil- 

ton, Ottawa,  London,  Sarnia,  Windsor,  and 
the  other  major  cities  of  the  province. 

When  you  are  developing  single  detached 
family  housing,  that  five  per  cent  land,  plus 
the  amount  of  green  space  left  around  that 
housing,  can  give  a  fair  amount  of  park  land. 
Each  family  of  five  people  lives  on  a  6,000 
sq  ft  lot.  The  five  per  cent,  therefore,  yields 
300  or  400  sq  ft  of  land  for  each  house,  or 
50  or  60  sq  ft  of  land  for  each  individual. 
When  you  lump  that  altogether  you  get  a  fair- 

ly substantial  acreage.  But  it  is  now  possible  to 
get  a  population  of  200  or  300  people  on  a 
plot  of  land,  little  bigger  than  the  plot  of 
land  that  would  support  three  or  four  single 
family  homes.  The  five  per  cent  requirement, 

in  this  case,  becomes  totally  useless— just 
totally  useless.  We  find  that  the  decision  by  the 
government  not  only  to  ignore  this  problem, 
not  only  to  ignore  the  need  to  set  some  park- 

land requirements  on  the  basis  of  the  popu- 
lation rather  than  the  land  area.  We  deplore 

that,  and  we  will  suggest  later  in  committee 
that  the  five  per  cent  be  made  a  minimum 
and  that  the  clause  be  worded  in  such  a  way 
that  it  would  be  possible  for  municipalities 
to  set  parkland  requirements  on  the  basis  of 
population  density  and  not  just  land  area. 
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The  final  point  I  am  concerned  about,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  that  the  power  of  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  in  Council  regarding  the  form  and 
manner  of  giving  notice  for  zoning  bylaws 
was  never  used;  the  government  admits  that. 
The  procedures  that  existed  in  the  Planning 
Act  were  nugatory— I  think  that  is  the  word 
my  friend  from  Lakeshore  would  use.  The 
government,  therefore,  moves  to  repeal  them. 

This  brings  me  back  to  the  need  to  review 
the  whole  Planning  Act  in  general.  There 
needs  to  be  an  assurance,  particularly  in  the 
larger  cities,  that  tenants  will  be  notified  of 
proposed  zoning  changes  and  people  affected 
by  a  zoning  change  will  be  notified  even  if 

they  don't  happen  to  live  within  a  400-  or 
600-ft  radius  of  where  the  change  takes 
place. 

The  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council  had 
power  to  make  regulations  on  a  general  basis 
across  the  province  that  would  have  covered 
this  and,  instead  of  utilizing  that  particular 
route,  the  government  has  turned  the  other 
way  and  decided  to  abandon  it. 

It  is  our  feeling  that  part  of  the  framework 
of  municipal  government  and  municipal  plan- 

ning that  needs  to  be  established  by  this 
Legislature  and  by  this  government  is  to 
ensure  the  protection  of  minority  rights, 
citizen  rights  and  resident  rights;  therefore, 
it  is  desirable  that  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
in  Council  exercise  the  power  under  those 
sections  rather  than  abandon  them  and  hope 
for  the  best  as  far  as  the  municipalities  are 
concerned. 

Some  municipalities  adopt  the  view  of  the 

member  for  Ottawa  South  and  don't  partic- 
ularly like  to  encourage  citizen  participation. 

It  is  in  areas  like  those  that  regulations  by 
the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council  would 
be  necessary,  and  we  deplore  the  suggestion 
that  this  power  to  make  regulations  is  being 
abandoned. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  been 
listening  with  some  interest  to  the  pontifica- 
tions  of  the  hon.  member  from  Ottawa,  and 
it  occurs  to  me  again,  as  it  has  many  times  in 
the  past,  that  in  the  minds  of  some  members 
there  appears  to  be  some  peculiar  wisdom  in 
the  people  the  politicians  appoint  that  the 

politicians  in  fact  don't  have  themselves. 
In  other  words,  if  a  politician  says  that  X 

should  be  on  the  planning  board,  X  appar- 
ently is  endowed  with  great  wisdom,  great 

ideas  about  planning,  great  intelligence  and 
so  on— and  that  is  something  to  be  desired. 

I  don't  know  why  one  should  anticipate 
that  politicians,  if  they  are  as  bad  as  the  hon. 

member  from  Ottawa  says,  are  going  to 
appoint  people  who  are  any  better  than  they 
are.  At  least  there  is  the  benefit,  when  poli- 

ticians are  voted  into  office,  that  the  people 
can  get  rid  of  them  at  the  next  election  if 

they  want  to.  This  doesn't  often  happen  with 
appointees  to  various  boards  and  committees. 
They  often  serve  much  longer  than  the  poli- 
ticians. 

Therefore,  I  find  it  somewhat  hard  to 
understand  why  we  hear  the  wisdom  of  so- 
called  citizen  participation  extolled  so  fre- 

quently when  one  would  think  that  the 
greatest  citizen  participation  could  be  and 
should  be  the  selection  of  adequate  people  to 
serve  on  the  local  councils. 

I  would  like  to  have  seen  the  government 
go  much  further  than,  in  fact,  it  has  done.  I 

don't  think  the  world  is  going  to  fall  in  if  a 
majority  of  politicians  sit  on  the  planning 
board.  I  would  like  to  have  seen  you  go  the 

whole  course  and  say,  "Let's  not  have  any 

more  planning  boards." 
We  are  getting  into  the  area  of  larger 

governments.  More  and  more  regional  gov- 
ernments are  coming  about  and  these  gov- 
ernments are  going  to  have  planning  staffs. 

Some  of  them  now  have  them.  Certainly 
Metropolitan  Toronto  has  and  the  boroughs 
have.  The  city,  the  boroughs  that  make  up 
Metro  all  have  large  planning  staffs,  by  and 
large,  with  competent  planning  directors. 

Why  isn't  planning  a  department  of  gov- 
ernment? Of  municipal  government?  Why  do 

we  need  the  extra  buffer? 

The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  thinks  there 

is  some  great  wisdom  in  having  civilians- 
so-called  civilians— on  the  planning  board.  I 
wonder  how  many  planning  boards  he  has 
seen  operate?  I  wonder  if  he  has  seen  the 
effect  of  a  knowledgeable  and  forceful  head 
of  a  municipality  on  the  civilian  members, 
even  if  he  is  the  only  one  there? 

Certainly  in  my  experience,  which  goes 
back  a  great  number  of  years— longer  than 
the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa's— a  forceful 
head  of  a  municipality,  who  knows  what  he 
is  talking  about,  can  bring  with  him  almost 
every  time  so-called  public  participants  on 
the  planning  board. 

I  don't  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  why  we  con- 
tinue to  insert  buffers.  I  don't  know  how 

many  applications  for  planning  changes  or 
official  plan  changes  the  hon.  member  for 
Ottawa  is  familiar  with.  The  hearings  so 
often  go  on  ad  nauseam.  Certainly  there 
should  be  strict  provisions  about  giving 
notice. 
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I  wonder  about  the  wisdom— in  North  York 

now,  for  instance,  you  make  an  application 
to  the  council.  It  is  referred  automatically  to 

the  planning  board;  the  planning  board  now 
has  a  procedure  whereby  they  consider 
whether  it  has  merit.  Then,  shall  they  have 

a  public  hearing  or  not  have  a  public  hear- 
ing? Somehow,  the  first  little  effort  gets 

around  and  a  few  people  get  there  and  make 
a  little  argument. 

If  they  decide  it  has  merit,  all  sorts  of 
notices  go  out  and  people  come  in.  Some- 

times there  are  two,  three  or  four  hearings 
before  the  planning  board.  Eventually,  as  the 
planning  board  disposes  of  it,  it  goes  to  the 
municipal  council.  The  council  again  sends 
out  notices;  again  the  same  thing  can  take 
place.  Often  a  committee  of  council  is  in- 

serted in  the  middle,  and  then  the  same  thing 
can  go  on  again  before  the  Ontario  Municipal 
Board. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  there  would  be 
some  reasonable  sense  in  eliminating  some 
of  these  many  steps.  Certainly  the  public 
should  have  an  opportunity  of  making  repre- 

sentations and  they  should  be  heard.  But  is 
it  necessary  to  hear  them  three,  four  or  five 
times? 

I  think  it  is  far  too  easy  to  get  carried  away 
with  the  glories  of  citizen  participation  and 
the  great  wisdom  of  people  who,  for  a  variety 
of  reasons,  have  never  chosen  to  seek  political 
office  on  their  own. 

It  would  seem  to  me,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
one  of  the  serious  faults  in  this  is  not  that 

there  is  going  to  be,  perhaps,  a  preponder- 
ance of  council  members  on  an  appointed 

board.  It's  that  we  should  carry  on  the 
planning  boards  at  all. 

I  would  commend  to  the  study  of  several 
members  of  this  House  the  report  of  the 
select  committee  on  municipal  affairs  that 
was  presented  in  1960  or  1961.  In  this,  some 
of  us  who  had  had  considerable  municipal 
experience,  in  effect,  recommended  doing 
away  with  most  of  these  appointed  civilian 
bodies.  Unfortunately,  the  government  of  the 

day  didn't  have  the  courage  to  do  it  but  I 
still  think  it  was  a  good  idea. 

I  see  no  great  wisdom  in  having  separate 
bodies  for  utilities  and— well,  there  are  dozens 
of  them.  I  would  like  to  see  the  government 
be  brave  enough  to  withstand  the  kind  of 
lobby  that  that  kind  of  legislation  would 
bring  forward.  My  substantial  criticism  is  that 

this  bill  doesn't  go  far  enough. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 

to  participate?  If  not,  the  hon.  member  for 
Ottawa  South. 

Mr.  C.  Bennett  (Ottawa  South):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, on  the  question  raised  by  the  member  for 

York-Forest  Hill  relating  to  the  first  section 
and  why  it  was  being  brought  into  the  Act. 
It  was  indicated  to  the  government  that  there 
were  persons  who  lived  in  some  areas  where 

a  planning  board  was  established  and,  be- 
cause they  happened  to  be  an  employee  of 

the  municipality,  they  were  not  eligible  to 

be  part  of  a  planning  board.  It  seems  fair 
and  reasonable  that  any  citizen  should  be 
allowed  to  participate  in  a  planning  board 
operation,  providing  it  is  not  a  planning  board 
he  is  employed  by. 

So  I  think  it  is  a  very  logical,  reasonable 
amendment  to  make  to  allow  people  that  live 
in  other  areas  away  from  the  one  in  which 

they  work,  the  opportunity  to  participate  in 
the  planning  of  that  particular  community. 

The  second  question  was  raised  by  two  of 

the  speakers  relating  to  subsection  2  of  sec- 
tion 1,  where  it  would  allow  the  council  to 

appoint  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the 
planning  board  from  its  own  political  ranks. 
And  I  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  certainly  an  op- 

tional position  would  be  left  open  to  the 
council  in  its  decision. 

Politicians  are  challenged  to  make  de- 
cisions on  many  items  relating  to  the  opera- 

tion of  their  municipalities  without  being  the 

final  authority  in  the  analysis  and  final  accept- 
ance of  zoning  amendments  to  their  bylaws  in 

their  community.  That  is  their  responsibility, 
and  this  is  a  like  one,  we  feel.  There  is  no 
reason  why  we  should  not  at  this  time  at 
least  allow  a  majority  of  the  members,  if  it  is 
the  wish  of  the  community,  on  their  planning 
board. 

I  draw  to  the  attention  of  the  members  of 
this  House  that  in  our  regional  planning  areas 
we  have  made  the  planning  board  the  re- 

gional council,  in  each  and  every  case.  I 
agree  with  the  member  from  Downsview  that 
it  is  likely  time  that  we  give  some  very  serious 
consideration  to  eliminating  planning  boards 

and  putting  them  as  a  responsibility  of  coun- cil. 

The  public  has  a  great  number  of  oppor- 
tunities of  presenting  their  particular  view  re- 

lating to  zoning  matters  and  planning  matters 
in  that  community.  I  do  not  think,  Mr. 

Speaker,  that  it  is  eliminating  the  responsi- 
bility of  the  citizens  one  iota  by  allowing  the 

entire  planning  board  to  be  members  of  a 

given  council. 
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The  fact  remains  that  planning  boards'  de- 
cisions ultimately  come  back  to  the  council 

for  approval.  The  feeling  has  been  that  if  that 
is  the  case— and  if  the  politicians  at  the  mu- 

nicipal level  think  it's  the  proper  way— they 
should  have  a  sub- committee  of  their  own 
council  who,  in  turn,  would  be  the  planning 
board  and  a  recommending  board  to  their 
council.  And  I  think  that  they  are  well  ad- 

vised, well  tutored  and  well  prepared  to  pre- 
sent a  proper  case  to  the  municipal  council. 

There  was  a  remark  made  relating  to  the 
five  per  cent,  which  is  in  section  5  of  the  bill. 
The  Act  has  been  changed  to  allow  the  lands, 
rather  than  being  called  for  public  use,  that 
they  will  now  be  dedicated  for  park  purposes 
—and  I  think  this  is  a  wise  move- 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  Why 

don't  you  include  industrial  development? 

Mr.  Bennett:  —a  wise  move,  Mr.  Speaker. 
The  fact  remains  that  for  years  the  various 
ministers  in  Municipal  Affairs  in  this  govern- 

ment have  continually  interpreted  the  public 
use  to  be  park  use.  I  know  from  the  local 
level  that  it  has  always  been  the  understand- 

ing that  it  was  for  park  purposes.  Now,  we 
are  specifically  defining  it  for  that  use. 

I  am  not  denying  to  the  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre  and  to  others  that  the  five  per 
cent  should  be  reviewed.  I  have  expressed 
that  view  at  our  local  council  level.  I  have 
already  expressed  it  to  the  minister  that  I 

think  the  five  per  cent  is  out  of  line  in  today's 
way  of  living  and  the  way  we  are  building 
today.  I  can  assure  the  members  of  this 
House  that  at  the  moment  it  is  under  review 
by  the  Intergovernmental  Affairs  department 
and  the  planning  division. 

We  are  looking  at  the  five  per  cent  be- 
cause we  realize  it  is  not  adequate  to  take 

care  of  the  problems  of  a  modern-day  com- 
munity. Particularly  in  light  of  the  fact  that 

we  are  now  getting  into  so  many  more  high- 
rise  buildings  and  where  the  square  footage 
and  the  occupancy  is  much  greater  than  it 
was  the  time  plans  were  being  put  forward. 

I  think  the  suggestion  about  the  reviewing 
of  the  entire  Planning  Act  is  certainly  well 
taken  by  the  government.  The  Planning  Act 
has  had  many  amendments  to  it;  and  I  think 
it  is  time  for  a  complete  review  of  the  Plan- 

ning Act. 

I  suggest  at  this  time  that  if  we  are  re- 
viewing the  Planning  Act,  it  might  be  a 

very  wise  thing  if  the  government  should 
invite  people  from  the  local  levels— the  local 
municipalities,    their    planning    directors    or 

planning  advisers  in  those  communities.  They 
would  assist  the  province  in  doing  a  com- 

plete review  of  the  Planning  Act.  They  are 

people  who  are  knowledgeable  from  a  cur- 
Tent  and  from  a  day-to-day  point  of  view 
as  to  what  are  the  deficiencies  in  the  Plan- 

ning Act.  They  know  what  sections  they 
would  like  to  have  included  to  assist  them  in 

bringing  forward  the  planning  in  their  sub- 
divisions, and  so  on,  for  approval. 

My  final  remark,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that 
there  will  always  be  a  difference  of  opinion 
as  to  how  planning  should  be  conducted. 
The  bill,  I  think,  is  very  clear  in  saying  that 
we  think  that  the  city  councils  should  have 
their  independence.  We  talk  about  giving 
them  the  right  to  make  decisions,  and  that 
the  government  of  Ontario  should  not  have 
an  overpowering  influence  on  them.  This  is 
another  case  of  where  we  said  to  the  muni- 

cipalities: "If  you  think  that  you  would  like 
to  have  planning  boards  established  on  a 
different  basis  to  what  they  have  been  in 
the  past,  you  are  entitled  to  do  so.  We  are 
neither  encouraging  or  discouraging.  We 

leave  it  entirely  up  to  your  good  judgement." 
Relating  to  the  deletions  of  subsections 

24,  25,  26  and  27  of  section  35  of  the  Plan- 
ning Act;  this  is  absolutely  right.  We  are  de- 

leting them,  Mr.  Speaker,  because  there  has 
never  been  the  establishment  of  regulations 
that  were  requested  or  provided  for  under 
subsections  24,  25,  26  and  27. 

There  are  various  reasons  why  we  did  not 
proceed  with  the  regulations.  At  the  time 
they  were  brought  in  it  was  felt  that  the 
procedure  of  OMB  would  take  far  too  long 
to  accomplish,  even  after  there  had  been 
no  objections  put  in  for  zoning  amendments. 
A  short  time  after  these  amendments  were 

made  about  four  or  five  years  ago,  the  On- 
tario Municipal  Board  changed  their  regula- 
tions. Within  a  matter  of  days  after  the  ex- 

piry time  of  14  days,  they  are  in  a  position 
now  to  give  approval  to  the  amendment  as 
requested. 

Another  thing  is  that  if  we  were  to  im- 
plement the  regulations  related  to  in  the 

subsections  that  I  have  mentioned,  the  muni- 
cipal board  would  not  have  expressed  an 

opinion.  As  a  result,  subsection  28  of  section 
35  would  not  likely  take  effect.  We  are  delet- 

ing them  because  we  think  that  it  is  in  the 
interest  of  good  planning. 

May  I  draw  to  the  members'  attention that  clause  6  of  the  bill  is  in  the  Act  for  the 
simple  reason  that  some  months  ago,  there 
was     a     challenge     of     West     Gwillimbury 
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township  by  a  construction  company  which 
denied  the  right  that  the  township  had  the 
authority.  The  company  was  upheld  by  the 
Ontario  court  of  appeal  which  ruled  that 
the  municipality  did  not  have  the  authority 
to  stipulate  density  on  a  particular  building 
lot.  The  Act  is  now  being  amended  to  in- 

dicate clearly,  in  section  6,  subsection  (l)(la), 
that  the  municipality  now  has  the  authority 
to  stipulate  the  density  factor  on  a  building 
lot. 

Mr.  Speaker,  sections  36  and  37  are  com- 
pletely new.  Actually,  to  some  extent,  they 

are  rewritten  from  the  old  sections  36  and 
37  is  to  provide  for  substandard  conditions 
in  a  community.  It  is  permissive  legislation 
again.  A  municipality  has  the  right  to  im- 

plement a  substandards  bylaw  for  industrial, 
commercial,  residential  and  vacant  property. 
Subsection  18  of  section  36  allows  for  a 
committee.  The  committee  has  rather  ex- 

tensive responsibilities  which  they  did  not 
have  under  the  old  section.  Under  the  new 
section  the  committee  now  will  have  the 
power  and  the  functions  of  the  office  to  con- 

firm the  order  for  demolition  or  repair.  They 
may  modify  or  quash  the  order  which  was 
not  their  position  in  the  previous  Act,  or 
section,  Mr.  Speaker.  Prior  to  this  the  only 
rights  the  committee  had  were  to  defer  or 
extend  the  period  of  time  in  which  the  work 
could  be  carried  out. 

I  have  one  amendment  that  will  be 
brought  forward  in  the  committee  of  the 
whole  House,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  will  relate  to 
section  10.  It  is  a  minor  amendment  which 
will  extend  the  period  of  time  from  14  days 
to  21  days.  Our  experience  has  been  that, 
with  the  mail  service  as  it  is,  the  length  of 
time  it  takes  to  get  a  letter  from  the  city 
hall  out  to  the  applicant  is  rather  extensive. 
It  has  been  suggested  by  various  muni- 

cipalities, and  I  speak  with  a  fair  amount 
of  knowledge  from  the  city  of  Ottawa,  that 
there  is  certainly  need  for  an  extended 
period  of  time  to  allow  people  to  apply  for 
an  appeal. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  196. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading  or  committee? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Committee. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Committee  of  the  whole 
House. 

REGIONAL  MUNICIPALITY 
OF  OTTAWA-CARLETON  ACT 

Mr.  Bennett,  in  the  absence  of  hon.  Mr. 
McKeough,  moves  second  reading  of  Bill 
208,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Regional  Mu- 

nicipality of  Ottawa-Carleton  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  it  the  pleasure  of  the 
House  the  motion  carry? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Hold  on,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  was  waiting  for  someone 
to  rise.  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  problem  is  that  I  de- 
ferred to  the  Liberal  Party  there  in  the  hope 

that  they  might  have  something  decent  to 
say  about  bills  like  this. 

An  hon.  member:  That  is  fine  talk. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  Oh,  don't  be so  damned  sanctimonious. 

An  hon.  member:  Go  back  to  Ottawa! 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  He'll  go 
back  just  after  the  next  election. 

Mr.  Singer:  Maybe  he  can  get  an  appoint- 
ment as  a  civilian- 

Mr.  Roy:  He's  so  confident  that  we  defer to  him. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  appreciate  the  compliment! 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  wanted  to  say  a  few  words 

about  this.  First,  to  welcome  it;  secondly 
to  deplore  the  fact  that  it  took  more  than  a 
year  for  it  to  make  its  way  from  Ottawa  to— 

Mr.  Singer:  Shame! 

Mr.  Bennett:  That  is  incorrect.  The  part 
of  the  bill  relating  to  the  transit  section  came 
to  the  department  in  mid-March,  1972. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  bill  began  to  be  discussed 
—it  was  before  it  was  sent  down,  in  fact, 
to  Toronto— sometime,  I  believe,  in  June, 
1971.  However- 

Mr.  Bennett:  That  was  drafts. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  was  before  either  of  us 
was  there.  It  was  sent  back  because  they 

didn't  like  it  particularly  but  it  could,  and  in 
fact,  should  have  been  passed  long  before 
we  have  it  right  now. 

I  am  interested  in,  and  in  fact,  would  like 
to  commend  the  government  on  the  major 
amendment,  if  you  will,  to  the  transit  provi- 

sions of  the  bill  differs  from  what  was 

originally    proposed    by    the    regional    mu- 
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nicipality.  It  is  to  have  the  board  or  the 
commission  of  the  transit  authority  appointed 
from  the  regional  council,  and  not  have  the 

"heffalump'>  which  was  proposed  by  the regional  municipality  orignally. 

Mr.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Carleton):  A  few 
seconds  ago  the  member  spoke  against  that. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Pardon? 

Mr.  Handleman:  A  few  seconds  ago  the 
member  spoke  against  that. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  I  spoke  for  that  prin- 
ciple—if the  member  for  Carleton  had  been 

listening— in  the  case  of  a  transportation 
authority,  but  I  was  speaking  against  it  in 
the  case  of  these  planning  boards. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  It's  difficult  to  tell! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  member  should  listen 
more  carefully,  in  fact. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  this  is  a  good  change 
for  a  couple  of  reasons.  It  ensures  political 
responsibility.  It  also  ensures  a  better  repre- 

sentation of  the  different  areas  of  the  city 
than  what  had  been  originally  proposed. 
That  would  have  had  the  effect  of  giving  a 
balance  of  representation  on  the  Ottawa 
transportation  commission,  the  new  regional 
commission,  to  the  suburban  areas  which 
consume,  and  will  for  some  long  time  con- 

sume, only  a  relatively  small  proportion  of 
the  services. 

I  would  have  liked  to  see  broader  powers 
given  to  the  transit  authority,  although  they 
are  fairly  broad.  I  would  have  liked  par- 

ticularly to  see  a  commitment  by  the  pro- 
vincial government  that  it  would  work  along- 

side the  regional  municipality  to  ensure  the 
creation  of  a  rapid  transit  system  in  the 
Ottawa  area  within  this  decade. 

I  think  that  is  the  kind  of  commitment  we 

have  to  make  in  a  city  like  Ottawa,  the  sec- 
ond largest  in  the  province,  if  we  are  to  find 

a  way  to  prevent  development  such  as  we 
have  seen  here  in  Toronto  with  the  16-lane 
Highway  401,  with  407  and  403  and  the 
other  highways  that  will  be  built  alongside 
it.  In  order  to  avoid  that,  the  future  de- 

velopment of  the  city  as  it  grows  from  half 
a  million  to  one  million  should  be  structured 

around  rapid  transit  and  not  around  auto- 
mobile transportation,  the  way  it  generally 

is  right  now. 
The  creation  of  the  regional  transportation 

authority  is  certainly  a  move  in  that  direc- 
tion. The  member  for  Carleton,  I  am  sure, 

will  tell  you  it  is  shocking  that  the  township 

of  Nepean  is  the  largest  municipality  in  the 
world  without  its  own  transportation  system 
or  any  kind  of  public  transportation,  apart 
from  the  CNR  trains  which  traverse  its 
boundaries  and  which  nobody  can  actually 

get  on. 
Mr.  Handleman:  They  don't  stop  there. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  don't  stop  there. 

Mr.  Roy:  You  can  fly,  though! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  with  those 

comments  I'll  leave  it  to  the  member  for 
Carleton  who,  I  hope,  will  tell  about  the 
comedy  of  errors  which  surrounded  the 
police  village  of  Manotick  when  they  found 
they  were  about  to  be  hung,  drawn  and 
quartered  by  government  action  because  of 
an  oversight  in  this  bill.  I  understand  the 
government  has  succeeded  in  putting  the 
pieces  back  together  again,  at  least  for  the 
time  being,  until  next  year  when  we  begin 
to  consider  the  very  necessary  amalgamation 
of  some  of  the  boundaries  within  the  re- 

gional municipality. 
Go  to  it!  Tell  how  you  saved  Manotick. 

Mr.  Handleman:  I  am  going  to  speak  very 
briefly  and  enthusiastically  about  this  bill, 
Mr.  Speaker.  We  have  been  waiting  for  it 
for  a  long  time  in  my  riding,  particularly 

part  IV  (a)  which  deals  with  regional  trans- 
portation. I  had  hoped  that  on  introduction 

of  the  bill  for  second  reading  the  amend- 
ments which  the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 

Centre  mentioned  might  have  been  pre- 
sented. I  understand  there  will  be  amend- 

ments forthcoming.  If  they  are  not  forth- 
coming we  will  have  to  make  them  from  this 

side  of  the  House— the  withdrawal  of  sec- 
tion 1,  subsection  2a,  which  dissolves  all  the 

police  villages  in  the  regional  municipality. 
That  will  make  the  bill  doubly  welcome,  as 
far  as  I  am  concerned,  and  as  far  as  my 
constituents  are  concerned. 
The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  Centre 

mentioned  that  Nepean  township,  with  a 
population  of  65,000,  must  be  the  largest 
municipality  in  the  world  without  public 
transit.  It  has  become  a  municipality  of  two- 
car  families,  not  by  choice  but  because  of 
necessity.  There  is  absolutely  no  way  for 
anybody  in  that  municipality  to  get  their 
children,  or  themselves,  into  the  central  core 
of  Ottawa,  without  using  automobile  or 

Shanks's  mare.  The  CNR  doesn't  stop  there, 
so  that  is  not  useful  as  an  alternative. 

I  have  some  reservations— in  contrast  to 
my    friend,    the    hon.    member    for    Ottawa 



4584 ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 

Centre— about  the  commission  being  made 
up  entirely  from  council.  I  accept  the  prin- 

ciple of  accountability,  but  I  do  feel  that 
there  are  transportation  experts  who  might 
be  prevailed  upon  to  serve  in  some  capacity 
as  a  member  of  the  board.  On  the  other 

hand,  the  bill  is  going  through  and,  cer- 
tainly, the  principle  of  the  bill  is  completely 

acceptable  to  the  people  in  Carleton. 
There  are  some  details  in  the  transactions 

between  the  former  Ottawa  transportation 
commission  and  the  new  transit  commission 
which  leave  much  to  be  desired.  The  Act 
provides  for  the  transfer  of  all  assets  and 
liabilities.  However,  prior  to  the  enactment 
of  the  Act,  there  has  been  a  transfer  of 
assets  from  the  commission  in  Ottawa  to  the 

city  of  Ottawa— probably  the  most  valuable 
asset  of  the  Ottawa  transportation  commis- 

sion, that  being  the  Britannia  right  of  way. 
And,  if  at  some  future  time,  there  should 

be  a  rapid  transit  line  required,  the  Britan- 
nia right  of  way  will  be  required  for  that 

purpose,  and  probably  at  some  considerable 
cost  to  the  regional  transit  commission  in 
the  transfer  of  land  from  the  city  of  Ottawa. 

Other  than  that  reservation,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  welcome  the  bill  wholeheartedly,  and  I 
look  forward  to  the  amendments  being 
tabled  at  the  earliest  possible  opportunity. 

Mr.  Roy:  If  I  might  just  make  a  few  brief 
comments  in  relation  to  this  bill.  I  found  it 
interesting  that  the  member  for  Carleton 
mentioned  that  Nepean,  which  is  a  very 
large  municipality,  is  without  public  trans- 

portation. The  same  thing  was  happening  in 
the  eastern  end  of  the  city,  as  you  know, 
Gloucester.  There,  through  the  initiative  of 
individuals— I  am  not  suggesting  that  there 
is  more  initiative  in  the  eastern  end  of  the 
city  than  the  western  end— Gloucester  de- 

cided to  set  up  its  own  transportation,  and 
hired  its  own  buses.  It  is  interesting  that  the 
Ottawa  transportation  commission  seemed  to 
be  under  the  impression  that  it  was  not  a 
viable  or  an  economically  feasible  project 
to  have  public  transportation  in  that  area. 
Lo  and  behold,  these  people  made  it  pay. 
Now  the  Ottawa  transportation  commission 
is  interested  in  this. 

My  only  comments,  Mr.  Speaker,  are  sim- 
ply these.  I  certainly  welcome  the  bill.  Sec- 

ondly, I  found  it  unfortunate  that,  in  the 
past,  the  Ottawa  transportation  commission 
has  not  been  given  all  the  support  that  it 
should  have  had. 

I  notice  the  Minister  of  Transportation 
and  Communications  (Mr.  Carton)  is  in  the 

House.  I  felt  it  unfortunate  that  more  moneys 
were  not  directed  in  the  area  of  public  trans- 

portation to  give  him  some  incentive,  some 
encouragement.  I  found  it  unfortunate,  as 
well,  that  a  municipality,  as  my  friend  from 
Carleton  has  mentioned,  was  without  public 
transportation,  and  that,  in  another  munici- 

pality which  is  growing  at  a  rapid  rate— the 
township  of  Gloucester— the  citizens  had  to 
band  together  and  provide  their  own  public 
transportation  before  the  Ottawa  transporta- 

tion commission  found  that  it  was  a  viable 
and  economically  feasible  project. 

I  welcome  the  bill,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  trust 
that,  in  the  future,  what  we  call  the  regional 
transit  commission  will  receive  more  support 
from  the  Ministry  of  Transportation  and 
Communications. 

Mr.  D.  H.  Morrow  (Ottawa  West):  Mr. 
Speaker,  as  one  of  the  other  members  from 
the  city  of  Ottawa  representing  the  western 
area— that  of  Ottawa  West— I  might  say  that 
I  also  welcome  the  introduction  of  this  bill 

into  the  House.  I  don't  have  any  particular reservations  on  it.  All  that  I  am  thankful  for 
is  to  see  this  regional  transportation  system 
set  up,  which  the  hon.  member  for  Carleton 
is  very  happy  with.  I  might  tell  the  hon. 

member  that  for  several  years  at  Queen's 
Park  we've  been  trying  to  bring  this  about, 
and  I've  taken  quite  an  active  part  myself 
co-operating  with  the  authorities  of  the  tran- 

sit system  in  Ottawa  and  with  the  govern- ment here. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Why  did  we  have  to  wait  a 
year  and  a  half  then?  Why  did  they  take  so long? 

Mr.  Morrow:  Well,  you  don't  dispose  of  a 
transportation  system  of  that  size  overnight; 
there  are  all  the  assets  that  have  to  be 

negotiated  and  so  on.  You  don't  do  it  over- 
night; it  takes  a  great  deal  of  time. 

It  wasn't  that  we  weren't  in  favour  of  the 
principle  of  the  matter;  it  took  a  lot  of  time 
to  get  it  negotiated.  I  am  happy  to  see  that 

it  has  been  negotiated  and  that  it's  going  to 
become  what  I  think  will  be  a  very  excel- 

lent system  and  accommodate  all  those  people 
in  suburbia. 

I  know  the  bill  will  need  some  more  re- 
finements in  another  session  of  the  Legislature, 

and  I'm  sure  that  will  come  about. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  have  been 
some  comments  regarding  the  period  of  time 
that  it  has  taken  for  this— not  so  much  the 
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preliminary  sections,  but  the  section  relating 
to  transportation— to  be  brought  forward  by 
the  government. 

Let  me  assure  the  hon.  members  that  it  has 
not  been  in  this  House  for  a  year  and  a  half. 
It  was  only  in  September  of  last  year  that 
we,  as  a  regional  group,  really  got  down  to 
making  some  decisions. 

May  I  say  that  it  came  into  this  House— 
and  the  exact  dates  can  be  verified  by  the 
department— in  the  form  of  draft  requirements 
from  the  regional  council  asking  for  the 
transfer  of  assets  from  OTC  to  regional  gov- 

ernment. They  were  looked  at  in  the  months 
of  October,  November  and  December,  and  in 
the  months  of  January  and  February  the 
regional  council  finally  came  to  an  agreement 
with  Nepean. 

The  final  draft  was  submitted  in  the  month 
of  March,  and  it  is  now  before  this  House. 
I  would  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  somewhat 
considerably  short  of  the  year  and  a  half  that 
has  been  indicated  to  the  House. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  were  told  originally  that 
Ottawa  could  have  it  by  September  of  last 

year. 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  may  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 

we're  glad  to  see  the  commission  has  been reduced  from  nine  to  five.  We  think  that  the 

five  elected  members,  without  outside  appoint- 
ments, will  strengthen  this  new  commission  in 

its  initial  years.  They  will  have  the  guidance 
of  their  council,  and  they  will  have  the  judge- 

ment—and good  judgement,  I  would  say— of 
being  a  member  of  council  and  knowing  what 
the  members  of  that  council  feel  is  necessary 
to  develop  a  better  transportation  system  in 
the  regional  areas. 

The  bill  covers  a  great  number  of  house- 
keeping items,  but  I  should  make  one  other 

correction,  Mr.  Speaker.  It  was  indicated  by 
the  member  for  Carleton  that  one  of  the 
assets  of  the  OTC  taken  in  exchange  by  the 
city  of  Ottawa  at  the  time  of  this  service 
being  transferred  was  the  Britannia  right  of 
way.  This  is  not  correct.  At  the  time,  there 
was  a  debt  picked  up  by  the  municipality  of 
the  city  of  Ottawa  in  relation  to  the  OTC, 
and  the  asset  that  was  turned  over  by  OTC 
to  the  city  was  the  Britannia  right  of  way. 

I  do  say  with  some  personal  satisfaction, 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  I'm  delighted  to  have  the 
opportunity  of  bringing  this  bill  forward  in 
the  House  in  the  name  of  the  minister  and 
to  have  had  the  opportunity  of  serving  on 
city  council  for  it  as  well  as  on  board  of 
control,  the  regional  executive  and  the  steer- 

ing committee  that  brought  the  regional 
transit  commission,  as  a  transferable  asset,  to 

the  regional  government.  I'm  pleased,  as  the member  for  Ottawa  South,  to  have  some  part 
to  play  in  the  guiding  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  will  have  two  amend- 
ments to  the  bill.  We  will  be  deleting  the 

first  section  completely  and,  so  that  there  will 
be  no  confusion  or  complications  at  the  time 

they're  implementing  the  transit  sections  re- 
lating to  the  appointment  of  members  of 

council  under  section  15(4)(j),  we  will  be 
deleting  that  particular  clause  as  well. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Committee  of  the  whole 
House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  it  agreed? 

Agreed. 

PUBLIC  VEHICLES  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  211,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public 
Vehicles  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

HIGHWAY  TRAFFIC  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  212,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Highway 
Traffic  Act. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  just  a  word 
about  this.  I  gather  that  there  have  been 
circumstances  in  the  past,  where  licensed 
operators  of  motor  vehicles  have  refused  to 
pay  fines,  and  the  authorities  would  have  no 
recourse,  as  far  as  the  right  of  that  individual 
to  continue  using  the  roads  with  a  licensed 
vehicle  is  concerned. 

I  have  no  objection  to  this,  it  certainly 
tightens  up  that  problem— no  doubt  about 
that.  It  puts  a  very  powerful  club  of  authority 
in  the  hands  of  the  administrators,  but  I  sup- 

pose there  is  no  alternative.  It's  strange  that 
we've  gotten  along  for  such  a  long  time  with- 

out it,  but  we  have  no  objection  to  the  bill. 
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Mr.  Lawlor:  My  intention,  Mr.  Speaker,  is 
for  great  personal  reasons,  which  may  even 
involve— and  I  may  as  well  declare  it  now— a 
conflict  of  interest  was  to  filibuster  this  bill 
into  eternity.  On  one  side  of  the  fence,  I 
happen  to  be  one  of  those  who  have  racked 
up,  on  occasion,  a  considerable  number  of 
parking  fines.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  when  they 
come  on  a  visitation,  and  can  catch  me  in  the 
morning,  sometimes  it  comes  to  a  very  con- 

siderable sum.  And  when  you  see  this  sort  of 
thing— where  when  one  is  licensed,  the  in- 

ability to  get  to  this  House  is  balanced  be- 
tween going  to  the  bank  and  writing  out  a 

rather  enormous  cheque  and  talking  against 
this  form  of  perfidy,  my  voice  must  be  raised 

with  those  numerous  people  who  don't  pay 
their  fines  properly. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Con- 
fession is  good  for  the  soul. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Speaking,  perhaps,  slightly  less 
to  the  point,  the  thing  has  become  an  abuse. 
I  know  at  police  stations,  particularly  in 
Metropolitan  Toronto,  no  doubt  throughout 
the  province,  there  are  people  who  have  ac- 

cumulated quite  a  sheaf  of  parking  and  other 
minor  traffic  offence  fines.  If  they  process 
through  the  court  it  takes  usually  about  a 
year  to  the  finalization  of  the  whole  matter. 
They  can  go  from  $2  up  to  about  $64- 

that's  a  slight  exaggeration— if  you  ignore them  with  the  proper  kind  of  aristocratic  zeal 
that  you  put  into  ignoring  fines,  and  by  the 
end  of  the  day,  if  five  or  six  of  them  are  accu- 

mulated, I  very  often  have  a  call  from  some- 

body who's  been  picked  up,  say,  with  pos- 
session of  liquor— a  very,  very  minor  offence— 

and  would  be  normally  released,  but  they, 
having  sifted  through  the  computer,  have  dis- 

covered that  he  has  outstanding  fines  for  the 

past  17%  years.  As  a  result  of  this,  he's  held 
in  custody  with,  sometimes,  very  considerable 
sums  of  money  having  to  be  produced  in  or- 

der to  extricate  himself. 

I  don't  view  the  legislation  as  punitive  in 
this  way;  with  legislation  in  effect  now,  it 
will  cause  numerous  individuals  to  toe  the 
line  much  more  closely,  and  also  alleviate  an 
enormous  problem  in  police  surveillance  and 
the  business  of  running  to  homes,  the  cost, 
and  effort,  and  energy,  and  the  abuse.  I  had 
a  police  officer  in  to  see  me  the  other  morn- 

ing, to  pick  up  some  money;  he  comes  every 

little  while.  We've  become  quite  friendly  by 
this  time  and  if  I  don't  happen  to  have  the 
cash  on  hand  he's  sometimes  kind  enough  to 
defer  it  to  another  day.  And  we  make  a  mu- 

tual agreement. 

An.  hon.  member:  Won't  he  accept  a 
cheque? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Oh,  no.  They  won't  accept  a 
cheque  unless  it's  certified.  The  last  occasion 
it  was  so  large  he  accompanied  me  hand-in- 
hand  to  the  bank.  Of  course,  when  I  got  there 
there  was  an  overdraft  and  I  was  kind  of 

perplexed  as  to  just  what  to  do  on  this  par- 
ticular occasion.  I  was  prepared  to  surrender 

myself  into  custody,  but  he  said,  "I'll  be  back 
tomorrow  morning."  Thank  heavens. 

Well,  I  don't  want  to  take  a  great  deal  of 
the  time  of  the  House.  It's  good  legislation. 

Hon.  G.  R.  Carton  (Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications):  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I 

just  might  mention  firstly  on  the— 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  might  ask  a 
question  of  the  minister.  Under  your  Sum- 

mary Convictions  Act,  when  judgements  im- 

pose fines  that  you're  trying  to  collect  by 
suspending  the  licence  now,  are  they  not 
usually  imposed  on  an  alternative,  you  know, 
two  days  in  jail,  or  three  days  in  jail?  So  you 
figure,  I  take  it,  that  this  is  a  more— 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Humane. 

Mr.  Roy:  Humane,  that  is  just  the  point; 

so  you  don't  feel  as  a  matter  of  policy  that 
you  should  be  sending  out  your  police  officers 
to  haul  guys  into  the  local  jail,  you  prefer  to 
take  away  their  licence?  I  agree  with  that. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  other  member  before 
the  hon.  minister? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Mr.  Speaker,  with  respect 

to  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition's  point,  the 
licence  will  be  suspended  only  upon  my  min- 

istry being  notified  by  an  order  through  the 
provincial  judge  or  justice  of  the  peace.  It 
will  not  be  at  the  discretion  of  any  admin- 

istrator; it  will  be  done  through  the  court 

system. 

With  respect  to  the  member  for  Lakeshore's 
comments,  I  too  have  the  same  problem  with 
parking  tickets,  but  I  would  point  out  that 
this  is  only  where  it  is  under  the  Highway 
Traffic  Act,  the  Public  Vehicles  Act,  or  the 
Public  Commercial  Vehicles  Act.  It  does  not 
deal  with  other  offences. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 
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CONCURRENCE  IN  SUPPLY 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  resolution  for  sup- 
ply for  the  Ministry  of  the  Environment  be 

concurred  in? 

Resolution  concurred  in. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  resolution  for  sup- 
ply for  the  Ministry  of  Colleges  and  Univer- 

sities be  concurred  in? 

Resolution  concurred  in. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  resolution  for  sup- 
ply for  the  Ministry  of  Community  and  Social 

Services  be  concurred  in? 

Resolution  concurred  in. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  resolution  for  sup- 
ply for  the  Ministry  of  Labour  be  concurred 

in? 

Resolution  concurred  in. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  resolution  for  sup- 
ply for  the  Ministry  of  Transportation  and 

Communications  be  concurred  in? 

Resolution  concurred  in. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  resolution  for  sup- 
ply for  the  Civil  Service  Commission  be 

concurred  in? 

Resolution  concurred  in. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  resolution  for  sup- 
ply for  the  Ministry  of  the  Attorney  General 

be  concurred  in? 

Resolution  concurred  in. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  resolution  for  sup- 
ply for  the  Ministry  of  Consumer  and  Com- 

mercial Relations  be  concurred  in? 

Resolution  concurred  in. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  22nd  order,  House 
in  committee  of  the  Whole;  Mr.  R.  G.  Hodg- 

son in  the  chair. 

REGIONAL  MUNICIPALITY 
OF  WATERLOO 

(concluded) 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  167,  An  Act  to 
Establish  the  Regional  Municipality  of  Water- 
loo. 

Mr.  A.  K.  Meen  (York  East):  Mr.  Chairman, 
when  the  debate  was  adjourned  yesterday  we 
were,  as  I  recall  it,  in  the  midst  of  section  3. 
The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  (Mr. 
Cassidy)  had  proposed  an  amendment  to,  I 

believe,  section  3,  subsection  (1),  paragraphs 

1,  2  and  3.  He  didn't  send  me  a  copy  of  it 
so  I  don't  have  anything  before  me  to  confirm 
this.  I  presume,  however,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
you  have  a  copy  of  the  actual  amendment 
there. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Meen,  I  will  read  the 
amendment: 

That,  section  3,  subsection  1,  be 

amended  by  deleting  the  words  "by  a 
general  vote  of  the  electors  of  the  area 

municipality"  in  paragraphs  2  and  3  and 
substituting  the  words  "by  wards." 
Mr.  Meen:  I  might  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 

we  do  not  accept  this  amendment.  We  be- 
lieve that  the  municipalities  involved,  which 

have  asked  that  a  vote  be  conducted  in  this 
fashion,  should  have  their  wishes  respected, 
and  we  propose  to  leave  this  section  as  it 
stands. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  those  in  favour  of  the 

amendment  will  please  say  "aye." 

All  those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinions  the  "nays"  have  it. 
The  section  is  carried. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  We  ought 
to  take  a  vote  on  that,  I  think,  but  we  will 
stand  it  to  the  end. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Sorry;  too  late,  sir. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Okay;  all  right! 

Mr.  Chairman:  There  was  nobody  who 

challenged  the— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is  okay,  I  understand. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  other  com- 
ments, questions  or  amendments? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  do  have  some  comments,  if 
you  would  permit  me  just  a  second  while  I 

sort  out  Mr.  Lawlor's  material  and  my 
material,  and  just  find  my  copy  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  was  on  section  3,  I 
believe.  The  next  paragraph  that  I  wish  to  go 
to  is  section  8,  so  possibly  if  there  are  any 
amendments  or  comments  before  that  they 
could  be  raised. 

Mr.    Chairman:    Are   there   any    questions, 
comments  or  amendments  before  section  8? 

The  member  will  proceed. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  All  right.  On  section  8,  Mr. 
Chairman,  we  find  it  offensive  that  the  gov- 

ernment has  chosen  to  enshrine  a  principle 
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of  over-representation  of  rural  areas  in  this 

particular  bill.  Essentially,  there  is  one  rep- 
resentative for  every  6,000  or  so  residents  in 

the  rural  areas  and  one  for  approximately 
every  12,000  in  the  urban  areas. 

The  effect  of  this  is,  for  example,  that  the 

37,000  or  so  population  in  the  county  area— 
that  is  outside  of  Waterloo,  Kitchener  and 
Gait— are  entitled  to  seven  seats  on  the  pro- 

posed regional  council,  whereas  the  equiv- 
alent number  of  people  living  in  the  city  of 

Waterloo  are  entitled  to  only  three  seats,  in 
other  words  less  than  half  the  representation. 

Putting  it  another  way;  in  Woolwich— 
which  with  Elmira,  has  a  population  around 
16,000— there  are  three  seats,  which  means 
that  is  less  than  half  the  population  of 
Waterloo  with  an  equivalent  number  of 
seats.  Or  putting  it  a  third  way;  with 
110,000  population  in  Kitchener  they  get  nine 
seats,  while  37,000  in  the  county  and  they 
could  get  only  two  seats  fewer,  that  is  seven 
seats. 

The  government  is  right  to  say  that  you 

don't  want  to  piddle  around  with  councillors 
just  having  half  a  vote  apiece,  or  the  system 
that  was  attempted  in  the  regional  municipal- 

ity of  Ottawa-Carleton,  where  two  small 
municipalities  share  one  seat  and  alternate 
from  year  to  year  as  to  who  should  represent 
those  two  municipalities,  that  is  an  unsatis- 

factory system. 

But  we  feel  very  strongly  that  what  should 
have  been  done  was  to  increase  the  represen- 

tation in  order  to  achieve  a  representation  by 
population.  In  fact,  on  the  principle  of  one 
representative  for  every  10,000  population  or 
part  thereof,  the  changes  are  relatively  small 
and  it  would  certainly  make  for  a  much  fairer 
representation.  That  would  still,  if  you  will, 
tend  slightly  to  over-represent  the  rural  areas, 
because  the  two  municipalities  with  popula- 

tions in  the  5,000  to  6,000  range,  that  is 
North  Dumfries  and  Wellesley,  would  still 
get  one  representative  for  about  5,000  or 
6,000  electorals.  For  Woolwich  and  Wilmot, 
they  would  each  get  two  representatives  for 
approximately  11,000  or  12,000  population  in 
Wilmot,  and  about  15,000  population  in 
Woolwich. 

I  believe  the  figures  are  correct;  I  am 
working  from  memory  here  because  I  came 
a  bit  hastily  on  this  aspect  while  studying  it. 
Therefore  they  would  have  about  one  repre- 

sentative for  every  7,000  or  8,000,  and  the 
only  change  in  the  rural  representation  would 
be  that  Woolwich  would  go  from  three  repre- 

sentatives to  two  because  it  has  less  than 
20,000  population. 

The  amendment  which  I  move,  seconded 

by  the  member  for  York  South  (Mr.  Mac- 
Donald),  is  as  follows:  That  section  8  be 
deleted  and  replaced  by  the  following: 

The  regional  council  shall  consist  of  a 
chairman  and  (a)  in  the  year  1972,  the  mayor- 
elect  of  each  area  municipality,  and  there- 

after the  head  of  council  of  each  area  munic- 
ipality, (b)  such  additional  members  of  the 

council  of  each  area  municipality,  elected  by 
the  members  of  the  council  of  such  area 
municipality  as  are  necessary  to  give  each 
area  municipality  one  member  of  the  regional 
council,  including  its  head  of  council,  for 
each  10,000  population  or  part  thereof  of  the 
area  municipality. 

Now  what  that  means  is  that  the  head  of 
council  automatically  sits  on  the  regional 
council,  but  you  count  him  in  when  you  are 
working  out  the  representation  on  a  rep-by- 
pop  basis.  So  that  in  the  case  of  Woolwich 
and  Wilmot  there  would  be  only  one  other 
councillor  elected  by  that  particular  council, 
by  an  indirect  election,  in  order  to  bring 
them  up  to  their  representation  of  two. 

In  the  case  of  Kitchener,  Kitchener  is  to 
have  10  aldermen  plus  a  mayor.  With  about 
110,000  population  they  would  be  entitled 
to  11  representatives  and  therefore  effectively 
their  entire  council  would  sit  on  the  regional 
council. 

The  total  membership  of  council  under  this 
proposal  would  in  fact  only  be  three  more 
than  are  proposed  right  now.  It  would  come 
up  to  28  instead  of  25,  and  certainly  could 
not  be  said  to  represent  an  overwhelming 

change  of  principle.  That  is  you  can't  argue that  in  the  one  case  you  had  an  effective, 
small  council,  and  in  the  other  case  you  had 
an  ineffective  large  council,  when  you  change 
the  representation  by  only  three. 

However,  as  opposed  to  the  proposed  five 
councillors  from  the  new  city  of  Gait  there 
would  be  six  on  a  rep-by-pop  basis.  As  op- 

posed to  the  proposed  nine  for  Kitchener 
there  would  be  11.  As  opposed  to  the  pro- 

posed three  for  Waterloo  there  would  be 
four.  North  Dumfries  would  retain  one,  Wil- 

mot would  retain  its  two,  Wellesley  would 

retain  its  one,  and  Woolwich  would  be  re- 
duced from  three,  for  a  population  of  15,000, 

to  two;  and  there  would  of  course  still  be  a 
chairman. 

We  feel  this  is  a  good  amendment,  and 
that  it  preserves  the  rights  of  representation 
for  the  rural  areas,  while  coming  to  within 
a  reasonable  approximation  of  a  rep-by-pop 
system.  If  you  will,  because  of  the  reasons 

that  I've  explained,  it  tends  still  to  give  some 
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slight  over-representation  to  the  rural  areas. 
In  fact  if  you  do  the  count  you  would  find 
there  would  be  one  representative  on  aver- 

age for  about  every  8,000  rural  population, 
as  opposed  to  one  for  every  10,000  urban 
population. 

While  we  object  to  the  indirect  election  of 
the  councillors  under  the  regional  council, 
we  feel  that  the  rep-by-pop  is  the  more 
important— is  the  most  important— admitting 
the  technical  problems  that  are  contained  in 
finding  a  means  of  direct  election  to  the 
regional  council  from  the  area  municipalities. 

I  therefore  move,  seconded  by  Mr.  Mac- 
Donald,  that  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  York  East. 

Mr.  Meen:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  once  again 

I  haven't  had  the  opportunity  to  see  this  pro- 
posed amendment  beforehand,  and  I  don't 

know  whether  that's  the  measure  of  co- 
operation the  hon.  member  was  referring  to 

earlier,  but  it  looks  to  me  as  if  it  wouldn't 
be  28.  If  you  add  in  the  heads  of  municipal- 

ities you  would  be  closer  to  30  with  that  kind 
of  figure  of  one-quarter  of  a  million  people- 
plus  throughout  the  region. 

However,  in  any  event  this  representation 
which  we  have  carefully  spelled  out  in  the 
bill  is  one  to  which  agreement  has  been 
granted  and  concurred  in  by  all  of  the  area 
municipalities  and  all  of  the  people  con- 

cerned in  this  area.  To  change  that  kind  of 
representation  in  that  clause  to  that  form  of 
representation  at  this  stage,  I  think  would 
fly  in  the  face  of  all  of  the  democratic  process 
we  have  been  trying  to  proceed  under  here 
over  the  last  several  years  in  dealing  with 
the  municipalities,  learning  their  wishes  and 
then  proceeding  to  put  them  into  effect  as 
nearly  as  possible. 
The  hon.  member  for  Waterloo  North 

(Mr.  Good),  I  am  sure  would  agree  with  me 
that  the  schedule  of  representation  at  the 
regional  level  is  one  which  has  met  with 

agreement  all  around.  I*  would  certainly  not 
feel  that  at  this  stage  we  should  try  tamper- 

ing with  that,  particularly  promoted  from  an 
area  outside  the  region  of  Waterloo  itself. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  like  to  comment  on  this. 
At  this  stage,  to  strengthen  the  representation 
of  the  cities,  which  this  would  do,  and  raise 
Kitchener,  for  instance,  from  36  per  cent  of 
the  seats  to  39  per  cent  of  the  seats  would  not 
be  advisable  in  my  view. 

If  we  strengthen  the  representation  of  the 
city  and  lower  the  representation  of  the  rural 

areas,  we  would  do  nothing  but  defeat  the 
whole  idea  of  eventually  working  in  a  com- 

munity spirit  within  their  region  so  that  both 
city  and  rural  people  will  feel  part  of  one 
regional  government. 

I  must  agree  I  don't  agree  completely  with 
the  divisions— we  left  a  small  piece  of  rural 
area  without  perhaps  adequate  population  to 
be  an  area  government,  as  we  did  in  the  case 
of  North  Dumfries— but  this,  I  think,  has 
compensating  aspects  to  it,  in  that  we  make 
concessions  to  take  into  consideration  the 
wishes  of  local  people.  Anything  that  would 
strengthen  the  voice  of  the  city  in  the  re- 

gional council  in  my  view  would  not  add  one 
bit  to  creating  a  regional  spirit  within  Water- 

loo county  over  the  next  few  years.  We  can't 
support  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  member  for  York  East 

commented  that  he  really  couldn't  accept  it because  it  is  a  last  minute  kind  of  thing.  Of 
course  the  reason  it  is  a  last  minute  kind  of 
thing  is  because  of  the  way  in  which  the 
member  for  York  East  and  his  government 
have  introduced  this  bill  at  the  last  minute, 
and  have,  in  other  words,  finally  arrived  with 
their  definitive  proposals  only  a  few  days  be- 

fore they  expect  them  to  be  passed  by  this 
Legislature. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  a  bit  difficult  to  com- 
ment on  a  bill  which  isn't  there,  or  which 

exists  somewhere  in  the  minds  of  Mr.  Mc- 
Keough,  or  of  Mr.  Meen,  or  of  the  drafts- 

men, or  of  the  municipal  organization  branch. 
It  is  a  bit  difficult  to  comment,  and  make 
those  kinds  of  comments  there. 

Of  course  it's  last  minute.  That's  when  the 
bill  came  in;  and  they  are  responsible  for 
that,  not  people  on  this  side  of  the  House. 

The  second  point.  I  find  it  surprising  that 
the  member  from  Waterloo  should  speak  in 
such  glowing  terms  of  the  influence  of  the 
rural  people  and  the  regional  spirit  that  they 
will  embody,  suggesting  somehow  that  the 
city  people  in  the  area  from  Gait  and  from 
Kitchener  and  from  Waterloo  are  incapable 
of  that  kind  of  breadth  of  vision. 

Mr.  Good:  Did  Joe  Surioh  agree  with  you 
on  that  seoond  amendment? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  certainly  did,  as  a  matter 
of  fact.  He  certainly  did. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 

That's  one  thing.  You  won't  see  him  down here. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  think  one  of  the  problems  in 
government  here  which  this  province  and  all 
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provinces,  all  Legislatures  and  assemblies  in 
North  America  for  that  matter  have  ex- 

perienced over  the  last  50  or  100  years,  has 
been  due  to  the  excessive  sensitivities  and 
sensibilities  of  legislators  to  rural  feelings; 

and  their  deliberate  and  consistent,  and  ever- 
so-frequent  decision,  to  either  overlook  or 
downgrade  urban  interests.  One  of  the  ways 
in  which  that  has  been  achieved  is  through 

over-representation  of  rural  constituencies  in 
this  province  and  in  other  Legislatures  and 

assemblies,  which  has  had  the  effect  of  mean- 
ing that  very  necessary  social  legislation  and 

economic  legislation  wasn't  passed.  It  got 
blocked,  it  got  delayed,  until  finally  the  crisis 
was  upon  the  government  of  the  day  and  it 
had  to  act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  am  afraid  the  member  is 

straying  from  the  point. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Not  at  all.  I  am  drawing  an 
analogy  or  a  paradigm,  Mr.  Chairman,  which 
is  quite  appropriate  in  this  particular  case. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Paradigms 
are  saved  for  second  readings,  analogies  for 
third. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  In  this  particular  case,  the 

rural  over-representation  is  enshrined  in  this 
bill.  I  suggest  that  the  government  should 
abandon  that  principle.  It  should  have  done  it 
a  long  time  ago.  But  there  is  still  time  to 
repent,  and  to  support  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Cassidy  moves: 

That  section  8  be  deleted  and  the  fol- 
lowing added  thereto  in  its  place: 

The  regional  council  shall  consist  of  a 
chairman  and  (a)  in  the  year  1972,  the 

mayor-elect  of  each  area  municipality  and, 
thereafter,  the  head  of  council  of  each  area 
municipality;  (b)  such  additional  members 
of  the  council  of  each  area  municipality 
elected  by  the  members  of  the  council  of 
such  area  municipality,  as  are  necessary  to 
give  each  area  municipality  one  member  of 
the  regional  council,  including  its  head  of 
council,  for  each  10,000  population  of  the 
area  municipality  or  part  thereof. 

As  many  as  are  in  favour  of  the  amend- 

ment by  Mr.  Cassidy  will  please  say  "aye." 
As  many  as  are  opposed  will  please  say 

"nay." 

In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Only  three  stood  up. 

Mr.   E.   W.   Martel    (Sudbury   East):    One  Mr.  Chairman:  But  you  haven't  done  that 
Tory.  in  either  instance. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  motion  lost, 
and  the  section  carried. 

Mr.  Singer:  That  will  show  who  is  the 
boss. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  comments, 

questions,  motions,  for  any  other  part  of  the 
bill? 

Mr.   Cassidy:  Yes,  Mr.   Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  What  section? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Section  9. 

Mr.  R.  M.  Johnston  (St.  Catharines):  You 

might  as  well  sit  down  for  today.  You  have 
had  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  anything  before 

section  9? 

An  hon.  member:  Section  8  is  carried. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 

Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  should  have  agreed  be- 
forehand. I  guess  I  will  learn  before  the 

next  session  about  procedure  here.  We  would 
have  preferred  to  have  stacked  all  of  these 
votes.  There  was  some  misunderstanding.  My 
leader,  here,  assumed  that  was  already 
agreed,  and  in  fact  we  had  not  agreed. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  is  understood.  Yes,  I  know. 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  the  second  time,  I 

remind  the  hon.  member,  that  this  has  hap- 

pened. I  don't  think  it  is  by  a  misunder- 
standing in  the  second  instance. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  beg  your  pardon? 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  think  it  is  more  by  intent 

than  by  misunderstanding  in  the  second 
instance. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Well  on 
a  point  of  order,  Mr.  Chairman,  how  do  you 
want  the  stacking  arranged? 

Mr.  Chairman:  You  haven't  called  for  a 
vote. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well  you  want  us  to  stand 

and  call  for  the  vote?  You  don't  want  the 
understanding  of  stacking  before  we  go 
through  this  procedure  of  rising? 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  think  you  should  call  for 
a  recorded  vote,  or  a  vote. 

Mr.  Lewis:  All  right;  fine! 
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Mr.  Lewis:  I  will  tell  you.  I  sat  on  the 
Rose  committee,  and  it  was  relatively  well 

understood  that  we  didn't  have  to  go  through 
the  ritual.  We  would  just  indicate  which  sec- 

tions we  wanted  stacked.  If  you  want  us 
to  stand  and  go  through  the  ritual,  we  will 
do  that  too. 

Mr.  Chairman:  But  you  should  call  for 
the  vote  to  be  held.  I  think  you  should  call 
for  the  vote  to  be  held. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Okay! 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  next 
amendment  is  in  paragraph  9,  subsection  (1). 

It's  a  fairly  simple  one.  It  is  moved  by 
myself,  and  seconded  by  the  member  from 
Scarborough  West,  that  section  9(1)  of  Bill 
167  be  amended  to  read: 

The  chairman  shall  be  appointed  by  the 

Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council  upon  nomi- 
nation by  the  regional  council,  and  shall  hold 

office  at  pleasure. 

The  rest  of  the  section  stands  as  it  is.  I'll 
just  pass  that  over  to  you. 

I  would  just  like  to  apologize  to  the  mem- 
ber for  York  East,  because  I  must  confess, 

lacking  the  ample  secretarial  resources  he 
has,  and  having  worked  under  tremendous 
pressure  for  the  last  few  days,  I  have  been 
unable  to  get  amendments  to  him  for  his 
consideration  beforehand.  I  will  attempt  to 

do  that  in  future,  when  possibly  the  govern- 
ment may  give  us  a  bit  more  time  in  which 

to  deal  more  adequately  with  these  bills. 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  very 
simple,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  acknowledges  the 
concern  of  the  government,  as  expressed,  that 

they  don't  want  some  political  creep  installed 
as  the  first  chairman  of  the  regional  council 
because  there  is  a  job  to  be  done,  and  to 
some  extent  there  is  a  certain  provincial 
stewardship  which  is  being  expressed  there 
in  the  early  years  of  the  new  regional  council. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Are  you  going  to  legislate 
against  creeps? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Pardon? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Are  you  going  to  legislate 
against  creeps? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  they  are  legislating 
against  creeps.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  most  of 
the  municipal  legislation  of  this  province 
allows  creeps  to  flourish. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Right;  I  know  exactly 
what  you  mean. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Just 

trying  to  cut  them  out  of  the  chairmanship 
of  regional  government. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  heard  with  great  interest 
that  the  government  has  in  mind  as  the  new 
chairman  of  the  regional  municipality  of 
Waterloo  a  fellow  named  James  Chaplin. 

Mr.  Chaplin,  among  his  other  attributes, 

apparently  was  a  schoolmate  of  the  present 
Treasurer  (Mr.  McKeough)  and  Minister  of 
Intergovernmental  Affairs  at  Ridley  College. 
It  sort  of  pains  us  that  the  government  should 
have  to  reach  back  to  its  boyhood  friends  in 
order  to  find  somebody. 

I  don't  propose  to  get  into  the  question 
of  whether  he  is  full-  or  part-time  right  now, 
although  it  is  lots  of  fun. 

At  any  rate,  what  this  amendment  sug- 
gests, Mr.  Chairman,  is  that  if  the  people 

and  the  council  of  Waterloo,  of  the  new 

regional  municipality,  aren't  happy  with 
Darcy's  boyhood  chum,  then  they  don't 
have  to  have  him.  In  fact  they  are  the  ones 

who  nominate,  and  if  the  government  is  un- 
happy with  whom  they  propose,  well  the 

government,  of  course,  can  reject  and  ask 
them  to  nominate  again. 

A  nomination  procedure  could  even  take 
the  form  of  the  regional  council  putting  up 

two  or  three  names  and  asking  the  govern- 
ment to  choose  one  which  was  acceptable 

to  it;  but  the  essential  thing  is  that  there  is 

a  co-ordinated  and  co-operative  appointment 
the  first  time,  which  reflects  the  interest 
both  of  the  council  and  the  people  in  the 
region  and  also  of  the  government.  For  that 
reason  I  hope  that  the  amendment  will  be 

supported  by  the  government. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  York  East. 

Mr.  Meen:  If  I  understand  the  amendment 

correctly,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  that  the 
regional  council  would  put  forward  certain 
names  to  the  Lieutenant  Governor,  the  Lieu- 

tenant Governor  would  make  the  appoint- 
ment based  on  the  names  submitted  to  him. 

Is  that  the  gist  of  the  amendment? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  correct,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Mr.  Meen:  Could  I  ask  the  hon.  member 
how  on  earth  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in 

Council  would  be  able  to  appoint  a  chair- 
man   until   after   the    regional    council    had 
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been  convened  following  the  elections  in 
October? 

It's  the  wish  of  the  people,  and  it  certainly 
is  a  necessary  thing,  that  the  chairman  of 
the  regional  council  be  appointed  virtually 

immediately.  It  is  the  intention  of  this  gov- 
ernment to  appoint  that  gentleman  within 

the  next  few  weeks  so  that  he  can  get  on 
with  the  job. 

We  are  not  going  to  sit  around  and  wait 
until  after  the  elections  have  been  conducted 

in  October  to  have  a  first  meeting  on  ot 
before  October  25  without  a  chairman, 
following  which  the  nominations  from  that 
council  would  be  received  by  the  Lieutenant 
Governor,  following  which  he  would  then 

make  his  appointment.  It  is  a  completely  un- 
workable proposal  which  the  hon.  member 

suggests  and  I  cannot  accept  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  has  been  moved  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  that  section 

9  (1)  of  the  bill  be  amended  to  read: 

The  chairman  shall  be  appointed  by  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council  upon 
nomination  by  the  regional  council  and 
shall  hold  office  at  pleasure,  as  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  remaining  words  are 
drawn  from  the  existing  section. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes,  thank  you. 
All  those  in  favour  of  the  amendment  will 

please  say  "aye." 

All  those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 
Mr.  Lewis:  You  will  note. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Will  we  now  stack  this 
vote? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  well  stack  it;  but  only  be- 
cause we  are  compassionate. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  comments, 
questions,  amendments  on  section  9? 

Mr.  Meen:  The  next  section  for  which  I 

have  an  amendment  is  section  27,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  comments, 
questions,    amendments    before    section    27? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  have  an  amendment  for 

section  20;  it's  a  fairly  simple  one. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  section  13,  the  member 
for  Waterloo  North  has  some  comment. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  Good:  This  deals  with  subsection  5  of 

section  13,  the  section  which  requires  the 
resignation  from  one  council  position  if  one 
wishes  to  resign  from  the  other  council 

position. 
This  was  dealt  with  when  I  brought  it  up 

in  Kitchener  the  other  day  but  in  my  view 
the  answer  was  very  inadequate.  It  simply 
means  that  if  a  person  in  a  rural  community 
has  been  elected  to  an  area  council,  and  is 

also  the  appointee  of  that  council  to  the  re- 
gional government,  and  then  finds  himself 

unable  to  continue  with  both  the  area  and 

regional  councillor  jobs  he  must  resign  both 

if  he  wishes  to  resign  from  the  regional  coun- 

cil. 
This  may  be  well  and  good  in  Toronto 

where  there  has  been  some  problem  with 

people  taking  turns,  and  one  resigning  from 
Metro  council  to  give  another  one  a  chance. 
Then  he  takes  it  for  the  next  six  months. 

There  was  no  evidence  given  that  that  ac- 

tually happened,  but  this  was  the  reason- 

Mr.  Meen:  It  has  happened. 

Mr.  Good:  It  has  happened,  has  it?  The 

member  for  York  East  says  that  it  has  hap- 

pened. I  don't  accept  that  as  a  valid  reason  for 
ruling  against,  especially,  the  rural  munici- 

palities where  we  find  that  people  are  not 
committed  to  devote  full-time  service  to  mu- 

nicipal politics.  It  may  be  that  some  members 
of  area  council  and  regional  council,  if  they 
should  find  they  are  unable  to  carry  on  their 
complete  duties  but  would  like  to  retain  their 
job  on  the  area  council.  I  would  certainly 
think  that  this  section  is  going  to  rule  against 
the  possibility  of  anyone  reverting  to  being 
an  area  council  member  only. 

To  use  Metropolitan  Toronto  as  an  ex- 
ample when  you  are  talking  to  reeves  of 

townships,  in  my  view  is  not  a  good  way  to 
try  to  convince  them.  After  the  argument  was 
finished,  with  so  many  things  that  day,  when 
the  minister  gave  his  opinion  it  was  just 

"Yes,  Mr.  Minister,  we'll  have  to  accept  that." 

I  just  can't  accept  the  arguments  that  were 
given  that  day  and  I  wanted  the  member  for 
York  East  to  know  my  feelings  on  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  member  for  York 
East  wish  to  comment? 

Mr.  Meen:  I  gave  my  comments  at  the  time 
the  public  meeting  was  held. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  note  that  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Waterloo  North  has  not  proposed  an 
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amendment.  I  am  aware  of  his  views.  I  just 

don't  happen  to  share  them,  that's  all. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  section  13  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill? 

Section  13  agreed  to. 

Are  there  any  comments  on  any  other  sec- 
tion before  22  or  20? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Section  20. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  20.  Any  comments, 
questions,  motions? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  An  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre,  please. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  to  amend  section  20(1) 

(a),  by  deleting  the  words  "without  note  or 
comment." 

I've  already  explained  this  amendment  in 
the  discussion  on  second  reading.  The  pur- 

pose is  simply  to  no  longer  inhibit  the  clerk 
or  one  of  his— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Could  I  have  it  in  writing, 
please? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  just  putting  it  in  writing, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  very 
simple.  It  is  to  allow  the  clerk  or  his  staff  to 
keep  an  abbreviated  record,  a  record  not 
merely  of  decisions  made  at  a  council  meet- 

ing, but  in  cases  of  important  policy  matters, 
and  in  particular,  to  allow  him  to  keep  an 
abbreviated  record  of  the  main  points  of  dis- 

cussion that  are  raised.  The  way  the  clerks 
interpret  this  without  note  or  comment  as  it 

stands  in  the  Municipal  Act  is  that  they  can- 
not make  any  record  of  what  anybody  had  to 

say  on  a  particular  matter.  The  only  thing 
they  are  entitled  to  do  is  to  record  the  de- 
cision. 

The  reaction  of  clerks  whom  I  have  talked 

to  is  that  in  fact  they  would  be  breaking  the 
law  if  they  made  any  further  record.  This  is 

why  I  suggest  the  parliamentary  assistant  ac- 
cept this  amendment,  that  it  be  deemed  to 

be  an  experiment.  It  may  be  that  after  a 

couple  of  years  the  people  in  the  area  won't 
find  it  useful  at  all.  It  may  be  on  the  other 
hand,  that  an  innovative  clerk  is  willing  to 
use  this  on  major  policy  matters  which  will 
be  particularly  numerous  in  the  first  months 
of  the  new  regional  municipality. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  member  for  York 

East  have  any  comment? 

Mr.  Meen:  Yes,  I  have  a  comment  on  the 
point,  Mr.  Chairman.  That  is  a  section  straight 

out  of  the  Municipal  Act.  It  is  also  incor- 
porated in  all  of  our  other  regional  bills  and 

in  this  fashion. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Not  Hansard! 

Mr.  Meen:  I  have  some  sympathy  for  the 

view  that  perhaps  a  form  of  Hansard  re- 
porting might  be  considered  desirable  by 

some  councils,  but  I  have  no  sympathy  what- 
soever for  permitting  a  clerk  to  insert  his 

or  her  comments  in  the  record  of  a  council 

of  deliberation.  I  think  if  you  are  going  to 

have  anything,  you  have  got  to  go  the  whole 
way  and  settle  for  something,  as  we,  in  this 

chamber  settle  for  Hansard.  To  have  any- 
thing different  from  that  leaves  it  open  to 

gross  abuse,  so  I  could  not  accept  the  pro- 
posed amendment. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  member 

isn't  there  yet,  but  in  this  cabinet  there  is  a 
cabinet  secretariat.  One  of  the  things  that 

they  do  is  keep  a  minute,  a  record  of  dis- 
cussions in  abbreviated  form.  I  have  never 

heard  any  suggestion  that  they  do  not  do  a 
fair  and  good  job.  The  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  West  and  other  people  here, 

read  reports  of  meetings  on  planning  mat- 
ters. One  was  read  in  the  House  last  night, 

for  example;  again  an  abbreviated  record 
which  sought  to  give  the  major  points  of 
view  and  who  presented  them. 

I  can't  understand  this  paranoia,  this  fear 
that  somehow  clerks  are  going  to  editorialize 

all  over  the  map  and  say:  "The  mayor  of 
Preston  wore  an  ugly  red  dress,"  or  some- 

thing like  that.  That  isn't  going  to  happen 
and  the  member  knows  that  perfectly  well. 
City  clerks,  municipal  clerks,  are  responsible 
employees,  pretty  well  paid  these  days  too, 
and  their  staffs  are  responsible  as  well.  They 
are  competent  and  quite  able  to  keep  this 
kind  of  minute.  It  is  a  well  established  pro- 

cedure, and  I  don't  see  why  he  excludes  it 
from  the  municipal  field. 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  has  been  moved  by  Mr. 
Cassidy  that  section  21(a)  be  amended  by 

deleting  the  words,  "without  note  or  com- 

ment." 

All  those  in  favour  will  please  say  "aye." 

All  those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion  the  nays  have  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  understand  we  will  stack 
this  one. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  You  have  to  have  five  mem- 
bers, as  it  is  not  carried. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  will  now  stack  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  other  com- 
ments, questions,  motions,  amendments  for 

any  section  before  section  27? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  have  a  comment  on  section 

27,  that  may  come  after  the  next  amend- 

ment- 
Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 

Waterloo  North  has  indicated- 

Mr.  Good:  The  member  for  York  East  has 

an  amendment  to  subsection  (6),  I  hope? 

Mr.  Meen:  That's  correct.  At  this  time  I 
would  introduce  my  amendment  then,  Mr. 
Chairman,  to  section  27,  subsection  (6).  I 
move  that  subsection  (6)  of  section  27  be 
amended  by  adding  in  line  three,  after  the 

word  "Waterloo,"  the  words  "or  by  the 
Waterloo  county  area  planning  board." 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  might  say  in  explanation 
that  it  has  been  added  at  the  request  of  the 
people  in  Waterloo  to  be  assured  that  the 
members  of  that  board  would  be  included 

within  the  purview  and  content  of  subsec- 
tion (6). 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Meen  moves  that  sub- 

section 6  of  section  27  be  amended,  by  add- 

ing in  line  3  thereof,  after  the  word  "Water- 
loo," the  words,  "or  by  the  Waterloo  County 

area  planning  board."  Shall  the  motion  carry? Carried. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Section  27,  Mr.  Chairman. 
This  one  is  to  section  27(7);  and  it  is  to 
amend  section  27(7)  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  words: 

And  shall  be  entitled  to  the  continuation 

of  all— I'm  sorry,  I'm  reading  the  wrong sheet. 

Amend  section  27(7)  by  adding  the  fol- 
lowing words: 

And  to  all  terms  and  conditions  affecting 

employment,  remuneration,  seniority,  col- 
lective bargaining  rights  and  other  benefits 

that  existed  in  his  previous  employment. 

That  is  moved  by  myself.  I  understand 
that  seconders  are,  in  fact,  not  necessary,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment,  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  amendment  if  you  will,  has 

already  been  argued  during  the  Sudbury  bill. 

The  wording  of  this  amendment  is  slightly 
different  but  it  has  the  same  effect.  What  it 

says  is  that  any  person  who  accepts  employ- 
ment offered  under  subsection  6,  which  says 

that  the  region  has  to  offer  to  employ  peo- 
ple who  worked  for  the  planning  board,  the 

county  roads  commission  or  any  other  outfit, 
or  any  local  municipality;  people  who  accept 

that  employment  are  entitled  not  just  to  re- 
ceive a  wage  for  the  year  of  not  less  than 

they've  been  receiving,  but  they  are  also 
entitled  to  retain  their  seniority  and  bargain- 

ing rights  and  the  other  rights  or  benefits 
which  they  had  in  their  former  employment. 

We  simply  cannot  see  why,  when  a  guar- 
antee of  seniority  and  bargaining  rights  is 

made  to  police,  and  why  when  it  has 
guaranteed  sick  leave  credits,  holiday  credits, 
pension  rights  to  employees,  the  government 
cannot  come  in  and  make  it  complete. 

The  procedures  on  successor  rights,  for 
example,  under  section  55  of  the  Labour 
Relations  Act,  do  contain  loopholes.  One 
would  sincerely  hope  those  loopholes  would 

not  be  exploited;  but  all  the  same,  if  ex- 
ploited, they  can  leave  an  employee  in  the 

very  difficult  position  in  having  to  enforce 
his  rights. 

For  the  employees  who  are  probably  not 
covered  by  collective  bargaining,  that  is 
those  from  the  smaller  municipalities  which 

are  forming  part  of  the  new  regional  mu- 
nicipality, some  of  their  rights  may  be  cov- 

ered by  bylaws.  But  I  don't  think  the  parlia- 
mentary assistant  is  in  a  position  to  assure 

this  Legislature  that  all  of  those  rights  are 
covered  by  bylaws  of  the  municipalities 
from  whence  they  come. 

And  in  addition  those  bylaws  also  are 

subject  to  being  changed  by  the  new  re- 
gional municipality.  Should  an  employee 

wish  to  enforce  his  rights  and  the  bylaw  be 

changed,  he  is  then  put  to  the  very  arduous 
and  expensive  process  of  going  to  court  in 
order  to  try  and  enforce  rights  that  he  might 
have  thought  continued  because  of  the  fact 
that  the  bylaws  of  the  area  municipalities 
continue  into  the  new  regional  municipality. 

We  think  it's  a  lopsided  kind  of  thing  and 
you  can  give  it  a  much  more  balanced  ap- 

proach by   accepting  this   amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  York 
East. 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  as  was  ex- 
pressed very  well  by  my  colleague  from 

Ottawa  South  (Mr.  Bennett)  the  other  eve- 

ning, there's  no  way  in  which  we  can  accept 
this  amendment.  We  can't  give  them  some- 
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thing  they  don't  already  have.  If  they  have 
a  labour  contract  with  any  of  the  municipali- 

ties, and  some  of  them  do,  then  they're  pre- served under  what  I  think  is  section  55  of 
the  Ontario  Labour  Relations  Act.  If  they 

don't  have  it  in  that  area,  and  if  they  do 
have  any  other  rights  confirmed  by  bylaw  of 
their  respective  municipalities,  those  bylaws 
are  preserved.  They  are  not  left  out. 

Those  bylaws  could,  if  they  are  there  now, 
could  have  been  wiped  out  at  any  time  in 
the  past,  or  presently,  or  in  the  future  of 

course.  Therefore  it's  not  a  right,  which 
we're  in  a  position  to  consolidate  to  eternity, 
and  by  statute.  It's  a  bylaw;  if  it  could  be revoked,  it  could  have  been  revoked  and  it 
could  be  revoked  in  the  future. 

But  certainly  we're  not  proposing  to  re- 
duce any  of  that  sort  of  thing  to  statutory 

provision.  We  simply  can't  accept  it.  It 
would  have  the  appearance  of  giving  an 
employee  something  which  he  really,  in  fact, 
may  or  may  not  have,  and  how  can  you 
define  what  constitutes,  for  example  senior- 

ity. Who  knows? 
Because  when  they  come  into  a  combined 

municipality,  there  will  be  two  people,  let's 
say  from  two  adjacent  municipalities,  with 
two  titles  of  identical  nature.  How  is  one 

to  weigh  one  against  the  other?  These  are 
matters  which  the  combined  municipalities 
will  have  to  work  out.  To  try  to  put  this 
kind  of  provision  into  this  bill,  would  I  think, 
muddy  the  waters  and  quite  possibly  render 
the  amalgamation  of  these  various  area  mu- 

nicipalities into  viable  entities,  as  an  impos- 
sibility, and  I  would  not  want  to  see  that 

happen.  Consequently,  the  government  could 
not  accept  this   amendment. 

Mr.   Good:    Mr.   Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

Mr.  Good:  I  would  like  to  say  a  word  on 
this.  We  are  dealing  here  mainly  with  those 
whose  seniority  is  implied  presently  by 
length  of  service  and  position  held  at  the 
time  the  amalgamation  takes  place,  or  the 
regional  government  is  formed. 

It's  very  familiar  to  the  position  when  the 
city  of  Waterloo  did  away  with  the  Com- 

munity Services  Board  by  legislation  of  a 
private  bill  last  spring.  In  that  bill  we  were 
instructed  to  include  a  section  which  guar- 

anteed the  seniority  of  those  members  of  the 
Community  Service  Board. 
Now  some  who  worked  in  the  park  were 

under  a  union  contract,   some   who   worked 

in  the  cemeteries  and  other  areas  were  not. 
But  their  seniority  had  been  established  by 
the  fact  of  the  length  of  time  they  had  been 

there.  It  had  been  implied,  and  it  was  recog- 
nized, by  the  Community  Services  Board. 

Now  this  government  asks  that  this  be  put 
into  private  legislation  when  a  municipality 
is  taking  employees  from  a  board  of  the 
city  into  the  regular  work  force  of  the  board 
and  under  council,  and  I  think  the  compari- 

son here  is  very  applicable.  We  argued  it 
last  night,  with  the  member  from  Ottawa 
South,  and  we  would  ask  that  consideration 

be  given  here,  because  the  word  "seniority," it  was  specifically  said,  had  to  be  in  our 
Waterloo  bill,  before  it  would  be  considered 
when  it  was  dealt  with  by  the  private  bills 
committee. 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  my  use  of  the 
example  of  seniority  itself  may  have  not  been 
the  best. 

Mr.  Good:  Well  that's  what  we  are  talking about   here. 

Mr.  Meen:  Well  we  are  talking  about  other 
things  too.  Preserving  rights  according  to 
the  amendment,  as  I  understand  it— where 

once  again  I  don't  have  a  copy.  But  you're not  faced  in  the  instance,  as  outlined  by  the 
member  for  Waterloo  North,  with  the  prob- 

lem of  amalgamating  two,  let's  say  two water  works  departments,  or  two  boards  of 
one  sort  or  another. 

Mr.  Martel:  What  about  four  police  de- 

partments? 

Mr.  Meen:  You're  faced,  in  the  case  given 
by  the  member,  with  integration  of  that 
function  into  another  function  in  the  same 

community,  so  that  we  can't  analogize  one 
to  the  other.  In  this  case,  I  think  we  would 
be  putting  an  impediment  in  the  way  of  the 
proper  restructuring  and  formation  of  the 
new  governments  in  this  region  were  we  to 
impose  that  kind  of  amendment  on  them. 

Mr.  Martel:  I  would  like  to  ask— 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Sudbury 
East. 

Mr.  Martel:  —the  parliamentary  assistant 
then,  if  this  applies  with  respect  to  integrat- 

ing two  waterworks  which  come  together? 
What  applies  under  the  section  with  respect 
to  police  when  you  bring  three  or  four  police 
forces  together?  What  happens  there,  and 
yet  you  build-in  protection  for  the  police 

in  these— 
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Mr.  Meen:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is 
specific  provision  though,  under  The  Police 
Act  for  that  sort  of  thing,  as  the  member 
well   knows. 

Mr.  Martel:  Seniority  is  ignored.  Yes;  well, 
the  hangup  we  have  is  that  there  are  going 
to  be  people,  as  in  my  area  with  respect  to 
the  Sudbury  bill  the  other  night,  who  are 
going  to  be  left  out  in  the  street.  And  the 

argument— oh  yes,  people  can  be  dumped 
at  the  end  of  one  year. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  For  one  year  only  though. 

Mr.  Martel:  For  one  year? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right.  And  after  that 
it's  out. 

Mr.  Martel:  What  happens  at  the  end  of 
the  first  year? 

All  we're  saying  is  there  should  be  a 
protection  similar  to  that  afforded  to  the 

police;  and  yet  you  refuse  to  give  it  to  the 
employees.  To  throw  it  out  in  that  we  are 

trying  to  get  the  government  almost  to  legis- 
late a  contract  or  to  protect,  is  simply  non- 

sense. All  we  are  saying  is,  as  in  the  in- 
stance of  the  amendment  the  other  night, 

until  changes  are  made  by  mutual  consent. 
We  are  not  asking  for  the  impossible;  we 
are  not  asking  you  to  legislate  something 
into  existence  for  the  next  40  years.  All  we 
are  asking  you  to  do  is  to  protect  the 
seniority  rights   of  employees. 

It  just  boggles  the  mind  to  see  this  gov- 
ernment not  really  concerned  about  the 

seniority  rights  of  employees  who  might 
have  had  10,  15  years  with  one  municipality, 

who  could— I'm  not  saying  they  all  will— but 
who  could  find  themselves  out  of  a  job.  I 
suggest  that  the  parliamentary  assistant,  un- 

like the  member  from  Ottawa,  I  would  hope 
would  be  somewhat  more  enlightened. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want 
to  respond,  because  the  parliamentary  assist- 

ant is  really  muddying  the  waters  by  asking 
what  about  the  situation  where  you  get  two 
or  three  clerks  coming  in  and  there  is  only 

one  clerk's  job  left  in  the  amalgamated municipality? 

Of  course  that's  a  problem.  But  the  ques- 
tion of  seniority,  as  he  well  knows,  does  not 

really  enter  in  on  that  particular  case  be- 
cause these  fellows  are  not  normally  covered 

by  collective  agreements  or  by  seniority.  In 
other  words,  at  the  management  level  there 

is  a  kind  of  freedom  and  flexibility.  He  is 
muddying  the  waters  by  using  that  kind  of 

analogy  to  disguise  the  fact  that  the  govern- 
ment is  putting  in  very  serious  jeopardy  the 

fellows  that  drive  the  graders  on  the  regional 
road  system,  the  secretaries  and  other  people 

who  are  doing  clerical  jobs  and  will  be  trans- 
ferred to  the  new  municipality;  this  concerns 

the  people  who  are  running  the  sewers  and 
the  regional  waterworks  systems  under  this 

particular  Act. 
These  are  the  fellows  who  are  open  really 

to  a  purge  one  year  after  they  are  hired  into 
the  new  regional  system.  Because  one  year 

later  that's  when  they  come  at  risk  because 
the  minister  refuses  to  come  along  and  give 
the  guarantee  that  when  it  comes  to  layoffs 

and  dismissals  and  that  sort  of  thing— if  they 
happen— they  will  be  done  on  a  basis  in  which 
seniority  is  respected. 

Mr.  Meen:  Could  the  hon.  member  tell  me 

one  instance  where  there  has  been  any  such 

purge?  We  have  had  these  regional  govern- 
ments going  on  for  some  years  now  and  we 

know  of  no  instance  in  which  there  has  been 

any  problem  of  this  sort.  These  mergers  have 
worked  out  very  well.  No  one  seems  to  be 
concerned  about  the  loss  of  jobs. 

Certainly  they  are  all  concerned  about  what 

position  they  are  going  to  occupy,  and  I  sup- 

pose people  being  people  they'll  be  jockeying for  the  senior  positions. 

But  to  put  in  the  kind  of  amendment  the 
hon.  member  has  suggested,  Mr.  Chairman, 
would  indeed  muddy  the  whole  picture  up 
there.  I  am  not  muddying  the  waters,  I  am 
pointing  out  where  the  muddying  would 
occur,  because  that  kind  of  amendment  would 
certainly  apply  to  some  of  the  senior  staff 

personnel  who  wouldn't  be  under  union  con- 
tract, and  we  can't  do  that  sort  of  thing  in 

that  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  has  been  moved  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  that  section 

27(7)  be  amended  by  adding  the  following 
words: 

And  to  all  terms  and  conditions  affecting 

employment,  remuneration,  seniority,  col- 
lective bargaining  rights,  and  other  benefits 

that  existed  in  his  previous  employment. 

All  those  in  favour  of  the  motion  will  please 

say  "aye." All  those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 
Shall  this  vote  be  stacked? 
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Any  further  comments,  questions,  amend- 
ments? 

The  member  for  Waterloo  North. 

Mr.  Good:  Section  29. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  29.  Are  there  any 
comments  questions,  amendments  before  sec- 

tion 29?  The  member  for  Waterloo  North. 

Mr.  Good:  A  few  questions  here.  First  of 
all  the  matter,  and  I  bring  it  up  here  al- 

though maybe  it  should  be  at  a  later  date, 
but  because  we  are  dealing  with  waterworks 
systems,  my  understanding  is  that  any  re- 

serves or  surpluses  follow  the  service  if  it 

goes  to  the  regional  level.  If  that  be  the  case— 

or  if  it  isn't  maybe  you  would  correct  me— in 
the  case  of  a  surplus  which  has  been  built  up 
by  the  water  commission,  where  the  function 
is  being  divided,  as  it  will  be  between  the 
regional  level  and  the  area  level,  in  that  the 
regional  level  will  be  responsible  for  the  pro- 

curing, storage  and  treatment  of  water  and 
the  delivery  through  trunks  to  the  municipali- 

ties, while  the  area  government  will  be  re- 
sponsible for  the  distribution;  my  question, 

Mr.  Chairman,  is:  Will  the  complete  surplus 
be  retained  by  the  area  municipality? 

The  second  question  to  which  the  hon. 
member  may  know  the  answer,  is,  Will  the 
gas  distribution  system  of  the  city  of  Kit- 

chener remain  the  area  government  responsi- 
bility? 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  those  two 

points,  I  don't  have  the  answers  for  the  hon. 
member,  I'll  get  them  for  him. 

Mr.  Good:  Well,  they're  quite  important,  I 
think,  before  this  gets  passed  as  a  section. 

Mr.  Meen:  I  raised  this  question  when  we 
were  in  Waterloo  and  no  one  down  there  at 
the  time  seemed  to  have  any  concern  with 

that  section;  but  certainly  I'll  be  happy  to  get the  answer  for  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  further  com- 
ments or  questions? 

Mr.  Good:  It  could  very  well  be,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  both  of  these  matters,  if  any 
change  has  to  be  made,  would  be  changed 

in  the  general  section,  I  don't  know.  Maybe 
this  section  should  be  left  open  or— 

Mr.  Meen:  Well,  I  think  I  understand 
what  the  member  is  asking,  namely  if  sur- 

pluses have  been  built  up  in  any  of  the 
waterworks,  PUCs  or  otherwise,  do  they  stay 
there  or  do  they  go  to  the  region? 

Certainly  we  know  that  if  these  are  assets 
assumed  by  the  region,  then  any  liabilities 
that  attach  to  those  assets  go  to  the  region, 

that  that  is  the  responsibility  for  the  retire- 

ment of  those  assets.  I  can't  say  at  the  mo- 
ment whether  reserves  stay  in  the  area  in 

which  they  were  accumulated,  because  I 

think,  really,  they'd  be  a  part  of  the  assets  of the  area  municipality. 

Mr.  Good:  Where  the  service  is  divided 
between  regional  and  area  responsibility  is 

the  situation  I'm  wondering  about;  in  this case  water. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  more  comments? 

Mr.  Meen:  Yes,  the  member  is  raising  a 

very  valid  question,  I  think.  What  we're trying  to  do  is  split  off  the  supply,  the  wells, 
the  pumping  system,  the  storage  facilities, 
the  filtration,  and  so  on,  and  the  main  trunk 
lines,  to  become  part  of  the  overall  regional 
waterworks  system.  How  one  would  relate 
a  fiscal  surplus  to  that  or  to  the  remainder 

of  the  system,  I  don't  know;  or  whether  one would  do  it  on  the  basis  of  their  assessed 

value.  I  really  don't  know  how  that  would 
be  worked  out. 

Mr.  Good:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  there 
no  provision  in  the  bill  to  deal  with  this 
problem?  There  must  be  somewhere.  Mr. 
Trafford  must  know  back  there. 

Mr.  Meen:  I  am  advised  that  in  the  past 
this  kind  of  problem  has  been  worked  out 
locally  on  the  balance  off,  apparently,  of  the 
worth  of  the  assets  taken  over.  So  that  if 
there  is  any  fiscal  asset  residing  in  that  utility 
at  the  time  of  a  takeover  of  a  part  of  it, 
then  there  would  be  a  balance  off  of  that 

surplus;  just  as  there  would  be  a  balance  off 
of  the  liability  if  there  were  a  debenture 
issue  outstanding  against  it  as  well. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  to  follow  that 
one  step  further.  If,  then,  this  must  be 

negotiated  between  the  two  bodies— the  re- 
gional council  which  will  be  running  the 

water  supply  system  and  the  area  council 
which  will  be  running  the  distribution  sys- 

tem—in the  case  in  which  there  cannot  be 
agreement,  will  there  be  a  process  of 
adjudication? 

Mr.  Meen:  We've  set  up  nothing  under 
the  Act  for  this,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  it  would 
appear  that  the  practical  course  to  follow 
in  the  event  they  could  not  reach  a  suitable 
decision  would  be  an  application  to  the  On- 

tario Municipal  Board  for  an  adjudication 
of  the  rights  of  the  parties. 
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Mr.  Good:  And  that  would  be  permitted 
under  the  Act? 

Mr.  Meen:  Yes  it  would,  it  is  not  pre- 
cluded under  this  Act. 

Mr.  Good:  All  right,  thank  you. 

The  answer  to  the  second  question  about 
the  gas  distribution  system  in  the  city  of 
Kitchener,  will  that  remain  in  the  area  re- 
sponsibility? 

Mr.  Meen:  I  am  told  that  it  extends  no 
further  than  Kitchener,  and  so  in  that  case 

it  would  certainly  not  come  under  any  of 
the  sections  in  this  bill,  and  it  would  there- 

fore remain  a  Kitchener-area  responsibility, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Good:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  other  comments  to 

section  30,  say  up  to— 

Mr.  Good:   Section  34  Mr.   Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  section  34,  the  hon. 
member  for  Waterloo  North. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 

to  ask  the  parliamentary  assistant  if  they 
have  arrived  at  an  amendment  to  section 

34  to  meet  the  objection  I  raised  the  other 

day  in  Kitchener,  or  what  is  the  final  dispo- 
sition of  this  ambiguity,  which  in  my  view 

exists,  which  simply  states  that— at  least  my 
interpretation  is— that  a  municipality  must 
have  had  their  water  fluoridated  as  a  result 
of  an  affirmative  vote  of  the  electors  to  a 

question  submitted  to  them  under  the  Fluori- 

dation Act  before  the  regional  council  may 
continue  the  fluoridation. 

Well,  as  I  said  the  other  day  we  did  not 
arrive  at  it  on  that  basis,  we  arrived  at  it  on 
subsection  1  of  section  2  of  the  Fluoridation 

Act,  where  the  council  took  the  initiative, 
and  that  is  the  basis  on  which  the  water  in 

the  city  of  Waterloo  has  been  fluoridated. 
My  considered  opinion  is  that  the  citizens 
of  the  city  would  like  to  continue  to  have 
their  water  fluoridated,  and  not  at  the 

whims  or  wishes  of  the  regional  councils.  I 
think  there  should  be  some  protection  in 
here  to  accommodate  them  in  that  regard. 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  case 
raised  by  the  member,  the  fluoridation  is 
under  the  section  of  the  Fluoridation  Act 

and  is  being  carried  out  by  bylaw.  The  by- 
law will  continue;  and  in  our  section  in  the 

general  section  of  the  Act— I  don't  have  an 
immediate  reference  to  it— there  is  a  provi- 

sion  to   which    I   referred   afterward,   which 

confirms    that   all    bylaws    of   the    area   mu- 
nicipality remain  in  effect.  So  that  bylaw  is 

preserved.  It  is  section  158,  we  will  get  to 
that   eventually,   subsection   (8)   provides: 

That  every  bylaw  of  a  local  municipal- 
ity, as  it  exists  on  the  31st  day  of  Decem- 

ber,   1972,    shall    remain   in   full   force   in 
the  area  of  the  former  local  miinicipality, 

on  and  after  the  1st  day  of  January,  until 
it  is   repealed  by  the  council  of  an  area municipality, 

And  so  under  that  bylaw  the  municipality 

is  protected,  and  is  entided  to  have  fluori- dated water. 

Now  subject  to  this  qualification,  and  this 
is  why  subsection  (2)  of  section  34  is  drawn 
this  way.  Suppose  the  pumping  system  were 
to  fail  and  they  were  unable  to  provide  it. 
They  are  authorized  to  carry  on,  but  they 
are  not  required  to.  Certainly  they  will,  there 
is  a  bylaw  that  is  in  effect.  They  will  carry 
on  with  the  supply  of  the  water  as  long  as 
they  are  able  to,  but  we  cannot  change  the 

word  "may"  to  "shall,"  which  I  think  was 

the  import  of  the  member's  suggestion  here, 
and  I  think  the  section  is  satisfactory. 

I  had  some  minor  misgivings  about  it  when 
the  hon.  member  raised  the  question  the 
other  day,  but  in  studying  this  with  the 

staff,  we  are  satisfied  the  people  are  pro- 
tected, they  are  protected  under  the  bylaw. 

Fluoridated  water  is  being  properly  provided 
to  them  pursuant  to  the  bylaw.  It  did  not 

go  to  a  referendum.  They  didn't  have  to 
under  that  section  of  the  Act,  and  they 

don't  have  to.  So  it  is  being  provided  to 
them  pursuant  to  the  courage  of  the  council 
who  enacted  the  bylaw  and  took  it  into  their 
own  hands  to  do  so.  Now  the  authority  is 
reposed  in  the  regional  municipality  to  carry 

on  as  though  they  were  the  area  munici- 
pality in  the  supply  of  the  fluoridated  water. 

Mr.  Good:  Just  one  final  question,  Mr. 
Chairman:  Is  the  member  then  saying  that 
the  bylaw  which  requires  the  city  of 
Waterloo,  which  is  now  an  area  government, 
to  supply  the  fluoridation,  even  though  they 
can  no  longer,  or  will  no  longer  be  in  a 
position  because  they  will  not  be  in  charge 
of  that,  this  bylaw  is  then  incumbent  upon 
the  regional  government  to  do  it.  In  other 
words,  will  the  regional  government  have  to 
carry  out  the  bylaws  of  the  area  government? 
Is  that  what  it  is  saying? 

Mr.  Meen:  Yes.  Within  the  area  that  was 

the    subject   of   that   bylaw,    Mr.    Chairman. 



JUNE  29,  1972 4599 

The  regional  government  will  provide  flu- 
oridated water.  They  would  not  be  entitled 

to  provide  fluoridated  water  in  any  other 
areas  that  had  not  either  passed  a  bylaw 

or  had  a  referendum  according  to  the  Fluori- 
dation Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  more  comments  on  34? 

Carried. 

35  to,  say,  40— any  comments? 

Carried  up  to  40. 

Sections  40  to  45? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  have  comments  on  part  IV, 

sections  94  and  95,  and  I  have  an  amend- 
ment in  section  113(1).  But  if  the  govern- 
ment and  the  opposition  are  content- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anyone  else?— Anyone  any 
comments  or  amendments  up  to  95? 

Mr.   Good:   I  should  just  like  to  make  a 

few  comments  under  section  67,  Mr.  Chair- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  67.  The  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Waterloo   North. 

Mr.  Good:  I  say  this  for  the  benefit  of  the 
member  for  Sudbury  (Mr.  Germa).  When 

this  was  discussed  the  other  day  I  didn't 
have  an  opportunity  to  mention  the  com- 

ments made  by  the  minister,  the  provincial 
Treasurer,  in  Kitchener.  I  brought  up  the 
matter  of  the  Ministry  of  Transportation  and 
Communications  turning  over  large  mileages 

of  provincial  highways  to  the  regional  munic- 
ipality—we got  into  a  good  discussion  on  it— 

and  the  effect  that  it  has  on  the  regional  mu- 
nicipalities. We  then  have  to  turn  over  some 

of  their  highways,  down  to  the  area  of  govern- 
ment, in  creating  more  responsibility  all  the 

way  down. 

This,  of  course,  is  permitted  under  the 

Highway  Improvement  Act.  But  it  was  very 
interesting  that  the  provincial  Treasurer  did 

indicate— he  did  indicate— to  the  municipal 

leaders  in  Waterloo  county,  "Hold  those  boys 
off  a  little  bit." 

Maybe  I  am  paraphrasing  his  words  a  bit. 

But  he  said,  "Hold  off  a  little  bit.  Don't  let 
them  jump  on  you,  the  first  week  after  you 
form  your  regional  government,  to  turn  over 

a  lot  of  roads." 
I  asked,  will  they  get  any  assistance  from 

some  other  department  for  the  regional  gov- 
ernment to  hold  off  the  Ministry  of  Trans- 

portation and  Communications,  when  they 

go  to  turn  over  excessive  mileages.  I  can't, 
for  the  life  of  me,  figure  out  why  they  use 
the  establishment  of  a  regional  government 
as  an  opportunity  to  unload  excessive  mileages 

of  provincial  highways  onto  another  jurisdic- tion. 

The  point  was  also  brought  up,  that  I 
made  on  second  reading,  that  if  they  do  turn 

over  roads,  they  should  be  turned  over  in  a 
first  class  condition  and  not  in  the  condition 
that  some  of  the  existing  highways  are  at 

the  present  time  in  Waterloo  county,  that  I 
am   sure   will  be  turned  over. 

I  am  not  disputing  the  fact  that  the  High- 
way Improvement  Act  permits  this  at  any 

time.  But  experience  has  been  that  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  regional  government  seems  to 

be  an  opportunity  to  turn  over  excessive  mile- 
ages of  roads  to  the  municipality.  The  provin- 
cial Treasurer  did  indicate  that  he  was,  to 

a  degree,  in  sympathy  with  the  regional 

government.  He  said,  "Just  hold  them  off 
for  a  while,  and  don't  let  them  jump  on  you 
right  away."  He  said,  "You  are  going  to  have 
to  do  some  hard  negotiating."  Other  than 
that  he  had  no  particular  advice  to  give. 

I  think  it  is  wrong  and  I  think  something 

should  be  done  about  it.  You  can't  amend 
it  here  though. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  more  comments? 

Mr.  Meen:  I  might  just  reply  to  the  com- 
ment by  the  hon.  member,  Mr.  Chairman. 

This  section,  of  course,  is  there  in  order  to 
give  some  capacity  to  the  region  to  take 
over  these  roads  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
that  apply  to  all  other  area  municipalities. 

I  don't  think  there  has  been  any  great 
demonstration  of  activity  on  the  part  of  the 

Ministry  of  Transportation  and  Communica- 
tions to  unload  all  their  highways  on  munici- 

palities in  a  run  down,  worn  out  state.  In 
any  event  I  would  point  out,  for  what  it  is 
worth,  that  they  would  still  then  be  paying 
at  least  80  per  cent  of  the  repair  cost  on 
those  roads. 

However,  what  we  are  trying  to  do  is 
establish  under  this  part  V  dealing  with  the 

regional  road  system,  are  a  battery  of  pro- 
visions that  will  make  a  workable  regional 

road  system,  including  the  capacity  of  the 
region  to  take  over  from  the  province  under 

this  pretty  well  time-honoured  scheme,  which 
I  trust  has  not  been  abused  and  would  not 
be  abused. 

I  would  just  say,  in  closing,  that  this 
matter  is  one  of  those  which  again  is  subject 

to  negotiation. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  Section  67  carried.  Any- 
thing before  section  95? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  have  no  amendments  on 
that,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  parliamentary  assistant:  The  Sudbury  bill, 
which  was  similar  in  terms,  which  in  fact 
gave  more  planning  powers  to  the  regional 
council,  simply  relied  on  the  tasks  of  the 

Sudbury  planning  area  board,  or  the  Sud- 
bury council  as  laid  out  in  the  Planning  Act. 

Here  they  have  been  explicitly  laid  out,  and 
I  wonder  whether  that  limits  what  the  Water- 

loo regional  planning  people  can  do  as  op- 
posed to  what  they  could  do  if  they  were 

given  the  full  powers  of  the  Planning  Act? 

Mr.  Meen:  No,  I  don't  think  it  does,  Mr. 
Chairman.  The  scheme  of  things  as  set  out 
here  in  part  V  is  virtually  identical  to  that 

of  the  York  region,  which  was  a  sophistica- 

tion upon  earlier  things  we've  tried  in  areas 
such  as  Niagara. 

Sudbury  is  a  very  different  thing  altogether 
because  of  the  nature  of  the  problems  to  be 
resolved  with  their  unorganized  territories. 
Many  of  the  problems  of  the  Sudbury  area 
call  for  a  different  kind  of  planning  approach 
from  the  one  which  seems  to  be  appropriate 

to  regionalization  of  an  area  that  has  com- 
pletely organized  territories  throughout,  none 

unorganized. 

This  arrangement  we  did  not  consider 

placed  any  kind  of  limitations  at  all.  It  im- 
poses certain  authority  at  the  regional  level. 

It  retains  certain  authority  at  the  local  level. 

Indeed  in  some  areas  where  common  prob- 
lems may  be  confronted  by  the  two  boards 

we  expect  there  will  have  to  be  a  form  of 
liaison  committee  working  between  the  two. 
But  it  does  work,  and  we  are  sure  it  can 
work  here  too. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  more  comments  on 
94-95? 

Anything  for  section  113? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman  I  would  like 
to  move  the  following  amendment  to  section 
113(1) (a)  be  amended  to  read: 

Three  members  of  the  regional  council 
appointed  by  resolution  of  the  regional 
council. 

And  that  section  113(1 )(e)  be  amended 
to  read: 

Three  persons  appointed  by  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  in  Council  on  the  nomination  of 
the  regional  council. 

I  did  get  a  copy  over  to  the  parliamentary 

assistant  this   time  since  there  was  a  bit  of 
time  in  between  sections. 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment,  on  which 
we  also  intend  to  call  a  vote  and  stack— 
unless  it  is  accepted  by  the  government  as  I 

hope  it  will  be— the  purpose  of  this  amend- 
ment is  to  broaden  the  police  commission  of 

the  new  Waterloo  regional  police  force;  and 
to  ensure  as  well  it  is  brought  closer  to  home, 

if  you  will. 
You  broaden  it  in  the  first  place  by  increas- 

ing the  membership  on  regional  council 
from  two  to  three;  secondly  by  increasing  the 
citizen  representation  from  two  to  three;  and 

thirdly  by  having  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in 
Council  appointments  made  on  nomination 
of  the  regional  council.  In  other  words,  the 
regional  council  will  propose  names  and 
unless  they  are  totally  unacceptable  to  the 

government  those  will  be  the  citizens  ap- 
pointed to  the  police  commission. 

The  present  system  is  a  closed  and  un- 
democratic land  of  system  in  which  the  ap- 

pointments are  made  by  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  in  Council.  Until  very  recently 
those  appointments  have  been  almost  entirely 
the  appointments  of  magistrates  or  judges, 

in  addition  to  the  senior  judge,  and  we  be- 
lieve that  system  has  got  to  change.  Without 

going  into  sort  of  fundamental  reform  and 

that  kind  of  study  of  the  whole  police  com- 
mission thing,  we  would  suggest  that  this  is 

a  desirable  step  in  the  right  direction  in  this 

particular  case,  to  expand  the  police  com- 
mission from  five  to  seven  and  to  have  the 

members  that  have  come  from  regional  coun- 
cil or  are  appointed  on  nomination  from 

regional  council  with  the  imprimatur  legitimi- 
zation of  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council 

approval. So  we  will  stand  on  this  one  to  stack  it, 
Mr.  Chairman.  But  I  would  hope  that  is  not 

necessary,  because  I  am  sure  that  the  gov- 
ernment agrees  and  will  accept  the  amend- 

ment. 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  an  item 
that  is  of  some  interest  to  the  government. 

I  am  advised  that  we  have  a  task  force 

looking  into  this  matter  right  now.  I  don't think  we  should  change  it  at  this  time.  We 
have  a  balance  of  representation  presently. 

I  am  in  some  sympathy  with  the  hon.  mem- 
ber, as  to  citizen  participation  in  boards  and 

commissions  such  as  this,  but  I  think  at  the 
present  time  we  should  let  it  stand. 

The  task  force  should  be  giving  us  a  report 

—I   don't  know  when— but   when   they   have 
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investigated  this  matter  of  representation  on 
boards  of  this  sort  we  will  be  able  to  look 
at  the  entire  picture.  This  section  is  identical 
to  that  in,  I  think,  all  of  the  other  bills,  but 
certainly  in  York  and  in  Niagara,  and  I  would 
think  that  we  should  be  consistent,  even 
though  as  I  say  I  have  some  sympathy  for 
this. 

I  can  see  the  merit  in  increasing.  There 

may  be  some  demerits  which  don't  come  im- 
mediately to  mind  though,  and  I  don't  think 

we  should  be  precipitous  in  a  move  such  as 
this,  which  departs  from  a  formula  that  seems 
to  work  quite  well  in  the  other  regions. 

But  I  do  say  that  we  are  looking  into  it 
and  if  the  task  force  report  should  be  one 
which  indicates  an  increase— and  I  would  not 
be  surprised  if  it  indicated  an  increase  in 
representation  from  the  people,  from  the 
laity  you  might  say— we  would  make  the 
appropriate  amendments  in  this  Act. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  admire  the  member's  diplo- 
macy, of  which  in  fact  he  might  even  lend 

a  bit  to  the  parliamentary  assistant  from 
Ottawa  South.  I  deplore  his  insistence  on 
needless  consistency,  when  in  fact  the  whole 
regional  government  structure  has  shown  that 
the  government  has  not  sought  to  insist  on 
consistency. 

In  Sudbury  all  planning  powers  go  to  the 
region.  In  this  region  all  police  powers  go 
to  the  region.  In  Ottawa-Car leton  planning 
powers  and  police  powers— planning  powers 
happen  to  be  shared,  police  powers  happen 
to  be  at  the  area  municipality  level. 

Recently  the  government  has  decided  that 

they  won't  even  create  regional  governments 
in  some  areas,  and  instead  do  such  things  as 
enlarging  the  city  of  Timmins  to  make  it  the 
largest  city  in  the  world  in  terms  of  land 
area,  without  making  it  into  a  region. 
Now  if  these  numbers  of  variations  or 

mutations  can  be  tolerated  in  terms  of  the 

big  things,  why  is  it  that  mutations  and  vari- 
ance cannot  be  expanded  a  whit,  in  these 

municipal  laboratories  if  you  will  that  the 
government  is  creating,  on  such  things  as  the 
regional   police  commission. 

So  we  really  would  have  hoped  that  this 
amendment  would  have  been  accepted,  and 
then  when  the  police  commission  task  force 
or  the  police  task  force  reports,  why  it  could 
have  been  shifted  around  if  necessary  in  two 

or  three  years'  time  when  action  begins  to 
be  taken  on  that  particular  front. 

Mr.  Meen:  Just  one  last  point,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, and  that  is  that  I  neglected  to  observe 

that  we  discussed  this  part  in  some— not  in 
great  detail— with  the  people  in  Kitchener. 
They  told  us  that  they  thought  the  provision 

for  our  police  at  the  regional  level  was  "just 
great",  to  use  their  own  expression. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  are  thankful  for  small 
mercies,  you  mean. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  more  comments  on 

Section  113?  Mr.  Cassidy  moves  an  amend- 
ment. 

Three  persons  appointed  by  the  Lieu- 
tenant Governor  in  Council  on  the  nomina- 

tion of  the  regional  council. 

All  in  favour  of  the  amendment,  please  say 

aye. 

All  those  opposed,  please  say  "nay."  In 
my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  it  your  wish  this  will  be 
stacked? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  would  stack  that,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  more  comments  up  to 
125? 

Mr.  Good:  Two  other  matters  under  113 

that  I  think- 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Waterloo  North. 

Mr.  Good:  We  should  get  something  on 
the  record  here  from  the  parliamentary 
assistant.  That  is  the  bylaw  enforcements. 
I  understand,  if  this  is  correct,  we  discussed 
it  with  someone  last  night,  that  the  police, 

the  regional  police  force,  will  enforce  muni- 
cipal bylaws  and  in  cases  where  they  do,  they 

collect  the  fine;  but  it  would  not  preclude 
the  possibility  of  the  area  municipality  hav- 

ing bylaws  enforcement  officers  such  as  the 
meter  maids  the  city  of  Kitchener  now  has; 
and  they  could  continue  to  enforce  parking 
bylaws  and  the  city  would  retain  the  fine  on 
that.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Meen:  That's  correct,  I  think. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  other  comments  on 
section  13? 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Yes,  Mr. 
Chairman.  Section  13? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  113,  I'm  sorry. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  wasn't  certain  of  the 
comment  that  the  parliamentary  assistant  had 
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made  with  respect  to  that  last  section.  The 
point  that  the  city  of  Kitchener  had  raised  was 
that  since  it  did  exceed  100,000  in  population 
they  wanted  some  special  provision  apart 
from  the  normal  provisions  of  the  Municipal 
Act  with  respect  to  the  licensing  function. 

Could  you  just  comment  upon  how  that  mat- 
ter has  been  resolved? 

Mr.  Meen:  No,  I'm  sorry,  I  can't.  I  wonder if  the  hon.  member  could  elaborate  a  bit  in 

his  questioning,  I  just  didn't  quite  follow  him. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  with 
respect  to  the  licensing  function. 

The  information  which  I  had  received  from 

the  city  of  Kitchener  was  that  there  were 
certain  requirements  for  licensing  functions 
by  the  municipal  authorities.  I  was  informed 
that  with  the  exception  of  such  things  as  the 
cartage  and  taxi  licences  and  the  trades  that 
are  operating  under  a  code  which  is  uniform 
throughout  the  region,  the  municipality  had 
looked  forward  to  being  made  exempt  from 
the  normal  provisions  of  the  Municipal  Act. 
Those  provisions,  of  course,  Mr.  Chairman, 
would  transfer  the  licensing  function  to  the 
regional  police  commission. 

Now  local  licensing,  I  think,  is  something 
that  should  be  considered  to  be  still  main- 

tained in  some  form  by  the  municipal  coun- 
cil, and  I  was  wondering  if  the  parliamentary 

assistant  could  advise  us  what  was  going  to 
be  done  there. 

The  second  point,  with  respect  to  this 
section,  dealt  with  another  point  that  arose 

concerning  the  appointment  of  bylaw  en- 
forcement officers  and  persons  such  as  the 

meter  maids  who  are,  of  course,  working  in 

the  parking  situation.  What  about  the  pro- 
vision of  the  appointment  of  those  persons 

for  the  enforcement  of  the  parking  bylaws 
and  such-like?  Should  this  not  be  a  munici- 

pal matter  rather  than  a  regional  matter? 

Mr.  Meen:  Yes,  it  is. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Oh,  it  is! 

Mr.  Meen:  It's  an  area  authority,  Mr. 
Chairman.  If  the  hon.  member  would  look  at 
section  184,  I  think  that  might  answer  his 
other  question  as  well.  The  council  of  any 
city  in  the  regional  area  may  pass  any  bylaw 
that  a  board  of  commissioners  of  police  of  a 
city  has  been  authorized  to  pass  under  the 
Municipal  Act.  I  think  that  looks  after  your 
question  concerning  Kitchener. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  That  would,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  had  not  noticed  that  section  in  the 

general  area.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Chairman:   Section  114  carried? 

Carried.  Anything  else  up  to  section  150? 

Mr.  Meen:  My  next  amendment  is  on  sec- 
tion 156,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Cassidyi  And  I  have  some  comments 
on  158. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  before  section 
156?  The  member  for  York  East. 

Mr.  Meen:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  move  that  section  156  be  amended  by 

deleting  the  words  "Municipal  Board"  occur- 
ring in  line  three  thereof  and  substituting 

therefor  the  word  "minister."  The  section 
would  then  read,  Mr.  Chairman: 

In  the  year  1972  no  local  municipality 
in  the  regional  area  shall,  after  the  1st  day 

of  June,  without  the  approval  of  the 
minister,  dispose  of  any  asset  purchased 
at  a  cost  of  or  valued  at  more  than  $5,000. 

There  was  concern  expressed  by  a  number 
of  the  municipalities  whom  we  met  with 
on  Tuesday  of  this  week  that  some  of  their 
assets  which  they  might  need  to  dispose  of 

or  deal  with  in  the  intervening  period  be- 
tween now  and  the  end  of  the  year  might 

just  not  get  handled  properly  if  they  had 
to  go  to  the  OMB  for  approval  inasmuch  as 
the  time  element  could  be  an  important 
factor.  They  asked  us  what  might  be  done. 
It  was  at  their  suggestion  that  we  agreed  to 
insert  in  this  section  the  reference  to  the 
minister  rather  than  the  Municipal  Board  in 

the  hope  that  it  would  expedite  approvals  in 

any  such  cases. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Meen  moves  an 
amendment  to  section  156.  That  section  156 

be  amended  by  deleting  the  words  "Munici- 
pal Board"  occurring  in  line  three  thereof, 

and  substituting  therefor  the  word  "minister." 
All  in  favour  of  the  amendment  will 

please  say  "aye." 
Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

Amendment  to  section  156  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  was  a  tough  one. 

Mr.  Meen:  Yes. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman:  on  158. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  158? 

Mr.  Good:  Subsection  (4). 

Mr.  Meen:  Is  this  section  158? 
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Mr.  Good:  Section  158;  it  deals  with  para- 
graph 90  of  section  354  of  the  Municipal 

A,ct,  which  pertains  to  transportation— the 
regional  corporation  shall  be  considered  to  be 

a  municipality.  My  understanding  is  that  if 
the  regional  corporation  decides  to  take  over 
the  transportation  facility  then  it  would  be 
my  understanding  that  all  assets  of  the  area 
municipalities,  according  to  subsection  (9), 
all  assets  of  the  transportation  systems  of  the 
regional  municipalities  would  be  turned  over 

—I'm  sorry  of  the  area  municipalities— would 
be  turned  over  to  the  regional  transportation 
committee  without  compensation. 

Now,  my  question  is  this.  Is  there  any 
provision  in  here  that  would  limit  the  new 
regional  transportation  body  from  setting  up 
the  fare  structure  that  had  taken  into  con- 

sideration the  fact  where  the  assets  had 

come  from  to  the  region? 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  answer  is 
no.  It  would  be  up  to  the  regional  council  to 
establish  this,  and  we  are  giving  them  the 
authority.  We  trust  that  they  will  exercise  it 
with  discretion. 

Mr.  Good:  In  other  words,  they  could 
quite  nicely  get  around  subsection  (9)  of 
this  section  158  by  taking  into  account  the 
fact  that  one  municipality  had  contributed 
to  the  transportation  system,  and  set  up  a 
different  fare  structure. 

Now,  the  point  I  want  to  get  at  is  simply 
this.  In  my  view  one  must  look,  and  they 

must  look,  and  I  don't  know  how  you  are 
going  to  control  the  regional  municipality  in 
the  future,  but  they  must  look  at  the  fact 
that  it  really  is  not  the  area  municipality 
that  has  transferred  the  asset  when  that  asset 

has  been  put  there  by  the  proceeds  of  a  fare 

box.  Because  I  don't  think  any  municipalities 
have  put  great  sums  of  money,  if  any,  into 
transportation  system  assets;  that  is,  buses, 
trolleys,  streetcar  tracks,  and  all  the  rest.  It 
has  been  the  fare  box  that  has  put  the  asset 
there  in  the  first  place,  and  when  the  asset 
is  turned  over  to  a  regional  transportation 
commission  I  think  then  the  fare  structure 

cannot  reflect  the  municipality  from  which 
the  asset  has  come. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  more  comments  on 
158?  Agreed  to? 

Mr.  Oassidy:  No.  I  think  section  158  is 

the  place  to  bring  this  up,  although  if  you 
could  stretch  the  rules  of  order,  in  view  of 

the  co-operation  that  we  have  shown  on  this 
bill,   I   would  appreciate  it,   Mr.   Chairman, 

because  it  was  a  point— I  do  not  wish  to 
make  an  amendment— but  the  point  about 
the  regional  transportation  system,  and  the 
precedent  that  has  been  set  in  the  case  of  the 
Ottawa-Car leton  bill  had  disturbed  me. 

I  recalled  several  days  ago  reading  in  the 
Municipal  Act  a  real  conflict  between  the 

Ottawa-Carleton  bill  and  what  might  follow 
on  in  this  particular  bill  should  it  be  decided 
the  members  of  council  should  form  the  new 

Kitchener-Waterloo  or  Waterloo  county  or 
region  of  Waterloo  transportation  system. 
That  is,  section  36(l)(g)  of  the  Municipal  Act, 
bars  members  of  council,  apart  from  the 

head  of  council,  from  serving  on  a  transpor- 
tation commission,  and  then  states  specifi- 

cally in  the  clause:  "Notwithstanding  any 
general  or  special  Act,  or  any  bylaw  of  the 

municipal  corporation." 
It  was  that  "notwithstanding  any  general 

or  special  Act,"  that  I  vainly  sought  to  find 
yesterday  in  order  to  bring  it  up  when  we 
discussed  the  Ottawa-Carleton  bill.  Maybe 

I  can  register  it  to  the  parliamentary  assist- 
ant as  a  concern  right  now.  That  particular 

section  is  referred  to  when  we  come  to  the 

clause  by  clause  study  of  the  Act  to  amend 
the  Municipal  Act,  and  we  might  come  to  it 
there.  I  think  it  represents  a  real  problem 

that  the  government  may  well  have  over- 
looked. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  158  carried?  Car- 
ried. 

Any  other  comments  on  the  bill? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  have  some  comments  on 
section  174. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  174. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Well  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
is  a  general  comment,  but  I  think  that  it  may 
fit  in  here  as  well  as  anywhere  else.  This  is 
with  respect  to  the  situation  that  has  arisen 
in  the  city  of  Kitchener  concerning  a  decision 

by  the  Kitchener  Water  Commission  to  con- 
struct a  building  which  will  be  occupied  by 

the  20  employees  that  are  on  the  commission 

staff.  I  commend  this  matter  to  the  parlia- 
mentary assistant  and  to  the  ministry  for 

some  review,  because  I  think  that  we  should 
be  certain  their  decision  to  construct  a  new 

building  is  a  wise  one. 

The  situation  is  this,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
on  the  day  that  the  bill  was  made  public, 

and  it  so  happened  we  knew  that  the  water 

commission  was  going  to  disappear,  the  an- 
nouncement  was   officially   made   as   to   the 
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construction  of  this  new  building  at  a  cost 

of  some  $150,000.  Apparently  the  city's 
needs,  of  course,  will  continue  for  some 
facility  and  some  administrative  need  for  the 
waterworks  officials,  but  I  do  think  that 
because  of  the  uncertainty  which  even  some 
of  the  employees  recognized  as  to  the  needs 
for  this  particular  setup,  that  the  matter  is 
worthy  of  some  review. 
Now  as  I  had  mentioned,  Mr.  Chairman, 

there  is  a  20-member  staff  employed  by  the 
Kitchener  Water  Commission,  and  the  build- 

ing which  they  are  now  using  I  would  have 
thought  would  be  certainly  adequate  until 
we  could  be  sure  as  to  what  the  future  needs 
would  be. 

The  interesting  thing  here  is  that  this 
building  is  presumably,  when  it  is  vacated, 
going  to  be  taken  over  by  the  city  of  Kit- 

chener. It  seems  curious  to  me  that  this 
building,  which  was  completed  in  1965  at 
a  cost  of  some  $400,000,  would  revert  to  the 
city  of  Kitchener  when  the  city  itself  might 
not  really  require  that  building,  other  than 
as  a  temporary  location  for  offices  until  the 
construction  of  a  large  office  building  is  com- 

pleted in  the  redevelopment  plan  which  is 
now  underway  in  the  downtown  area. 

Now  it  may  well  be,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
these  items  can  move  smoothly.  It  may  well 
be  that  if  the  water  commission  moves  into 
other  quarters  the  city  will  have  a  reasonable 
and  useful  requirement  for  this  building  and 
this  space  until  the  final  move  into  the  new 
office  tower  has  been  attended  to. 

I  am  not  certain  as  to  what  the  case  will, 
in  fact,  turn  out  to  be.  I  know  that  the 
matter  has  been  discussed  in  city  council, 
but  I  am  unaware  as  to  the  result  of  the 
decision,  or  of  the  proposal  which  might 
have  been  made  by  the  co-ordinating  com- 

mittee on  Monday  evening  last. 

What  I  do  suggest  is  that  since  the  matter 
of  municipal  building  is  going  to  come 
under  an  obvious  review  when  we  look  at 
the  new  facilities  that  may  be  required  for 
various  aspects  of  the  regional  government, 
this  matter  might  be  looked  into  now  in  order 
to  avoid  the  possibility  that  we  are  providing 
a  facility  that  is  not  going  to  be  fully  re- 
quired. 

I  do  commend  to  the  ministry  the  thought 
that  some  review  should  be  taken,  that  some 
justification  should  be  assured  before  this 
project  is  completed.  As  I  have  said,  the 
project  may  be  entirely  required,  there  may 
be  a  need,  but  I  think  that  there  has  been 
a  question  raised  within  the  community  as 
to  whether  this  is  needed.  I  would  commend 

it  to  the  parliamentary  assistant  to  perhaps 
obtain  some  information. 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  we  certainly  will 
take  that  under  advisement.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  the  practice  in  the  past  has  been  to 
retain  a  firm  of  consultants,  or  other  people 
expert  in  the  field  of  assessment  of  use  and 
the  way  of  best  application  of  a  particular 
facility  in  regional  restructuring  such  as  this. 
They  determine  what  building  might  best  be 
used  for  what  purpose;  they  determine  what 
lines  are  to  what  extent  trunk  lines  and  to 
become  regional  lines,  and  to  what  extent 
those  same  lines  may  very  well,  by  direct 
connections,  be  treated  as  local  mains  in  the 
case  of  a  water  distribution  system  in  a  com- 

munity like  Kitchener. 
It  would  be  a  function  of  the  firm,  or 

group  of  people,  or  individual,  to  look  into 
the  facets  of  the  problem,  to  make  sure  there 

was  a  proper  division  of  the  assets.  We  don't want  to  see  anything  wasted.  We  want  to 
see  them  put  to  best  use.  I  certainly  have 

taken  the  hon.  member's  observations  to  note. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  If  I  might  just  make  one 
more  comment  on  that  point,  Mr.  Chairman. 
The  situation  may  well  be  that  this  new 
operation  centre  will  be  more  efficient  than 
the  facilities  which  the  commission  already 
has.  The  point  that  I  was  really  concerned 
about  was  reflected  in  the  comment  made  by 
the  commission  manager,  Mr.  Robert  Pegan- 

augh,  who  is  quoted  to  have  said:  "I  wish 
I  was  clear  in  my  own  mind  about  the  func- 

tions of  the  new  building." 
The  situation,  therefore,  is  such  that  any 

consultant  group  which  may  be  looking  into 
the  needs  for  facilities  may  in  fact  be  faced 
with  a  fait  accompli,  because  a  building  is 
already  under  construction.  Perhaps  a  little 
earlier  view  is  worthy  of  consideration. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  other  comments? 
Carried. 

Any  other  comments  on  any  other  section? 

Mr.  Meen:  I  have  a  comment  on  section 
175. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  section  175,  the  hon. 
member  for  York  East. 

Mr.  Meen:  I  move  that  section  175  be 
amended  by  adding  thereto  the  following 
subsection.  You  will  note  it  has  six  subsec- 

tions, so  this  becomes  subsection  seven: 

Where  the  regional  corporation  has  ac- 
quired any  landfill  site  from  a  local  muni- 

cipality for  the  dumping  and  disposition 
of  waste,  under  the  provisions  of  subsec- 
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tion  three,  the  regional  corporation  shall, 
when  the  landfill  site  is  no  longer  able  to 
accommodate  any  further  waste,  return  the 
landfill  site  to  the  area  municipality,  of 
which  the  former  local  municipality  be- 

comes part.  And  the  area  municipality  shall 
assume  any  outstanding  indebtedness 
thereof. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  point  arose  when  Kit- 
chener drew  it  to  our  attention  on  Tuesday. 

They  have  a  landfill  site,  which  is  about  85 
per  cent  completed  at  this  stage.  It  has  been 
their  plan  to  convert  this  into  a  park  when 
it  is  completed. 

Now,  under  this  regional  government  re- 
structuring, landfill  sites  of  this  nature  become 

a  responsibility  of,  and  indeed  an  asset  of, 
the  regional  government.  However,  parks  and 
recreation  facilities  under  this  restructuring 
are  at  the  area  municipality  level. 

So  it  seemed  only  right  and  just  that,  in 
this  instance,  when  this  park,  this  landfill  site 
is  filled  and  it  is  available  to  be  converted 
for  suitable  park  purposes,  that  it  would 
revest  in  the  area  municipality  of  Kitchener. 
It  is  for  that  purpose,  therefore,  that  I  pro- 

pose the  addition  of  this  subclause  seven. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Well,  I  am  just  going  to 
say  that  I  appreciate  the  amendment  the 
parliamentary  assistant  has  made.  It  is  cer- 

tainly good  to  see  this  kind  of  park  redevel- 
opment, especially  as  the  municipality  is  able 

to  have  the  benefit  of  both  the  landfill  re- 
quirement and  the  eventual  turning  of  this 

particular  area,  with  which  I  am  quite  fa- 
miliar, into  a  park  situation.  I  appreciate  the 

amendment  which  has  been  brought  in.  I 
think  that  is  going  to  be  of  use  to  our  com- 
munity. 

I  had  one  other  comment  to  make  on 

section  175  before  the  moving  of  that  amend- 
ment in  effect  carries  the  section.  That  is  to 

commend  the  minister  in  another  area,  in 
subsection  three.  I  note  that  there  is  a  pos- 

sibility to  vary  fees  with  respect  to  different 
kinds  and  classes  of  waste.  I  think  that  this  is 
most  important  as  we  look  more  and  more  to 
the  recycling  of  various  things. 

It  seems  to  me  that  if  municipalities  are 
discouraged  because  of  high  prices  from 
simply  dumping  their  newspapers  or  other 
items  of  bulk  into  landfill  sites,  then  munici- 

palities may  give  more  effective  leadership 
into  the  need  for  recycling.  Certainly,  wheth- 

er it's  a  matter  of  glass  bottles  or  tin  cans 
or  newspapers,  these  things  could  well  have 
a  discouraging  price  attached  to  their  indis- 

criminate  dumping  in  landfill  sites.   I  think 

that  if  the  municipality  has  the  option  to 

encourage  recycling  through  a  kind  of  deter- 
rent fee,  then  this  is  a  good  thing  for  society 

as  a  whole. 

I  think  that  the  government  is  to  be  com- 
mended in  allowing  this  situation  to  take 

place  in  order  to  encourage  the  kind  of 
recycling  programmes  that  are  becoming  more 
and  more  vitally  needed. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  the  amend- 
ment, I  wonder  if  I  could  have  some  clarifi- 

cation. 

We're  saying  here  when  the  regional  cor- 
poration has  acquired  landfill  sites  from  a 

local  municipality.  This  would  mean  that  this 
would  be  land  which  is  now  owned  by  a 
local  municipality  which  will  be  turned  over 
to  the  regional  council.  Now,  it  could  well 
be  owned  by  one  local  municipality,  but  be 

physically  situated  in  another  local  munici- 
pality, as  is  the  case  with  many  municipali- 

ties. Elmira  and  Waterloo,  I  think  of  at  the 
moment,  those  landfill  sites  which  are  in 
other  municipalities  than  their  own  local 
municipality. 

When  that  landfill  site  has  been  completed, 
to  whom  is  it  being  turned  back  by  the 
regional  council?  To  the  people  who  owned 
it  previously  or  to  the  people  in  whose  area 
the  municipality  is  situated? 

Mr.  Meen:  This  is  intended  to  cover  the 

specific  case  of  Kitchener. 

Mr.  Good:  Most  of  them  are  outside  the 

municipalities— sure,    Kitchener's    isn't. 
Mr.  Meen:  This  is  intended  to  cover  this 

particular  transition  period,  that  is  the  amal- 

gamation that's  occurring  under  this  bill.  It's 
not  intended  to  cover  any  circumstance  other 
than  this. 

I'm  wondering  if  this  drafting  is  a  little 
too  broad.  The  hon.  member  raises  an  inter- 

esting point,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  wonder  if 
we  might  just  pass  this  section  for  a  moment. 
Let  me  take  a  look  at  this  for  a  moment. 

Mr.  Singer:  You  mean  defer  it  rather  than 

pass  it? 
Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):   Pass  by! 

Mr.  Meen:  This  is  a  bit  loose,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, and  I  think  redrafting  might  be  helpful. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes,  we  could  defer  this 
175  and  go  on  with  the  rest  of  the  bill  and 
then  come  back  after.  Carried? 

Mr.  Singer:  We  can't  carry  it. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  No,  we'll  refer  back,  as  I 
said.  We'll  refer  back  to  175. 

Mr.  Good:  Section  176. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  176.  Well  well 
just  hold  up  for  a  minute. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Take  a  coffee  break. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Take  five! 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  some  mis- 
givings now  in  light  of  this  about  the  actual 

drafting  of  this  amendment,  because  it  could 
create  some  unforeseen  problems.  We  know 
the  one  we  want  to  resolve,  and  I  would  say 
to  the  House  that  perhaps  it  might  be  wiser 
if  I  were  to  withdraw  the  motion  at  this 

time  and  give  to  the  House  and  to  this  com- 
mittee an  undertaking  that  when  we  have  a 

good  look  at  this  bill  we  will  probably,  as 

I've  told  the  people  in  Waterloo,  we  will 
probably  have  some  other  amendments  to 
bring  along  in  the  fall  not  directly  related 
to  the  elections. 

These  are  the  important  things  we've  got 
to  pin  down  right  now,  the  elections,  the 
area  municipalities  and  thus  and  so.  But  we 

will  have  some  other  things  also  which  we're 
looking  at  and  which  we  will  probably  be 
able  to  incorporate  into  this  Act  in  the  first 
body  of  amendments  that  come  along. 

It  is  about  three  years,  I'm  told,  before  this 
landfill  site  will  be  completed  and  ready  for 
parkland  use,  and  I  would  give  an  under- 

taking to  the  House  to  take  a  further  look 
at  this  and  see  what  kind  of  drafting  we 

might  use.  This  may  be  all  right,  but  I'm 
afraid  that  my  legal  counsel  has  not  been 
able  to  be  with  us  this  afternoon;  he  was 

here  until  2  o'clock  this  morning,  when  we 
had  some  fond  hopes  that  we  might  still  get 
on  with  this  bill.  But  he  has  been  unable  to 

return  today,  and  consequently  I'm  not  in  a 
position,  without  taking  a  little  more  time 
than  I  think  the  committee  wants  to  spend 
at  this  moment,  to  determine  whether  this  sec- 

tion is  adequate  to  do  what  we  want  it  to  do 
with  respect  to  the  landfill  site  in  Kitchener, 
to  which  I  have  made  reference,  without 
creating  other  problems. 

So  perhaps  I'd  better  withdraw  this  amend- 
ment at  this  time  and  we'll  take  a  good  look 

at  it  and  have  something  available  when  the 
first  body  of  amendments  comes  along  next 
spring,  or  probably  this  fall. 

Mr.  Good:  Another  point;  apart  from  this 
particular  amendment,  would  you  venture  an 
opinion  on  what  will  happen,  without  an 
amendment,  to  a  landfill  site  situated  in  one 

area  that  has  been  turned  over  by  another 
area  and  will  be  in  the  control  of  the  regional 
government  when  that  is  filled?  What  will 
happen?  Will  the  regional  government  still 
own  that  land? 

Mr.  Meen:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  pre- 

cisely what  would  happen,  and  that's  what we  were  trying  to  overcome  in  this  instance 
where  the  landfill  site  was  virtually  at  the 
stage  where  it  was  going  to  become  a  park. 

Otherwise,  and  for  all  other  landfill  sites, 

they  are  indeed  vested  in  the  regional  muni- 
cipality without  compensation;  they  go  to  the 

region,  without  compensation,  to  be  used  for 
waste  disposal  purposes  and  eventually  when 
they  become  filled  and  no  longer  usable  for 
that  purpose,  then  the  question  arises,  what 

do  you  do  with  them.  They  can't  be  built on  for  many  years  to  come,  and  so  of  course 
with  suitable  surface  improvements  they 
make  good  recreational  areas.  Consequently 
they  then  become  subject  matter  for  handling 
at  the  area  municipal  level. 

It  was  our  thought  to  catch  this  one  be- 
cause it  was  so  close  to  reaching  that  stage, 

but  in  every  other  instance  we  would  antici- 
pate that  it  would  be  a  matter  of  negotiation 

between  the  area  municipality  on  the  one 
hand  and  the  regional  municipality  that  owns 
it  on  the  other. 

Mr.  Good:  To  buy  it  back,  is  that  what  you 
mean? 

Mr.  Meen:  Yes,  exactly. 

Mr.  Good:  And  the  area  municipality  would 
have  to  buy  it  back? 

Mr.  Meen:  Well  presumably  if  it  has  been 
enhanced  in  value  they  would  have  to  pay 

the  additional  worth,  and  I'm  given  to  under- 
stand that  the  areas  used  for  this  purpose  are 

generally  considered  worth  more  when  the 
landfill  has  been  completed. 

Mr.  Good:  Even  though  the  area  municipal- 
ity had  turned  it  over,  say  without  a  deben- 

ture debt? 

Mr.  Meen:  Well  it  raises  a  very  interesting 

point  and  that's  just  one  of  the  issues  that comes  to  my  mind,  Mr.  Chairman,  when  I 
look  at  this  section  now  as  we  are  discussing 

it. 

Mr.  Good:  You  are  making  one  exception 
here. 

Mr.  Meen:  We  make  one  exception  we  may 
create  10  problems! 
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Mr.  Good:  Well  this  is  it:  I  think  it  should 
be  applicable  to  all,  not  just  one;  this  is  What 
I  am  thinking. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  This  is  a  comment  that  I 
was  going  to  make,  Mr.  Chairman.  While  I 
appreciate  the  exception  that  was  being  made 
and  I  realize  that  the  parliamentary  assistant 
is  going  to  maintain  that  transfer  of  title  with 
respect  to  this  one  site  in  Kitchener,  it  may 
well  be  that  you  may  wish  to  amend  this 
section  further  in  order  to  ensure  that  a 

number  of  problems  aren't  created  by  this 
attempt  to  do  one  particularly  good  thing. 

Mr.  Meen:  That's  right;  that's  what  I'm 
trying  to  avoid  right  now,  and  I  do  give  the 
undertaking,  and  recognize  and  formally  ac- 

knowledge, that  we've  given  the  undertaking, 
that  in  this  instance  it  will  revert,  when  it  is 
completed,  without  cost.  We  will  take  a  good 
look  at  what  should  be  done  about  other 
similar  projects  in  the  future  in  this  region; 
and  indeed  I  would  expect  in  other  regions 
as  well. 

Mr.  Chairman:   Section  175. 

Mr.  Good:  Section  176. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  176. 

Mr.  Good:  Section  176,  Mr.  Chairman  I 
am  concerned  about  the  limits  of  power  of  the 
fire  co-ordinator.  Now  my  understanding  is, 
as  to  whether  there  are  any  limits  on  this 
power,  my  understanding  is  the  fire  service 
will  be  kept  on  an  area  basis.  Each  area 
municipality  will  be  responsible  for  looking 
after  its  own  fire  protection  and  there  will  be, 
I  presume,  an  expansion  of  our  Waterloo 
county  mutual  aid  system.  I  think  at  the 
present  time  all  but  two  or  three  of  the  muni- 

cipalities have  their  calls  come  in  to  a  central 
office  in  Kitchener  at  the  present  time.  Now 
here  we  have  a  co-ordinator  set  up,  which 

I  agree  is  a  good  thing.  It  says,  "He  shall  be 
responsible  for  the  establishment  of  an  emer- 

gency fire  service  plan  and  programmes  for 
the  regional  area;  the  regional  corporation  is 
authorized  to  expend  such  sums  as  con- 

sidered  necessary." 
How  far  would  his  authority  go?  Would 

he  be  able  to  tell  a  regional  government, 

"Your  fire  fighting  facilities  are  not  up  to 
par,  you  should  build  another  station  here." 
Or  will  he  have  any  control  over  planning 
of  the  whole,  say  location  of  fire  stations,  the 
excellence  of  service  in  some  of  the  volunteer 
areas;  or  where  will  his  duties  be  more 
specifically  laid  out? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Perhaps  before  the  parlia- 
mentary assistant  responds  to  that  particular 

point,  I  could  expand  upon  some  of  the  com- 
ments which  were  made  by  the  member  for 

Waterloo  North. 

In  the  county  of  Waterloo,  the  fire  chief 
of  the  city  of  Kitchener,  Mr.  Edward  A. 
Johnston,  is  the  co-ordinator  for  Waterloo 
county.  I  am  advised  that  a  brief  was  sub- 

mitted to  the  provincial  authorities  some  time 
back— near  the  end  of  1970— concerning  the 
general  situation  with  respect  to  municipal 
fire  departments. 

Now  just  to  enlarge  upon  this  one  par- 
ticular area,  Mr,  Chairman,  the  Municipal 

Act  provides  that  permissive  legislation  exists 
to  govern  the  establishment  of  a  municipal 
fire  department,  but  there  is,  of  course, 
nothing  that  requires  a  municipality  to  have 
a  fire  department.  The  end  result  of  this  was 
a  submission  made  by  the  county  and  district 
fire  co-ordinators  which  called  for,  of  course, 
the  establishment  of  a  regional  fire  service 
responsible  to  the  regional  government,  but 
also  called  for  the  consideration  that  the 
Municipal  Act  be  so  amended  as  to  make  fire 
protection  mandatory. 

The  latter  items  that  appear  in  this  brief 
paragraph  dealing  with  the  responsibility  of 
the  fire  co-ordinator  to  establish  a  plan  and 
a  programme,  and  also  to  spend  these  sums 
of  money,  appear  to  be  virtually  the  same 
things  as  were  suggested  in  the  sixth  and 
seventh  items  in  the  submission  to  the  govern- 

ment. But  I  believe  there  is  some  merit  in 

discussing  the  authority  that  the  fire  co- 
ordinator, in  fact,  should  have.  It  would 

appear  that  the  persons  who  are  in  fact  doing 
these  jobs  believe  they  need  additional 
assistance  and  additional  authority  in  order 
to  carry  out  this  most  important  function. 

In  the  areas  of  administration,  and  the 
location  of  stations  and  personnel,  as  well  as 
in  the  areas  of  deciding  what  kinds  of  com- 

munications equipment  are  needed,  there 
are  two  useful  functions,  of  course,  for  the 
fire  co-ordinators.  There  are  naturally  stand- 

ards of  fire  prevention  and  inspections  that 
have  to  be  maintained;  there  is,  of  course, 
the  matter  of  the  purchase  of  property  and 
equipment  and  its  maintenance;  there  is  also 
the  matter  of  the  training  of  fire  service  per- 
sonnel. 

Now  I  would  think  that  if  we  move  into 
a  programme  which  is  eventually,  perhaps, 

going  to  have  one  region-wide  fire  service  in 
years  to  come,  we  should  be  planning  now  to 

resolve  the  particular  need  which  the  fire  co- 
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ordinators  feel  exists.  If  these  needs  are  to 

be  resolved  in  a  logical  and  developmental 

manner,  then  the  fire  co-ordinators  are  going 
to  have  to  be  given  a  bit  more  encourage- 

ment and  a  bit  freer  hand  in  order  to  resolve 

the  kinds  of  problems  which  they  think,  and 
indeed,  which  they  know,  are  extant  at  the 

present  time. 

Now,  in  the  Sudbury  bill,  as  I  recall,  this 

section  was  much  the  same,  and  perhaps  it's 
the  same  in  the  other  regional  bills  also.  I 

don't  exactly  recall.  But  I  think,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  it  might  well  be  worthwhile  for 

the  ministry  officials  to  consider  further  the 
development  of  better  standards  and  equality 

of  fire  protection  throughout  a  regional  muni- 
cipality. I  think  that  if  these  things  are  dis- 

cussed and  considered,  then  the  job  of  the 

regional  fire  co-ordinator  is  going  to  be  so 
much  easier,  the  results  are  going  to  be 
better  for  the  citizens,  and  as  well  the 

municipalities  are  going  to  be  better  served. 

It  would  appear  that  the  regional  fire  co- 
ordinator requires  to  have  some  teeth  that 

he  can  chew  on  recalcitrant  local  politicians 
occasionally.  I  would  certainly  commend  the 
development  of  this  kind  of  a  programme  and 

of  the  authority  of  the  regional  fire  co- 
ordinator to  the  ministry. 

Mr.  Meen:  The  comments  of  the  hon.  mem- 
ber are  most  interesting.  This  is  something 

that  has  developed  in  Metropolitan  Toronto. 
When  Metro  Toronto  was  put  together  in  the 

early  Fifties  there  were  13  different  fire- 
fighting  forces.  They  had  different  types  of 
pumps,  their  fittings  were  different,  the  pumps 

and  the  hoses  of  one  wouldn't  fit  on  the 
pumps  and  hoses  of  another. 

When  Metro  was  put  together  a  similar 

scheme  emerged  and  to  this  day— with  five 

boroughs  and  the  ,city— we  still  have  six  fire- 
fighting  forces  that  are  co-ordinated.  I  sus- 

pect this  really  isn't  such  a  bad  way  to  do  it. 
They  now  have  standard  fittings  on  all  their 
trucks. 

The  kind  of  thing  that  is  envisaged  under 

section  176  is  the  appointment  of  a  gentle- 
man, or  a  staff  of  people,  who  would  co- 

ordinate the  firefighting  facilities  within  the 
various  area  municipalities  and  which  would 
still  have  the  responsibility  for  providing  the 
firefighting  forces  and  their  equipment,  but 
to  standardize  those.  To  standardize  on  things 
like  the  channels,  the  frequencies  that  are 
used  for  communication  from  a  central  net- 

work; perhaps  a  central  board  through  the 
various  area  municipalities.  The  amount  of 
money  to  be  spent  would  be  limited,  I  would 

expect.  It  wouldn't  be  a  great  amount  and  it 
would  be  budgeted  through  the  regional  level. 
The  larger  sums  would  be  spent  at  the  area 
levels. 

The  teeth  to  which  the  hon.  member  for 
Kitchener  refers  would  be  derived  by  this 

co-ordinator— the  fire  co-ordinator— reporting 

to  regional  council  who,  then  through  coun- 
cil, would  go  to  work  on,  to  use  the  mem- 

ber's expression,  the  recalcitrant  area  muni- 
cipality that  does  not  establish  an  adequate 

fire  fighting  force. 
I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  provision, 

which  is  standard  in  all  our  regional  bills, 
will  accomplish  what  we  want  by  way  of  the 
co-ordination  of  the  firefighting  forces  across 
the  region  in  these  various  areas,  yet  leaving 
them  a  substantial  amount  of  local  autonomy 

to  deal  with  their  own  problems.  The  prob- 
lems of  North  Dumfries,  a  completely  rural 

community,  may  be  different  from  those  of 

Kitchener.  I  wouldn't  want  to  think  that  we 
would  enforce  upon  the  entire  region  the 
same  standards,  or  the  same  kinds  of  vehicles, 
or  the  same  kind  of  anything  for  that  matter, 
as  would  be  quite  appropriate  in  some  other 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  appreciate  the  comments 
that  the  parliamentary  assistant  has  made, 

Mr.  Chairman.  If  I  may,  I'll  send  this  brief 
that  Chief  Johnston  had  prepared  over  to 

you.  It  may  be  of  some  use  as  further  of 
these  subjects  are  discussed. 

Mr.  Meen:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  176  stand  as 

part  of  the  bill?  Any  other  comments,  ques- 
tions or  amendments  on  any  later  section  of 

the  bill? 

Mr.  Meen:  Section  180  is  my  next  one,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  180.  The  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Kitchener,  which  section? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Just  178,  a  brief  comment. 
I  was  going  to  inquire  of  the  minister  what 
the  reason  for  the  apparent  delay  would  be 

with  respect  to  the  turning  over  of  the  distri- 
bution of  electrical  power?  The  commission 

appears  to  continue  until  a  date  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  minister.  I  was  wondering  if 

you  could  explain  the  reasoning  behind  that. 

I  wasn't  familiar  with  that. 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  arises 

through  the  problems  we've  seen.  A  lot  of 
utility  commissions  are  experiencing  problems 
—there  are  too  many  of  them  perhaps.  Task 
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Force  Hydro,  which  has  yet  to  bring  in  its 
report,  has  been  going  into  the  matter  of 
Hydro  at  the  local  area  or  regional  level, 
and  the  retaining  of  Hydro  electric  energy, 
in  considerable  detail.  At  this  stage  we  do 
not  know— I  certainly  do  not  know— although 
there  may  be  some  in  the  government  who 

are  privy  to  this,  I'm  only  speculating.  I 
would  be  if  I  were  to  say  that  I  thought 
they  knew. 

In  any  event  we  do  not  know,  at  this  junc- 
ture, just  what  should  be  done  with  utility 

commissions  at  the  area  or  at  the  regional 
level.  There  have  been  submissions  made  by 
some  bodies  such  as— well  not  OMEA  speci- 

fically, but  OMEA  is  one  which  I  think  feels 
the  Hydro  utilities  are  best  handled  at  the 
area  level. 

Now,  there  are  some  other  people  knowl- 
edgeable in  Hydro  matters,  who  think  that 

Hydro,  in  some  areas  at  least,  might  best  be 
handled  at  the  retail  level  by  way  of  a 
regional  structure. 

The  government  simply  doesn't  know  yet 
what  should  be  done  about  this.  To  give  the 
hon.  members  one  illustration,  we  have  left 
Niagara  region  as  it  is,  we  have  not  changed 
their  Hydro  structure,  even  though  we  have 
restructured  everything  else  at  the  area,  and 
at  the  regional  level  too.  What  we  feel  we 
have  to  do  with  Kitchener- Waterloo  regional 
restructuring  is  the  same  thing  for  the  present 
time,  namely  nothing.  We  will  leave  the 
utilities  exactly  as  they  stand.  The  commis- 

sioners who  are  in  office  now  will  remain  in 
office. 

This  obviously  isn't  a  permanent  thing  by 
its  very  nature,  but  it  is  something  we  might 
just  as  well  leave  as  it  stands  until  we  know 
what  we  are  going  to  do;  and  that  will  flow, 
I  expect,  in  some  measure  from  the  report  of 
Task  Force  Hydro. 

In  short  we  can't— and  we  don't  feel  we 
should— make  any  move  in  this  regard  until 
we  have  had  an  opportunity  to  study  the 
report  of  the  task  force. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  appreciate  the  comments 
that  the  parliamentary  assistant  made,  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  have  no  further  comments  on 
the  other  sections  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  178  then  shall 
stand  as  part  of  the  bill?  Carried. 

The  member  for  York  East  on  section  180. 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  that 
section  180  of  the  bill  be  struck  out  and  that 
the  following  be  substituted  therefor: 

Section  38  of  the  Secondary  Schools  and 
Boards  of  Education  Act  applies  to  the  elec- 

tion of  the  members  of  the  Waterloo  county 
school  board  of  education,  and  section  90  of 

the  Separate  Schools  Act  applies  to  the  elec- 
tion of  the  members  of  the  Waterloo  county 

Roman  Catholic  separate  school  board,  ex- 
cept that,  notwithstanding  the  Municipal 

Elections  Act,  1972,  in  the  year  1972, 

(a)  the  polling  day  for  the  members  of 
the  Waterloo  county  board  of  education  and 
of  the  Waterloo  county  Roman  Catholic  sep- 

arate school  board,  shall  be  the  16th  day  of 
October,  and  the  hours  of  polling  shall  be 
the  same  as  for  the  municipal  elections  in  the 
regional  area; 

(b)  the  minister  shall,  by  order,  provide 
for  nomination  of  candidates  for  the  Waterloo 
county  board  of  education  and  for  the 
Waterloo  county  Roman  Catholic  separate 
school  board,  and  may  by  order  provide  for 
any  other  matters  necessary  to  hold  the  elec- 

tions for  such  board;  and 

(c)  any  reference  in  such  sections  to  the 
1st  day  of  September,  the  15th  day  of  Sep- 

tember or  the  1st  day  of  Qctober,  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  a  reference  to  the  1st  day  of 
August,  the  15th  day  of  August,  or  the  1st 
day  of  September  respectively. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  section  in  particular 
was  drafted  by  counsel  through  the  Ministry 

of  Education,  and  this  amendment  is  neces- 
sary because  of  the  advent  of  the  New 

Municipal  Elections  Act.  The  section  as  it 
stands  in  the  bill  does  not  properly  refer  to 
that  Act.  Otherwise,  the  section  as  I  am 
proposing  it  be  amended,  accomplishes  the 
same  thing. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  180,  as 
amended,  stand  as  part  of  the  bill?  Carried. 

Any  other  comments  or  questions  on  any 
other  section  of  this  bill? 

Well  now,  we  have  four  votes  which  were 
stacked.  We  could,  I  believe,  leave  these  and 

carry  the— are  we  going  to  do  another  bill  at 
the  present  time? 

Mr.  Meen:  There  are  other  bills  ready. 
Yes,  I  have  another  bill  I  am  prepared  to  go 
on  with. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  we 
had  better  call  in  the  members  now.  It  really 
gets  rather  confusing  if  you  stack  on  more 
than  one  bill  and  while  I— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Let's  take  the  "ayes"  and 
"nays"  on  it.  Let's  see  who  can  yell  the 
loudest. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  I  think  that  was  done. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  think  we  have  gone 
beyond  that  stage. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  we  have  gone  beyond 
that  stage.  We  usually  win  those,  but  the 

Chairman's  judgement  is  a  little  bit  biased. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Do  you  wish  the  votes  to 
be  called  now?  Call  in  the  members. 

Order,  please!  On  Bill  167.  Order;  order, 
please! 

On  Bill  167  we  have  four  stacked  votes, 
all  moved  by  Mr.  Cassidy.  There  is  an  indi- 

cation that  the  vote  will  be  different  on  the 
various  votes,  so  we  will  have  to  do  them 
each   separately.   We   will   call  number  one. 

Mr.  Cassidy  has  moved  in  section  9,  sub- 
section (1)  of  Bill  167  that  it  be  amended  to 

read: 

The  chairman  shall  be  appointed  by  the 
Lieutenant     Governor     in     Council     upon 
nomination   by   the    regional    council    and 
shall  hold  office  at  pleasure. 

The  committee  divided  on  the  motion  which 
was  decided  on  the  following  vote: 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 

"ayes"  are  16,  the  "nays"  73. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  motion  lost. 
The  section  carries.  Order,  please! 

Mr.  Cassidy  has  moved  that  section  20, 
subsection  (l)(a),  be  amended  by  deletion  of 

the  words  "without  note  or  comment." 
The  committee  divided  on  the  motion 

which  was  decided  on  the  same  vote. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  that  motion  lost 
and   the   section   carried. 

The  third  vote  is  on  a  motion  that  section 
27,  subsection  (7)  be  amended  by  adding  the 
following  words: 

And  to  all  terms  and  conditions  affecting 
employment  remuneration,  seniority,  col- 

lective bargaining  rights  and  other  benefits 
that  existed  in  his  previous  employment. 

The  committee  divided  on  the  motion  which 
was  decided  on  the  following  vote: 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 

"ayes"  are  29,  the  "nays"  60. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  motion  lost. 
The  section  carried. 

Vote  No.  4,  Mr.  Cassidy  has  moved  an 
amendment  to  section  113  (l)(a)  to  read: 

Three  members  of  the  regional  council 
appointed  by  resolution  of  the  regional 
council  and,  further,  113  subsection  (l)(c) 
to  read  three  persons  appointed  by  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council  on  the 
nomination  of  the  regional  council. 

The  committee  divided  on  the  motion  which 
was  decided  on  the  same  vote  as  that  re- 

corded for  the  first  two  motions. 

Mr.   Chairman:   I  declare  the  motion  lost 
and  the  section  carried. 

Bill  167,  as  amended,  reported. 

PUBLIC  SERVICE  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  106,  an  Act 
to  amend  the  Public  Service  Act. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Charlie  is  not  here;  how  can 
we  do  it? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  106,  An  Act  to  amend 
the  Public  Service  Act. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  minister  is  not  here,  Mr. 
Chairman.  How  on  earth  can  we  debate  it 
with  him? 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  am  informed  the  Treas- 
urer is  taking  this  bill  through  the  committee 

of  the  whole  House. 

Are  there  any  comments,  questions  or 
amendments  on  any  of  the  first  25  sections? 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer,  and 
Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  have  an  amendment  on  section 
27,  as  enacted  by  section  6  of  the  bill. 

I  move  that  subsections  (3)  and  (4)  of  sec- 
tion 27  of  the  Act  as  enacted  by  section  6 

of  the  bill  be  struck  out,  and  the  following 
substituted  therefore: 

3.  The  association  is  the  exclusive  bargain- 
ing agent  authorized  to  represent  the  mem- 

bers of  the  Ontario  Provincial  Police  force 
in  bargaining  with  the  employer  on  terms 
and  conditions  of  employment,  except  as  to 
matters  that  are  exclusively  the  function  of 
the  employer  under  subsection  4  and,  with- 

out limiting  the  generality  of  foregoing,  in- 
cluding rates  of  remuneration,  hours  of  work, 

overtime  and  other  premium  allowance  for 
work  performed,  the  mileage  rate  payable  to 
a  member  for  miles  travelled  when  he  is 
required  to  use  his  own  automobile  on  the 

employer's  business,  benefits  pertaining  to 
time  not  worked  by  members  including  paid 
holidays,  paid  vacations;  group  life  insurance, 
health  insurance  and  long  term  income  pro- 
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tection  insurance;  the  procedures  applicable 
to  the  processing  of  grievances,  the  method 
of  effecting  promotions,  demotions,  transfers, 
layoffs  or  reappointment;  and  the  conditions 
applicable  to  leave  of  absence  for  other  than 
any  elective  public  office,  political  activities 
or  training  and  development. 

4.  Except  in  relation  to  matters  governed 
by  or  under  the  Police  Act,  every  collective 
agreement  shall  be  deemed  to  provide  that 
it  is  the  exclusive  function  of  the  employer 
to  manage,  which  function,  without  limiting 
the  generality  of  the  foregoing,  includes  the 
right  to  determine  employment,  appointment, 
complement,  organization,  work  methods  and 
procedures,  kind  and  location  of  equipment, 
discipline  and  determination  of  employment, 
assignment,  classification,  job  evaluation,  sys- 

tem merit,  system  training  and  development, 
appraisals,  superannuation  and  the  principles 
and  standards  governing  promotion,  demo- 

tion, transfer,  layoff  and  reappointment;  and 
that  such  matters  will  not  be  the  subject  of 
collective  bargaining  nor  come  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  negotiating  committee  or 
the  arbitration  committee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  briefly  these  amendments 
are  revised  to  correspond  with  similar  pro- 

visions in  the  Crown  Employees  Collective 
Bargaining  Act,  which  Act  was  passed  some 
days  ago. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Just  briefly,  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  comments  that  I  made  with 
regard  section  4  in  second  reading  of  the 
bill,  of  course  carry  over  into  the  amended 
section  4.  It  is  my  view  that  in  effect  the 
government  ought  to  have  widened  the  scope 
of  collective  bargaining  considering  the  fact 
that  they  have  removed  the  right  to  strike, 
and  that  the  things  that  are  set  out  in  the 
amendment,  subsection  (4)  of  the  amendment, 
are  matters,  many  of  which  could  in  fact  be 
subject  to  negotiation. 

I  think  the  government  is  showing  a  lack 
of  understanding  of  modern  negotiation  prac- 

tices, and  I  do  believe  that  in  fact  they  could 
have,  without  destroying  or  weakening  their 
position  with  regard  to  the  control  that  they 
desire  management  should  have  over  the 
operations  of  any  enterprise,  they  could  quite 
easily  have  permitted  a  much  wider  latitude 
in  negotiations. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  motion  as  moved 
by  the  minister  carry? 

I  declare  the  motion  carried,  and  the  sec- 
tion carried. 

Any  other  comments,  questions  or  amend- 
ments  on  any   of  the  later  sections   of  the 

bill?   If  not   shall   the   bill   as   amended  be 

reported?  Carried? 

Bill  106,  as  amended,  reported. 

MANAGEMENT  BOARD  OF 
CABINET  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  107,  An  Act  to 
amend  the  Management  Board  of  Cabinet 
Act,  1971. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  have  an  amend- 
ment on  section  1.  I  move  that  section  1  of 

the  bill  be  struck  out  and  the  following  sub- 
stituted therefore: 

1.  Clause  (c)  of  subsection  (1)  of  sec- 
tion 6  of  the  Management  Board  of  Cabinet 

Act,  1971,  second  session,  being  chapter  12, 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 

"except  those  allowances  which  have  been 
determined  by  bargaining  under  the  Crown 

Employees  Collective  Bargaining  Act,  1972." 
Clause  (e)  of  subsection  (1)  of  the  said 
section  6  is  repealed. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  the  motion  carry? 
Carried. 

Shall  the  bill,  as  amended,  be  reported? 
Carried. 

Bill  107,  as  amended,  reported. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough  moves  that  the  com- 
mittee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  the  whole  House  begs  to  report  three  bills 
with  certain  amendments  and  asks  for  leave 
to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  205,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Landlord  and 
Tenant  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York- 
Forest  Hill. 

Mr.  P.  G.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  the  minister  to  clarify 
the  issue  under  section  6.  I  am  concerned 
that  with  a  combination  of  subsection  (b) 
in  which  the  minister  is  going  to  permit  the 
posting   of   any   notices   required   under   this 
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Act  by  posting  them  in  conspicuous  places 
upon  some  part  of  the  premises,  and  the  fact 

that  he  is  going  to  allow  for  absentee  judge- 
ments on  an  ex  parte  basis,  it  seems  to  me 

there  can  be  some  pretty  serious  abuses. 

I  believe  that  now  when  you  give  notice 
of  a  document  of  any  kind,  you  leave  it  with 
an  adult  person  or  you  have  substitute 

service  by  registered  mail;  the  mail  is  deliv- 
ered and  somebody  signs  for  it.  Saying  that 

you  are  going  to  permit  default  judgement 
and  at  the  same  time  you  are  going  to  allow 
a  notice  to  be  posted  in  a  conspicuous  place 

upon  some  part  of  the  premises— if  you  put  it 
up  on  the  rear  wall  of  a  barn  or  a  house  or 

an  outbuilding— is  that  going  to  be  sufficient? 
And  then  you  are  going  to  permit  a  court  to 
give  a  default  judgement? 

I  am  very  concerned  about  that  and  I 
would  like  you  to  tell  me  whether  that  can 
be  amended  in  any  way  so  that  at  least  if 
you  are  going  to  have  the  posting  of  a  notice, 
it  has  to  be  within  the  premises  or  some  such 

sort  of  thing,  so  that  the  courts  won't  be 
running  away  with  the  default  judgements. 
You  can  have  a  whole  parade  going  on  every 
day  with  default  judgements  based  on  notices 
that  were  given  in  this  sort  of  slipshod 
manner. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Park- 
dale. 

Mr.  J.  Dukszta  (Parkdale):  I  find  it  unbe- 
lievable that  this  Act  has  been  brought  in 

with  such  indecent  haste— almost  surrepti- 
tiously—and with  what  I  think  is  an  element 

of  shame.  Since  the  Act  is  so  clearly  biased 
in  favour  of  the  landlord,  I  am  not  surprised 
that  this  landlord-oriented  government  has 
brought  it  in.  This  is  directed  so  strongly 
against  the  tenant  that  it  passes  my  under- 

standing. I  object  strenuously  to  the  fact  that 
I  could  not  even  lay  my  hands  on  the  bill 
until  this  morning.  I  object  that  there  has 
been  no  public  discussion  of  the  bill.  I  object 
that  the  Law  Society  Commission  report  has 
not  been  made  available.  There  has  been  no 

public  notification  that  we  are  sneaking  in 
what  is  a  very  significant  amendment,  and  a 
very  significant  change  in  favour  of  the  land- 

lord, in  an  Act  which  prior  to  that  was  a 
more  reasonable  working  one  though  it  had 
many  faults. 

Since  there  was  some  notification,  I  can 
give  you  a  couple  of  examples  of  people  who 
have  been  extremely  upset  and  a  couple  of 
groups  from  my  own  riding  who  have,  Mr. 
Minister,  if  I  may  address  him  through  you, 
Mr.    Speaker,    protested    strenuously    at    the 

indecent  haste  of  the  attempt  to  provide  some 
kind  of  an  extra  benefit  for  the  landlords 

without  consulting  anyone  else.  I  am  referring 
to  a  group  called  Parkdale  Tenants  Associa- 

tion which  is  centred  in  federal  Parkdale,  a 

part  of  my  riding,  which  sent  a  telegram  to 
the  Premier  (Mr.  Davis)  and  to  the  Attorney 
General  of  Ontario  (Mr.  Bales).  I  will  read 
this  in  because  it  represents  many  of  my 
sentiments  about  this  bill  and  its  amend- 

ments. I  speak  to  you  on  behalf  of  something 
like  35,000  tenants  in  Parkdale: 

The  Parkdale  Tenants  Association  would 

like  to  make  clear  its  unqualified  and 
vehement  opposition  to  the  Ontario  Law 

Reform  Commission's  recent  report  on  the 
Landlord  Tenant  Act  and  the  present  Act 
which  we  are  now  discussing.  We  would 
also  like  to  declare  our  astonishment  and 

indignation  over  the  fact  that  the  govern- 
ment of  Ontario  has  proceeded  with  un- 

precedented haste  to  introduce  legislation 
based  on  this  report,  while  the  report  itself 
is  still  unavailable  to  the  public. 

We  cannot  and  will  not  accept  the  pro- 
posed reduction  in  the  time  required  to 

evict  a  tenant  from  his  premises.  We  find 
totally  specious  the  logic  of  the  commis- 

sion that  the  eviction  procedure  might  be 
shortened  because  present  delays  are  caus- 

ing the  landlords  to  resort  to  extra  legal 
and  inhuman  eviction  methods  such  as 

cutting  off  electricity,  water  and  heat. 

We  want  the  legality  of  these  matters 
clarified,  and  I  understand  they  are  clari- 

fied in  your  bill,  but  we  are  not  prepared 
to  be  rendered  impotent  in  the  process. 
The  commission  is  ignoring  the  fact  that 
the  landlord  is  able  to  fully  prepare  his 
case  against  the  tenant,  before  giving  him 
notice  that  he  is  to  be  evicted. 

If  that  notice  comes  only  four  days 
before  the  court  hearing,  the  tenant  simply 
will  not  have  sufficient  time  to  find  a 

lawyer,  apply  for  legal  aid  if  necessary, 

and  gather  the  complicated  legal  and  fac- 
tual material  required  to  defend  such  an 

application.  A  right  —  such  a  protection 
against  gratuitous  eviction  or  freedom  from 

unfit  premises— is  meaningless  if  a  tenant 
is  not  given  enough  time  to  discover  its 
existence,  let  alone  enforce  it. 

This  is  only  one  example  of  the  total 
failure  of  the  commission  to  consider  the 

reality  of  tenant  life  in  Ontario. 

This  I  add,  and  these  are  my  own  remarks: 
This  is  also  a  total  failure  of  the  present 
bill  to  deal  with  the  reality  of  tenant  life. 
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What  we,  as  tenants,  demand  now  is 
the  time  to  read  and  analyse  the  commis- 

sion's lengthy  report  to  study  the  proposed 
legislation  and  to  prepare  and  submit 
briefs  outlining  our  position  in  all  topics 
touched  by  the  commission.  The  present 
report  is  the  result  of  numerous  complaints 
and  submissions  by  Ontario  landlords  over 
the  past  two  years.  To  make  it  a  law 
without  giving  tenants  the  right  to  make 
a  reasonable  response  is  to  deny  democ- 

racy and  emphasize  the  government's  de- 
tachment from  the  people. 

The  same  organization  sent  another  telegram 
when  it  became  apparent  that  the  govern- 

ment was  going  to  force  the  bill  through 
in  the  last  two  days  of  the  session.  This  one 
is  addressed  to  the  Attorney  General  of 
Ontario,  to  the  leader  of  the  Opposition 
(Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon)  and  to  the  leader  of  the 
NOP  (Mr.  Lewis)  and  myself. 

The  proposed  amendments  to  the  Land- 
lord and  Tenant  Act,  introduced  by  Attor- 
ney General  Dalton  Bales,  are  not  in  the 

interests  of  the  majority  of  the  population 
of  this  province.  They  will  serve  instead  to 
extend  laws  already  biased  in  favour  of  the 
corporate  landlord.  We  are  opposed  to 
the  passing  of  such  legislation.  We  demand 
that  this  amendment  be  referred  to  a 
standing  committee  of  the  Legislature  and 
that  this  committee  hold  public  hearings 
to  allow  representations  from  concerned 
parties.  We  submit  that  this  government 
must  cease  tailoring  the  laws  of  the  prov- 

ince to  accommodate  landlords  and  begin 
to  conduct  itself  as  the  representative  of 
the  electorate,  the  working  people  of 
Ontario. 

I  subscribe  fully  to  the  sentiments  expressed 
by  those  two  telegrams,  and  I  feel  nauseated 
by  the  lack  of  feeling  expressed  by  the  gov- 

ernment toward  the  people  who  are  not 
propertied.  I  protest  the  clear  class  bias  that 
is  introduced  by  this  bill  and  expressed  by 

the  protectionism  toward  the  dominant  prop- 
ertied, well-off  and  corporate  elite  class. 

When  we  examine  the  details  of  this  bill, 
though  de  jure  they  recognized  the  fact  that 
a  tenant  can  have  four  days  to  prepare  his 
own  case,  de  facto  they  deprive  him  of  legal 
representation,  all  the  legal  clauses  in  this 
bill  weigh  strongly  in  favour  of  the  landlord. 

Again  I  stress  that  there  has  been  little 
time  to  prepare  this,  and  we  are  rushing 
through  an  extremely,  and  very  clearly,  class- 
oriented  and  biased  bill. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  Bang  on! 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downs view):  It  is 
rather  fascinating  that  everything  seems  to  be 
tending  to  be  class-oriented. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Of 
course.  It  is  a  Tory  government. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  of  course  it  is.  And  it  is 
rather  fascinating,  notwithstanding  the  very 
intense  debate— 

An  hon.  member:  Bight,  just  so  long  as  you 
recognize  it. 

Mr.  Singer:  —that  took  place  when  the 
original  Landlord  and  Tenant  Act  came  be- 

fore the  legal  bills  committee  over  in  the 
Macdonald  Block,  that  two  members  of  the 
NDP  agreed  with  me  that  there  was  a  cum- 

bersome procedure  set  up  in  the  old  Act, 
which  is  now  being  amended  by  this,  of 
getting  the  matter  before  the  courts. 

The  hon.  members  for  Riverdale  and  for 
Lakeshore  voted  in  favour  of  an  amendment 
I  put  at  that  time  to  create  a  special  tribunal 
that  could  deal  with  landlord  and  tenant 

applications,  and  with  applications  for  pos- 
session, in  a  speedy  manner. 

Some  people  will  recall,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 

the  Attorney  General  of  the  day  said,  "Well, 
the  kind  of  procedure  we  have  is  good."  I 
suggested  to  him  that  it  might  work  in  Sault 

Ste.  Marie  but  it  wouldn't  work  in  the  county of  York. 

Now,  what  has  happened?  At  least  that 
approach  made  enough  sense  to  two  mem- 

bers of  the  NDP  at  that  time  that  they  sup- 
ported that  argument.  What  is  wrong  with 

what  we  have  here?  What  we  have  at  present 
is  hurting  some  small  landlords. 

"Landlord,"  by  itself,  you  know,  isn't  a 
bad  word;  there  are  some  reasonable  people 
who  own  property,  who  are  good  landlords, 
who  provide  good  service  and  who  are  en- 

titled to- 
An  hon.  member:  Legislated  rights. 

Mr.  Singer:  —to  get  money  for  services 
they  provide. 

I  had  a  couple  who  came  to  me  one  day, 
Mr.  Speaker,  who  were  victims  of  the  holo- 

caust in  Europe.  They  had  got  some  com- 
pensation moneys  from  the  German  govern- 

ment. They  took  their  whole  investment  and 
put  it  into  a  small  double  duplex.  But  they 
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were  caught  up  by  the  provisions  of  the  old 
Act  with  two  overholding  tenants.  Their  mort- 

gage payments  didn't  stop,  their  tax  demands 
didn't  stop  and  they  lost  their  building  be- 

cause they  couldn't  get  before  the  courts  in time. 

Let's  not  talk  simply  about  class  legisla- 
tion. Let's  talk  about  a  small  group  of  people 

—tenants  get  to  know  very  well  how  they 
can  take  advantage  of  this  thing— who  sit  in 

their  apartments  and  don't  pay  rent  for  one, 
two,  three,  four  months  until  the  court  pro- 

cedure grinds  on  and  one  can't  get  them  out 
without  a  hearing. 

I  say,  with  great  respect  to  Mr.  Wishart, 

that  when  he  was  here  I  don't  think  he 
understood  some  of  the  problems  that  exist 
in  the  county  of  York  and  the  municipality 
of  Metropolitan  Toronto. 

These  provisions  go  some  distance  to  im- 

proving the  situation.  I  don't  think  they  really 
go  far  enough.  I  think  there  should  be  a 

special  tribunal.  And  I'm  sorry  that  the 
Attorney  General  hasn't  seen  fit  at  this  time 
to  bring  in  a  special  tribunal,  even  though 

the- 

Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  (Attorney  General):  The 
Law  Reform  Commission- 

Mr.  Singer:  —the  Law  Reform  Commission 

didn't  see  fit  to  advise  it.  I  don't  think,  in view  of  the  volume  of  these  matters  that  are 

coming  before  the  courts,  that  they  are  going 
to  be  adequately  dealt  with  until  we  have  a 
special  tribunal  in  order  to  deal  with  them. 

There's  another  thing  in  here  that  is  very 
good— it  was  brought  to  the  attention  of  this 
House  and  several  municipal  councils  talked 

about  it— the  provision  against  shutting  off 
services.  I  think  that  is  a  good  one.  I  just 

can't  follow  the  broad,  condemnatory  lan- 
guage used  by  the  hon.  member  for  Parkdale, 

who  I  am  sure,  if  he  thinks  about  it,  must 
realize  that  there  are  equities  on  both  sides. 
I  think  the  new  kind  of  protections  that  were 
put  into  the  revised  sections  of  the  Landlord 
and  Tenant  Act  that  we  passed  a  couple  of 
years  ago  have  changed  the  balance;  that 
there  are  landlords  who  are  entitled  to  some 

kind  of  protection. 

The  protections  of  court  hearings  are  there; 
there  is  the  availability  of  time  to  extend 
some  of  these  periods  if  a  proper  case  is 
made;  there  is  an  appeal  procedure  built  in. 

I  don't  know  that  it's  perfect— there  is  one 
variation  I  would  like  to  have  seen— but, 
surely,  Mr.  Speaker,  members  of  the  House 
who  have  some  knowledge  of  this  will  have 
some  sense  of  equity  and  will  support  this 
bill  in  principle. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, it  is  with  precipitated  haste  indeed  that 

the  government  moves  in  to  protect  property 

rights.  I've  never  seen  a  thing  come  forward 
with  such  expedition  as  this  particular  legis- 

lation before  us  today.  It  wasn't  even  on  our 
desks  until  after  2  o'clock.  We've  had  no 
opportunity  to  read  it,  much  less  to  get  public 
representations  going  both  ways,  as  we  had 
done  on  a  prior  occasion  when  we  put  through 
the  Master  and  Servant  Act  touching  this. 

That's  what  we  need  in  this  particular  kind 
of  legislation  which  affects  at  a  vital  level,  in 
a  radical  way,  the  most  put-upon  elements  in 
our  population. 

There  is  no  question  that  the  Act,  as  it 

presently  stands,  is  truncating  basic  human 
decencies  and  rights  with  the  business  of 

going  15  days  and  then  four  days  thereafter 
the  axe  falling,  what  has  been  happening 
is  that  the  judges  in  the  courts,  even  under 
contemporary  circumstances,  having  to  give 
an  order  for  possession,  a  writ  of  possession, 
have  been  delaying  it  out  of  humanity,  out 
of  decency,  and  this  bill  even  goes  so  far  as 
to  foreclose  that  possibility.  It  says  that  a 

judge,  however  compassionate,  whatever  the 

circumstances,  however  wretched  the  indi- 

viduals may  be  who  are  going  to  be  dis- 
possessed, however  much  he  may  wish  to 

alleviate  a  situation,  has  one  week.  That's 
the  furthest  extent  of  the  humanity  of  the 
Conservative   government. 

They  could  at  least  have  left  it  in  the 

hands  of  the  judiciary  as  to  whether  or  not 
the  circumstances  were  such  as  to  give  some 

further  period  of  deliberation.  A  government 

which  either  cannot  or  will  not  supply  ade- 

quate housing  to  people  in  depressed  circum- 
stances—people with  numerous  children,  put 

out  on  the  street,  taken  to  hostels,  and  father 

segregated  from  the  rest  of  the  family  is  one 
of  the  most  crying  social  ills  of  the  day;  to 

come,  in  the  way  of  regarding  the  rights  of 

property,  and  give  it  a  supervening  power 

over  everything  else,  over  every  other  con- 
sideration, is  precisely  what  this  bill  does, 

in  my  opinion. 

That  particular  legislation,  in  the  light  of 

your  social  policy,  is  one  of  the  most  bla- 
tant pieces  of  high  Toryism  that  I  have 

experienced  for  a  long  time. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  A  good 

point. 
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Mr.  Lawlor:  It  goes  together  with  your 
whole  mentality.  The  very  least  you  should 
do  is  preserve  the  15-day  rule  that  previ- 

ously existed  in  subsection  2  of  section  3 
with  respect  to  the  notice.  Give  them  time. 
Here  are  these  people,  in  their  anguish,  in 
their  affliction,  in  their  difficulties,  trying  to 
fend,  knowing  that  a  landlord  is  threatening, 
knowing  he  is  breathing  down  their  necks, 
so  distracted  that  they  can  hardly  think,  then 
you  impose  a  four-day  limitation  before  the 
act  of  the  court— which  is  peremptory,  in  its 
nature— takes  effect.  You  should  give  at  least 
10  days  or  15  days.  At  least  give  them  time  to 

consult  the  legal  aid  clinic.  It  can't  be  con- 
sulted in  a  period  of  that  number  of  hours. 

The  whole  thing  is  through  and  done  with  and 
gone  long  before  these  individuals,  who  are 
not  sophisticated  in  the  ways  of  the  law, 
even  have  a  chance  to  turn  around  and  think. 
It  is  like  a  guillotine  that  you  are  imposing 
upon  them  in  this  particular  legislation.  You 
set  up  legal  barriers.  You  set  up  obstacles  in 
the  streets. 

You  have  adopted  a  procedure,  as  is  used 
in  the  small  claims  court,  with  respect  to 
the  failure  to  file  documents.  Someone  fails 
to  file  documents.  At  least  they  have  got  10 
days  in  that  court.  Here  you  give  four  days, 

if  they  don't  file  this  dispute,  which  requires 
the  knowledge  that  a  dispute  is  necessary— 
of  how,  what  form,  it  should  take,  as  to  what 
covenants  to  plead  or  not  plead.  If  they 

don't  do  that  within  that  very  severe  time 
limit,  off  go  their  heads.  The  court  moves  in, 
and  it  forecloses  any  further  action. 

True,  at  a  subsequent  date,  after  the 
sheriff  has  been  there,  and  they  are  out  on 
the  street,  they  may  go  back  to  the  court 
and  have  a  postponement  arranged.  And  you, 
with  your  solicitude,  in  your  over-brimming 
kindness  have  inserted  that  into  the  course 
of  section  2. 

More  time  is  needed.  I  beg  on  behalf  of 
these  people  whom  everyone  in  this  Legis- 

lature has  to  deal  with,  particularly  in  the 
great  urban  centres,  time  after  time,  day 
after  day— they  simply  have  to  have  a  greater 
period  of  time  in  which  to  assert  their  rights, 
to  obtain  counsel,  to  get  someone  into  the 
picture  who  has  some  knowledge  of  how 
these  things  operate. 

Then  you  compound  the  misery  by  coming 
along  with  a  subsequent  clause,  saying  they 
may  not  plead  the  covenants,  unless  they  do 
certain  acts.  The  second  barrier  is  erected. 
It  has  become  monumental  now.  You  say 
that  until  they  pay  into  court  the  compensa- 

tion that  is  demanded,   or  the  arrears  that 

are  in  question,  they  may  not  plead  the 
implied  or  expressed  covenants  in  the  legis- 
lation. 

Where  are  the  counterbalancing  steps  with 
respect  to  the  landlords  having  to  plead  these 
things,  and  having  to  prove  them,  and  making 
them  a  condition  precedent  to  being  able  to 

succeed?  This  sticks  in  one's  throat  like  a 
dirty  bone,  this  legislation,  where  you  come 
to  serving  notices  upon  the  poor  in  order  to 
throw  them  out. 

You  have  gone  into  an  elaborate  song  and 
dance  in  section  6  as  to  the  modes  and  kinds. 

Sitting  before  you,  as  a  private  member's bill,  is  a  bill  that  I  introduced  months  ago. 
Where  is  the  contrary  status  for  landlords? 
We  have  put  into  legislation— I  think  it  is 
section  104— a  clause  saying  that  they  must 
set  up  their  names,  and  the  place  of  suit,  and 
the  address  at  which  it  may  be  served,  in  a 
conspicuous  place  on  the  premises. 

Not  a  damned  one  has  done  it.  Nobody 
does  it.  I  go  into  apartment  buildings  in  my 
riding  deliberately  to  see  by  what  dawning 
light,  perhaps  this  morning,  I  shall  see  this 
conspicuous  notice,  which  you  talked  about 

in  104.  You  didn't  put  any  teeth  in  it.  You 
left  out  any  penalty  with  respect  to  it.  And 
therefore  they  thumb  their  nose  at  you:  There 
is  no  penalty  for  that  particular  clause.  There 
is  a  bill  before  you. 

Why  didn't  you— if  you  are  going  to  make 
it  tit  for  tat  in  what  you  call,  balancing  out 
the  odds,  where  money  is  not  a  consideration, 

only  human  lives  are— why  didn't  you  insert a  subclause? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Just  look  at  section  5. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  That  is  a— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  makes  it  subject  to  the 
penalty  of  $1,000. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  All  right.  I  withdraw  my 
remarks. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  That  is  exactly  what  you 
have  been  recommending. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  You  have  been  perfectly  just. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  You  must 
admit  the  clause  is  opaque,  to  put  it  mildly. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  Law  Reform  Commission, 
in  its  report  to  you,  on  this  particular  measure 
—obtuse  as  it  may  be  in  terms  of  social  con- 

science, in  this  bill— nevertheless  made,  for 
instance,  a  recommendation  that  you  embody 
in  your  legislation  a  clause  to  the  effect  that, 
when  the  sheriff  gets  the  writ  of  possession 
into  his  hands,  he  might  advise  the  welfare 
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people   to   tell   them   he's    going  to   have   to throw  them  out. 

Again,  I  think,  in  terms  of  sheer  oompas- 

sion  and  humanity,  the  sheriff's  officers  are 
going  to  these  houses  and  when  they  arrive 

they  don't  throw  people  out  on  the  spot,  in 
my  opinion,  in  the  normal  course  of  things. 

They  give  them  three  days'  warning.  It's 
against  the  grain  of  any  of  these  men,  who 
very  well  might  be  in  the  same  position  as 

the  people  they're  afflicting,  to  have  to  be 
forced  into  that  particular  position. 

You  may  say  that  the  sheriff  is  a  man  of 
such  parts  that  he  may,  on  his  own  hook, 
see  fit  informally  to  inform  welfare  agencies 

of  the  plight  of  people  whom  he's  in  the 
process  of  evicting.  The  sheriff's  officers  have 
no  further  responsibility  after  they've  moved 
the  furniture  out  onto  the  lawn,  or  to  the 
side  of  the  road.  They  may  all  stand  around 

in  the  rain  and  weep,  if  you've  seen  the 
conditions  in  which  people  find  themselves  in 

this  regard.  I  have;  I've  been  called  in  on 
the  scene.  The  sheriff's  officer,  having  done  it, 
padlocks  the  door,  sometimes  twice  to  make 
sure  it  sticks,  and  off  he  goes.  He  washes  his 
hands  clean  of  the  situation  at  that  stage. 

Even  that  particular  gesture  toward  some 
form  of  human  legislation  would  have  been 
appreciated  in  the  course  of  drawing  up  this 
iniquitous  bill.  On  the  whole,  I  think,  as  far 

as  we're  concerned,  section  3  ought  to  have 
one  of  two  things  done.  Put  in  the  word 

"fifteen",  which  is  the  most  minimal  thing 
we  could  possibly  ask.  Knowing  the  govern- 

ment, we  feel  the  only  thing  we  could  do  in 
order  to  try  to  rescue  the  situation  somewhat, 

is  to  ask  that  the  word  "fifteen"  be  substi- 

tuted for  "four."  Or,  if  you  don't  see  fit  so 
to  do,  then  I  think  the  whole  section  has  to 
be  deleted. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  minister  is 
responsible  for  the  Ontario  Law  Reform 

Commission.  I've  had  great  respect  for  the Law  Reform  Commission  because  it  is  a 

prestigious  body.  It's  the  sort  of  hip  thing 
to  do  in  legal  circles  these  days  to  have  a 
law  reform  commission.  I  suppose  even  PEI 
must  have  one. 

My  experience  with  the  report  of  the  com- 
mission and  the  legislation  that  came  out  of 

it  is  a  bit  like  the  experience  that  people  have 
when  they  are  the  subject  themselves  of  a 
newspaper  story,  and  I  say  this  as  a  journal- 

ist. They  have  great  respect  for  the  press 
until    they    find    out   that   the    story    written 

about  themselves  is  full  of  misinterpretations 
and  maybe  even  inaccuracies.  Thereafter,  they 
begin  to  question  the  press  a  bit  more. 

My  reaction  to  this  report  is  that,  since  I 
do  know  something  more  about  landlord  and 
tenant  law  than  I  know  about  most  aspects 

of  the  law  and  have  had  two  or  three  years' 
experience  in  the  Ottawa  area  working  with 
the  Landlord  and  Tenant  Act,  now  when  I 

see  the  inadequacy  of  this  report  in  this  legis- 
lation, my  respect  for  the  Law  Reform  Com- 

mission as  a  whole  certainly  goes  down.  This 
is  an  inadequate  kind  of  report,  which  simply 
does  not  perceive  the  inadequacies  of  the  bill 
that  was  introduced  by  the  government  two 
or  three  years  ago  and  makes  no  attempt  to 
try  to  right  it. 

When  the  minister  made  his  statement  and 

when  this  came  in,  the  attempt  was  made  to 
sell  it  to  us  as  something  that  balanced  off. 
There  was  something  for  the  landlords  in 
shortening  the  notice  procedures  and  making 
it  easier  to  get  court  orders  for  eviction,  on 
the  one  hand;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  there 
was  something  for  the  tenants  because  the 
landlords  were  specifically  prevented  from 

cutting  off  the  gas  or  the  water  or  the  elec- tricity. 

As  the  other  members  from  my  party  have 

already  noted,  the  pro-landlord  provisions  in 
this  Act  are  exceptionally  unjustifiably  strong, 

compared  to  the  very  small  and,  indeed,  abso- 
lutely essential  concession,  if  you  will,  to 

tenants.  It  isn't  a  concession;  it's  something 
that  should  have  been  in  the  Act  in  the  very 
first  place.  The  problem,  in  addition,  is  that 
how  on  earth  can  we  be  expected  to  accept 

amendments  that  attempt  or  purport  to  bal- 
ance improvements  for  landlords  and  tenants, 

when  the  law  is  so  fundamentally  balanced 

still,  and  tilted  still  in  favour  of  the  land- 
lords and  against  tenants. 

This  is  the  problem  which,  I  think,  the 

Law  Reform  Commission  and  the  govern- 
ment and  the  minister  have  simply  failed  to 

perceive  in  coming  up  at  the  last  minute  with 
these  sets  of  amendments  and  nothing  more. 

Let  me  just  talk  about  a  few  of  the  ques- 
tions or  problems  that  I  have  experienced  in 

trying  to  work  with  the  application  of  the 
Act.  I  think  the  first  thing  to  say  is  that  the 
relationships  between  landlords  and  tenants 
that  existed  before  1970  with  this  Act,  is 
fundamentally  still  the  same.  All  that  we 
have  done  is  to  enforce  the  law  of  the  jungle 
through  the  courts,  rather  than  having  it  in 
the  particularly  savage  way  in  which  it  was 
enforced  prior  to  1970.  In  other  words,  we 

have  put  a  civilized  veneer  on  what  is  essen- 
tially still  a  very  uncivilized  relationship. 
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When  a  landlord  decides  that  he  wants  to 

be  quit  of  a  tenant,  he  simply  gives  the  poor 
fellow  his  notice;  or  if  the  fellow  has  a  lease 
for  a  year  or  two,  then  at  the  end  of  the 

lease,  the  landlord  says,  "I'm  sorry,  here's  60 
days'  notice.  I  don't  want  to  see  you  around 
this  place  any  more.  Get  out!" 

As  far  as  the  landlord  is  concerned,  the 
only  real  thing  that  he  suffers  is  that  he 
might  conceivably  not  be  able  to  rent  the 
apartment  for  a  few  days  or  weeks  and  he 

might  lose  a  bit  of  rent.  Perhaps  he's  got  to 
do  some  essential  maintenance  so  that  the 

apartment  isn't  too  shoddy  to  be  re-rented. 
There  was  a  small  financial  penalty  that  the 

landlord  risked  in  kicking  the  tenant  out.  For 
the  tenant,  on  the  other  hand,  who  may 

well,  as  most  tenants  are,  have  been  com- 
pletely acceptable— a  responsible,  quiet,  God- 
fearing, law-abiding  tenant- 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right.  That  tenant,  on 
the  other  hand,  has  in  effect  to  ,change  his 
lifestyle  quite  categorically.  He  may  find  that 
there  is  no  more  accommodation  of  the 

nature  and  of  the  price  that  he  can  afford 
in  that  particular  area.  His  kids  may  be 

pulled  out  of  school  at  a  time  in  mid-term 
when  it  is  exceptionally  inconvenient  and, 

yea,  damaging  psychologically  and  education- 
ally to  their  growth  to  have  them  kicked  out 

at  the  end  of  February  or  some  other  time 
in  the  middle  of  the  school  year. 

For  that  matter  the  tenant  may  find  that 
he  is  forced  to  pay  the  financial  cost  of 

moving— and  let's  not  deny  that  it  costs 
money  to  move— and  to  move  into  inadequate 
accommodation  because  he  has  been  evicted 
at  a  time  when  other  good  accommodation 

just  doesn't  happen  to  be  available.  In  some 
parts  of  the  province  people  tend  to  move 
at  a  certain  time  of  the  year.  And  if  you 

don't  move  at  that  time  of  the  year,  there 
just  isn't  very  much  available.  Therefore, 
you're  left  with  the  dregs  of  the  market. 

Tenants  can  get  pushed  out  onto  the  street, 
evicted  in  midwinter.  The  landlord  may  lose 

a  few  dollars,  but  it's  the  tenant  who  is  out 
there  looking  for  a  place,  loading  up  furni- 

ture in  a  midwinter  snowstorm  into  a  rented 
trailer  because  he  cannot  afford  to  hire 

movers,  and  moving  into  some  slum  which  is 

all  that's  available  because  of  the  inconven- 
ient time  of  the  year  that  the  landlord  chose 

to  kick  him  out. 

In  other  words,  the  whims  of  the  landlord 
still  prevail  and  the  only  thing  that  this  Act 

did  two  years  ago  was  to  say  that  it  would 
take  30  days  for  those  whims  to  prevail,  Mr. 

Speaker,  and  nothing  more.  There  was  no 
action,  no  action  at  all  in  this  Act  in  order 
to  right  the  balance  between  landlords  and 
tenants;  in  order  to  ensure  and  enforce  a 
genuine  balance  of  rights  and  obligations  on 
the  two  parties  in  the  case  of  rental 

properties. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  see  why  it  is  that  a 
tenant  who  performs  his  obligations  in  a 
conscientious  and  faithful  manner,  should  not 

be  able  to  enjoy  the  same  security  of  tenure 
that  is  enjoyed  by  a  freeholder,  by  somebody 
who  owns  his  property.  In  other  words,  what 
is  there  so  sacred  about  a  landlord  that  he 

should  be  able  to  come  in  and  say,  "I  don't 
like  the  colour  of  your  hair,"  or  "I  just  de- 

cided that  my  friend  from  BC  is  coming  in, 

so  you  can  go  out  in  the  street.  I  don't  give 
a  damn  about  you.  I  will  put  this  other  fel- 

low in"? That  is  the  situation  right  now.  A  tenant 
who  has  not  a  blemish,  not  a  stain  on  his 
reputation  or  on  his  fulfilment  of  obligations, 
is  subject  to  being  kicked  out  at  any  time 
on  a  month-to-month  tenancy,  or  at  the  end 

of  any  lease  on  a  yearly  or  bi-yearly  basis. 

We  just  don't  accept  that,  Mr.  Speaker. 
In  other  jurisdictions  it  is  practice 

that  for  a  landlord  to  kick  out  a  tenant  he 
has  to  show  cause.  In  other  words,  he  has 

to  prove  that  the  tenant  is  an  unacceptable 
kind  of  tenant;  that  the  tenant  is  having 
rowdy  parties  until  three  in  the  morning,  or 
that  the  tenant  is  running  a  house  of  prostitu- 

tion, or  that  the  tenant  is  running  a  business 

in  a  residential  zone,  or  that  the  tenant's kids  kick  in  the  windows  every  three  days, 
or  that  the  tenant  has  got  an  illegal  distillery, 

or  is  growing  pot  in  the  basement  or  some- 
thing like  that. 

He's  got  to  establish  that  the  tenant  is 
undesirable.  For  example,  in  Quebec,  the 
only  other  reason  that  a  landlord  can  kick 
out  a  tenant  is  if  he,  himself,  wishes  to 

move  into  the  premises,  and  this  is  a  pro- 
vision which  is  put  in,  qualifying  the  basic 

right  of  the  tenant  to  stay,  in  order  to  protect 

small  landlords.  And  we  don't  disagree  with that. 

The  Act  has  also  not  acted  in  any  mean- 
ingful way  against  the  economic  victimization 

of  tenants,  which  is  going  on  every  day  in 
this  province,  as  a  result  of  the  inaction  by 

the  provincial  government.  And  it  is  victimi- 
zation, Mr.  Speaker. 

In  Ottawa,  which  is  possibly  one  of  the 
most  hard-hit  areas— but  I  know  this  has  hap- 
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pened  in  Sudbury,  Toronto,  and  other  parts 
of  the  province  as  well— landlords  come  in 
and  raise  rents  by  20,  30,  50,  and  I  can  even 
give  instances  of  100  per  cent.  And  they  are 
perfectly  within  the  spirit  and  meaning  of 
the  flimsy  laws  that  have  been  created  by 
this  government,  because  the  landlord  and 
tenant  law  is  a  sham.  All  it  does  is  say  that 
if  the  landlord  wants  to  raise  the  rent  by 
$100  a  month,  then  he  has  got  to  give  the 

tenant  30  days'  notice,  and  nothing  more- 
nothing  more  at  all. 

If  the  landlord,  in  other  words,  wishes  to 
take  a  speculative  profit  out  of  his  property, 

he  will  move,  let's  say,  from  being  a  reason- 
ably fair  landlord,  charging  a  fair  rent,  to 

charging  a  racked  rent,  50  per  cent  higher. 
The  tenant,  compelled  to  stay  because  there 
is  nothing  else  available,  pays  the  rent. 

The  landlord  turns  around  and  now  his 
property  is  worth  40  or  50  per  cent  more 
because  of  the  capitalization  of  the  current 
rents,  which  goes  into  the  evaluation  of  rental 
property.  So  he  sells  it  at  that  price  and  the 
new  landlord  comes  along  with  a  first,  second 
and  third  mortgage,  a  pile  of  tenants  on  his 
hands,  paying  racked  rents.  He  says— and 

we've  seen  it  in  Ottawa,  and  people  here  in 
Toronto  have  seen  it— "Well,  maybe  we  can 
jack  them  up  a  bit  more.  I  don't  like  that 
third  mortgage,  I  want  to  get  rid  of  it  this 

year.  So  I'll  get  an  extra  $1,000  or  $2,000  out 
of  the  property." 

Mr.  Speaker:  With  respect  to  the  hon. 
member,  I  do  believe  he  is  straying  con- 

siderably from  the  amendments  in  this  par- 
ticular bill.  We  should  be  confining  the 

remarks  to  the  content  of  the  amending  bill, 
rather  than  the  original  bill  itself.  I  have 
permitted  a  wide  range  of  straying  from  the 

bill  that's  before  us,  but  I  would  like  the hon.  member  to  return  to  the  bill  itself  if 
he  will. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  appreciate  what  the  Speak- 
er says,  but  on  the  other  hand,  the  Speaker 

must  recognize  that  when  the  government 
introduced  this  bill,  they  stated  that  they 
would,  in  fact,  review  it  after  a  couple  of 
years,  and  at  that  time  they  would  then  bring 
in  the  amendments  that  were  deemed  to  be 
necessary  at  that  time.  So  I  am  talking  about 
the  amendments  that  we  deem  to  be  neces- 

sary to  this  bill,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Well  I  recognize— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  then  Municipal  Affairs 
minister  stated  to  the  city  of  Ottawa,  which 
was  requesting  a  rent  control,  that  we  would 

try  the  Landlord  and  Tenant  Act  amendments 

and  see  if  they  worked.  And  I'm  telling  him, 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  they  haven't  worked  and 
that  he's  backed  down— it  was  the  Resources 
Development  minister  (Mr.  A.  B.  R.  Lawr- 

ence). The  amendments  have  failed,  totally 
failed  to  provide  genuine  protection  to  tenants 
in  the  current  situation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  report  on  the  landlord 
and  tenant  law  by  the  Law  Reform  Com- 

mission speaks  of  the  need  for  prompt  and 
inexpensive  remedies.  I  think  my  colleagues 
have  already  dealt,  at  some  length,  with  the 
expensive,  and  with  the  forbidding  kinds  of 
remedies  which  are  available  to  tenants  right 
now.  I  can  certainly  speak,  with  some  feeling 
and  some  experience,  of  the  way  in  which 
the  courts  have  interpreted  the  law— I  think 
the  Speaker  will  agree  that  I  am  fully  back 
in  order  right  now— in  which  the  courts  and 

the  police  have  dealt— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Well,  the  hon.  member  is 
still  straying.  He  is  not  speaking  to  the 
amendments  in  the  bill;  he  is  speaking  to  the 
bill  generally,  the  general  original  bill. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  speaking,  Mr.  Speaker, 

of  the  way  in  which  the  courts  have  adminis- 
tered the  law,  and  that  is  full  within  the 

subject  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  No,  I  am  afraid  it  is  not.  No, 

I  am  afraid  it  is  not.  I  would  ask  the  mem- 
ber to  stick  to  the  amendments  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  speaking  to  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  bill,  and  one  of  the  principles 

is  the  way  in  which  people  shall  have  access 
to  the  courts,  and  the  way  in  which  tenants 

may  seek  redress  in  the  courts  against  the 
landlords.  There  are  certain  requirements 

which  are  put  out  here.  What  I  am  suggest- 
ing, Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  both  the  police  and 

the  courts  have,  in  fact,  acted  in  a  fashion 

which  has  been  consistently  anti-tenant,  and 

against  the  tenant. 
Possibly  I  could  quote  from  the  report  of 

the  Law  Commission  out  of  which  this  bill 

sprang,  which  stated  that: 
Evidence  which  we  have  obtained  to 

date  indicates  that  most  proceedings 
brought  by  tenants  under  the  provisions 
of  section  108,  have  been  private  prosecu- 

tions, because  generally  speaking,  Crown 
attorneys  have  refused  to  prosecute  on 
behalf  of  tenants.  Very  few,  if  any,  Legal 
Aid  certificates  have  been  issued  for  such 

purpose. 
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The  police,  when  asked  to  intervene,  have 
constantly  said  that  it  is  a  civil  matter  and 
have  generally  tended  to  refuse  to  intervene 
and,  therefore,  have  allowed  the  law  of  the 
jungle,  right  on  the  doorstep,  while  they 
have  allowed  the  so-called  self-help  reme- 

dies, which  are  condemned  by  the  Law 
Reform  Commission,  in  many  cases  to  con- 

tinue, and  left  it  up  to  the  tenant  to  go  to 
the  courts  in  order  to  seek  relief. 

When  a  tenant  is  on  the  street  in  midwinter 
with  his  furniture  and  seeking  relief  under 

this  Act,  that's  a  pretty  shoddy  way  to  deal 
with  tenants.  We  just  believe  that  the 
amendments  are  balanced  in  favour  of  land- 

lords. The  original  Act  was  tilted  very  heavily 
in  favour  of  landlords.  The  government 
should  have  come  through  with  a  funda- 

mental reform.  We  deplore  the  fact  that  it 
came  up  with  this  insignificant  and— just  a 
bad  kind  of  revision. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
East. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  Mr.  Speaker, 
just  very  brief  comments  in  relation  to 

amendments.  It's  not  my  role  here,  certainly 
to  defend  these  amendments.  I  think  prob- 

ably the  Attorney  General  could  do  that.  But 

it's  just  that  I— simply  being  a  lawyer  and 
possibly  not  having  dealt  with  the  law  as 
much  as  my  friend  from  Ottawa  Centre,  when 
he  talks  about— 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  you're  really  saying  is— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Another  pro-landlord  Liberal. 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  (Timiskaming):  He  is 
an  expert  on  nothing. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  listened  to  him— I  say  to  the 
member  for  Scarborough  West-^but  you  see, 
your  problem  on  that  side  of  the  House  is 
that  you  keep  dealing  in  absolutes  and  in  so 
doing  you— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We're  dealing  with  people;  I 
see  them  every  day. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Roy:  You  know,  a  typical  example 
that  you  gave— 

An  hon.  member:  The  hon.  member  doesn't 
know- 

Mr.  Roy:  —a  God-fearing,  honest,  tenant  all 
the  time  with  an  overly  enthusiastic,  miser 
landlord,  unprincipled.  These  are  the  abso- 

lutes that  you  keep  dealing  in. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Not  at  all. 

Mr.   Roy:   You  see,  that's  a  problem,  you 
lose  your  credibility  in  so  doing,  because  for 
those  of  us  who  have  worked  with  the  law- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  lose  your  principles. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Roy:  Lose  your  principles,  yes. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  only  reason  that  you're  in tenants  is  because  there  are  more  votes  there. 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Solicitor  General):  The 
hon.  member  for  Parkdale  will  find  out  who 
the  landlords  in  this  city  are. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  does  that  mean?  You're 

going  to- Mr.  Dukszta:  You  are  giving  me  an 
eviction? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No,  no.  The  little 

landlords,  and  he  knows  what  I'm  talking about. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  Gisborn  (Hamilton  East):  The  Solici- 
tor General  should  get  back  in  his  seat. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Get  back  in  your  cage! 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  Roy:  In  listening  to  the  comments  of 
some  of  the  members,  you  sometimes  think 
they  live  in  a  dream  world  of  absolutes.   I 
really  question  whether  the  hon.  member  has 
read  the  amendments.  There  are  safeguards 

in  the  Act,  and  anybody  who  is  going  to  sug- 

gest, for  those  of  us  who've  had  experience 
in  the  courts,  that  when  one  feels  he's  been 
prejudiced  by  the  short  period— the  four  days 
—and   goes   to   a  judge  for  an  extension  of 
time  under  these  amendments- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  If  he  gets  there  in  four  days. 

Mr.  Singer:  He'll  get  another  four  days- 

Mr.  Roy:  He's  got  another  four  days  and 
then  the  judge- 

Mr.  Singer:  —and  an  extension  of  the  time 
after  that. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  judge,  under  subsection  7, 
can  extend  the  time  further.  So  I  suggest  to 
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you  there  is  no  judge,  in  the  circumstances, 
if  a  tenant  felt  that  he  was  being  prejudiced, 

who  would  deny  him,  let's  say,  time  to  obtain 
legal  counsel- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  member  for  Ottawa  East 
is  living  in  a  dream  world. 

Mr.  Roy:  Yes,  a  dream  world.  It's  very 
interesting  when  the  member  for  Ottawa 

Centre  goes  on  to  talk  about  the  God-fearing 
tenants.  He  always  deals  in  absolutes  and  he 
lost  his  credibility  just  in  the  two  opening 
words. 

Mr.  Havrot:  Negative  since  the  day  he  was 
born. 

Mr.  Roy:  So,  I  suggest  to  you,  if  you  work 
with  the  Act;  if  you  work  with  the  Act  as 
some  of  us  have- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Roy:  —and  you  don't  always  take  one 
side.  Open  the  view,  open  the  windows  once 
in  a  while  and  look  at  the  other  people. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  There  are  more  God-fearing 
tenants  in  this  province  than  God-fearing 
landlords. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Roy:  Yes,  that's  why  you  keep  on  for 
the  tenants— that's  all  you  have— the  votes. 
You  see,  you  lose  your  objectivity,  your 
respect  for  yourself. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  the  hon.  member 
could  find  a  convenient  spot  to  break  his 
remarks? 

Mr.  Roy:  It's  going  to  be  difficult,  Mr. 

Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I'm  sure  it  would,  but  perhaps 
you  could  try. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  think  possibly  it's  a  good  time now. 

An  hon.  member:  You've  got  nothing  to  say. 

It  being  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House  took recess. 
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APPENDIX 

(See  page  4564) 

Mr.  Rowe,  from  the  committee  of  supply,  reported  the  following  resolution  which  was 
concurred  in  by  the  House: 

Resolved:  That  supply  in  the  following  amounts  and  to  defray  the  expenses  of  the 
government  ministries  named,  be  granted  to  Her  Majesty  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  March 
31,  1973: 

Office  of  the  Lieutenant  Governor: 

Office  of  the  Lieutenant  Governor  programme     $  55,000 

Office  of  the  Premier: 

Office  of  the  Premier  Programme     975,000 

Cabinet  Office: 

Main  office  programme       658,000 

Policy   development  programme       931,000 

Office  of  Provincial  Auditor: 

Administration  of  the  Audit  Act  and  statutory  audits     1,161,000 

Ministry  of  Government  Services: 

Ministry  administration  programme       2,107,000 

Provision  of  accommodation  programme      129,026,000 

Legislature   services   programme       6,365,000 
Supply  services  programme     5,588,000 

Payments  services  programme      10,104,000 

Ministry  of  Revenue: 

Ministry  administration  programme       2,644,000 

Administration  of  taxes  programme      11,811,000 

Municipal  assessment  programme     31,044,000 

Ontario    Housing   programme       165,324,000 

Ministry  of  Treasury,  Economics  and  Intergovernmental  Affairs: 

Ministry   administration  programme       3,642,000 
Central  statistical  analysis  and  services  programme     675,000 

Intergovernmental  relations  and  economic  policy  programme     1,717,000 

Finance  programme     147,223,000 

Provincial-municipal  development  and  services  programme     15,831,000 
Computer  services   programme       250,000 

Ministry  of  Correctional  Services: 

Ministry   administration  programme       4,220,000 

Rehabilitation  of  adult  offenders  programme     42,789,000 
Rehabilitation  of  juveniles  programme     20,447,000 

Probation  services  programme     5,487,000 

Ministry  of  Solicitor  General: 

Ministry  administration  programme      302,000 
Public  safety  programme     6,339,000 

Supervision  of  police  forces  programme     1,760,000 

Ontario  Provincial  Police: 

Administration    programme       2,089,000 

Criminal  and  general  law  enforcement  programme     30,471,000 
Traffic  law  enforcement  programme     34,387,000 
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Ministry  of  Agriculture  and  Food: 
Ministry  administration  programme       2,450,000 
Agricultural  production  programme      40,132,000 
Rural    development   programme       14,938,000 
Agricultural  marketing  programme     8,150,000 
Agricultural  education  and  research  programme     15,643,000 

Ministry  of  Industry  and  Tourism: 
Ministry  administration  programme       1,728,000 
Industrial,  trade  and  tourism  development  programme     12,808,000 
Ontario  Place  programme       5,400,000 
Ontario  Economic  Council  programme      375,000 
Industrial  incentives  and  development  programme      18,142,000 

Ministry  of  Natural  Resources: 

Ministry  administration  programme      18,049,000 
Land  management  programme      48,145,000 
Outdoor   recreation   programme       28,349,000 
Renewable  resource  development  programme     20,740,000 
Non-renewable  resource  development  programme     9,484,000 
Northern  affairs  programme     840,000 

Ministry  of  Education: 

Ministry  administration  programme      24,798,000 
Formal  education  K-13  programme     33,333,500 
Assistance  to  school  authorities  programme     1,152,002,500 
Special  educational  services  for  the  handicapped  programme     12,864,000 

Ministry  of  Health: 

Ministry  administration  programme       68,357,000 
Health  promotion  and  disease  prevention  programme     79,600,000 
Treatment  and  rehabilitation  programme     1,134,628,000 
Psychiatric  and  retardation  programme     218,014,000 
Ontario  Health  Insurance  programme      527,546,000 
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The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.m. 

Mr.  Speaker:  When  we  rose  at  6  o'clock, 
I  believe  we  were  on  second  reading  of  Bill 
205. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT  ACT 

(concluded) 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
East. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Prior  to  the  recess,  I  was  mentioning  some 
views  which  I  felt,  objectively,  had  been  put 
by  the  members  to  my  left,  dealing  with  the 
issues  of  this  particular  amendment.  They 
dealt  with  it  in  terms  of  absolutes  and  that 
one  cannot  reach  a  general  rule  out  of  the 
exception. 

Although  I  quite  appreciate  that  no  law 
is  perfect,  I  would  suggest,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that,  with  the  procedure  of  the  present  law 
being  so  cumbersome  for  the  landlords,  many 
of  the  landlords  were  not  even  respecting 
this  law,  and  were  trying  to  abuse  it  by 
simply  trying  to  bluff  their  way  with  a 
tenant. 

The  point  to  be  made  I  think,  is  simply 
this— that  if  a  law  is  unduly  harsh  or  un- 

conscionable for  a  particular  segment  of  the 
community,  efforts  will  be  made  to  get 
around  the  law  or  go  directly  without  using 
the  law.  I  am  saying  basically,  that  when  my 
friends  to  the  left  mention  that  this  law  is 
absolutely  unconscionable  for  the  tenants, 

they  haven't  considered  subsection  6  and  sub- 
section 7  which  I  call  the  saving  clause. 

Again  I  look  at  the  opening  section,  sub- 
section 2,  in  relation  to  the  notice.  It  seems 

to  me  that  the  notice  is  clear  enough  and  for 
an  individual  receiving  one  of  these  it  is  not 
unduly  harsh  for  him  to  go  down  to  the 

clerk's  office  and  write  out  his  dispute.  If 
that  should  not  be  the  case  or  if  he  should 

apply  for  a  lawyer— pardon  me? 

Mr.  I.  Deans  ( Wentworth ) :  He  is  hired 
to  write  it  out. 

Thursday,  June  29,  1972 

Mr.  Roy:  Come  on!  Just  going  down  to  the 

clerk's  office  and  saying,  "I  have  a  dispute 
because  of  this  and  this"?  The  clerk  can write  it  out  for  him. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  I  bet  he 

will!  He'll  put  his  heart  into  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Roy:  Yes,  but  you  see,  there  has  to  be 

some  effort- 

Mr.   Speaker:    Order,  please!  The  member 
for  Ottawa  East  has  the  floor  and  he  will 
address  the  chair. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it  is  ex- 
tremely difficult  to  get  any  form  of  con- 

sensus when  one  is  hung  up  on  absolutes.  I 

say  very  briefly,  I  think  there  was  a  mean- 
ingful attempt  by  the  Law  Reform  Com- 

mission to— 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Mean- 
ingful? 

Mr.  Roy:  Yes,  on  page  14.  The  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre  has  had  one  tenant  problem 
and  he  thinks  he  knows  it  all. 

On  page  14,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Law  Reform 
Commission  mentions:  that  to  overlook  this 
fact  is  to  jeopardize  any  meaningful  attempt 
of  maintaining  a  just  balance  between  the 
rights  and  obligations  of  persons  in  landlord 
and  tenant  relationships.  If  one  looks  at  sub- 

section 7,  if  a  tenant  has  not  had  his  hearing 

in  a  dispute,  or  couldn't  get  a  lawyer,  there 
is  always  a  saving  clause.  A  judge  may,  as 

it  says  here  under  subsection  6,  "extend  the 
time  for  bringing  in  a  motion." 

Mr.  Cassidy:  For  one  week- 

Mr.  Roy:  No!  By  more  than  one  week. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  By  one  week,  under  the 
amendments— and  that  is  all. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please!  The  member 
for  Ottawa  East  had  the  floor. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  member  for  Ottawa  Centre 

obviously    hasn't    read    the    law.    Maybe    he 
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should  stay  away  from  law  altogether,  be- 
cause obviously  he  hasn't  read  the  section. 

Mr.  Deans:  We  are  trying  to  avoid  law. 

Mr.  Roy:  Why  did  the  member  discuss  it 
in  terms  of  absolutes  if  he  is  trying  to  avoid 
the  law? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  law  is  in  favour  of  land- 
lords. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 

It  is  going  to  be  a  long  night— a  long  night. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it  is  very 

dangerous  when  people  don't  read  a  statute 
properly  and  then  get  hung  up  on  an  issue— 
and  then  are  not  even  prepared  to  have 
meaningful  dialogue  on  it.  If  one  reads  sub- 

section 7,  where  does  it  say  one  week?  Can 
you  answer  that? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Ottawa  East 
is  addressing  the  chair. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  amendment  limits  to— 

Mr.  Roy:  You  got  hung  up  on  an  issue. 

Mr.   Cassidy:   On   a  point  of  clarification, 

Mr.  Speaker- 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  (Timiskaming):  Sit  down 
big  mouth. 

Mr.  Speaker:  That  is  not  a  point  of  order- 

Mr.  Roy:  Where  is  the  one  week? 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Right! 

Mr.  Roy:  Obviously  the  member  hasn't 
read  subsection  7.  In  any  event,  Mr.  Speaker, 
in  closing  I  am  most  disappointed  by  the  sort 
of  narrow-minded  approach  taken  by  the 
members  to  my  left- 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Roy:  No,  well  obviously  I  am  not. 
The  point  is  simply  this,  Mr.  Speaker;  I 
think  all  of  us  have  seen  abuses  either  by 
landlords  or  by  tenants.  But  when  speakers 
get  up  and  brand  all  landlords  as  unconscion- 

able villains  and  all  the  tenants  as  God- 
fearing citizens,  I  think  it  is  highly  un- 

objective. 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  No,  no! 

Mr.    Deans:    Not    at    all,    we    are    simply 
saying- 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale. 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh,  oh,  here  we  go! 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  I  have  come 
back  especially  for  this  occasion. 

Mr.  Deans:  Would  the  member  for  River- 
dale  explain  what  this  bill  is  about? 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  want  first  of  all  to  engage 
in  a  little  dialogue  with  my  friend,  the  mem- 

ber for  Ottawa  East  (Mr.  Roy),  about  the 
meaning  of  the  bill.  What  we  are  talking 
about,  of  course,  is  God-fearing  landlords  and 
God-fearing  tenants. 

Mr.  Singer:  And  God-fearing  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  There  are  more  of  the  latter 
than  the  former. 

Mr.  Havrot:  He  is  a  loudmouth. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  often  talk  to  my  colleague, 
the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre;  I  have  very 
few  occasions  to  talk  to  my  friend  the  mem- 

ber for  Ottawa  East. 

Mr.  Singer:  You  should;  it  might  help  you. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Let  me  indicate  quite  clearly 
the  basis  on  which  we  reject  the  bill— and  I 
am  sorry  that  the  Attorney  General  (Mr. 
Bales)  is  being  distracted  by  the  House  leader 
(Mr.  Winkler)  at  the  present  time— because 
our  objection  to  the  bill  is  fundamental- 

Mr.  Singer:  They  are  listening. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
The  member  is  so  sensitive. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —and  we  want  to  indicate 
clearly  to  the  minister  responsible  for  the 
bill— after  dealing  with  our  friends  on  the 
right— that  the  bill  is  broad  in  principle  and 
that  the  minister  would  be  well  advised  to 
withdraw  the  bill  for  further  consideration. 

Now,  my  friend,  the  member  for  Ottawa 
East,  and  my  friend,  the  member  for  Downs- 
view,  have  indicated  certain  points  on  which 
they  believe  we  should  support  them  in  sup- 

porting the  government.  I  will  deal  with  the 
member  for  Ottawa  East  first,  because  the 
member  for  Downsview  is  leaving— and  111 
wait  until  his  return  in  order  to  deal  with  him. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  will  be  right  back. 

Mr.  Havrot:  Waffle  around  a  bit. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please!  We  will  deal 
with  the  principle  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  principle  of  the  bill  is 
embodied    in    the    views    expressed    by    the 
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member  for  Ottawa  East.  The  member  for 
Ottawa  East  indicates  that  he  believes  that 
the  normal  court  procedure  of  providing  an 
opportunity  for  a  judge  to  decide  whether  or 
not  four  days  has  been  sufficient  and  whether 
or  not  an  appeal  should  be  taken  from  that 
decision  is  adequate  to  protect  the  position 
of  tenants  under  the  Landlord  and  Tenant 
Act. 

Mr.  Roy:  It  is  a  party  motion. 

Mr.  Ren  wick:  That's  right.  So,  we  have  to be  somewhat  technical  about  the  law  of 
landlord  and  tenant  relations  because  it  is 
a  technical  problem.  What  the  minister  is 

proposing  is  that  there  be  a  four-day  origi- 
nating notice  of  motion.  For  those  of  us  in 

the  assembly  who  are  not  lawyers,  that  is 

the  court's  terminology  for  a  speedy  method 
of  commencing  proceedings.  The  minister  has 
proposed  an  originating  notice  of  motion 
returnable  in  four  days.  There  is  a  provision, 
if  a  decision  is  made  adverse  to  the  tenant 
because  the  tenant  has  not  responded  to  the 
technical  legal  requirements  of  the  bill,  for 
a  judge  to  determine  that  it  may  be  extended 
for  a  further  period  of  four  days.  Or,  if  my 
friend  from  Ottawa  East  is  correct,  for  a 
further  period  if  there  is  reasonable  cause  to 
set  aside  the  original  decision. 

What  we  are  talking  about  basically  is  a 
so-called  abuse.  There  is  no  evidence  either 
in  the  Law  Reform  Commission  report  or, 
apart  from  the  newspapers,  in  any  other 
area  that  I  know  about,  about  the  abuse  to 
which  landlords  have  been  subjected  because 
of  the  delay  in  obtaining  recourse  by  way  of 
regaining  possession  of  the  premises  because 
of  tenants  defaulting  in  the  payment  of  rent. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  going  to  limit  my  re- 
marks to  the  question  of  default  in  the  pay- 

ment of  rent.  There  are  many  other  problems 
related  to  landlord-tenant  relationships  in 
which  neither  the  landlord  nor  the  tenant 

in  any  specific  case  comes  off  scot-free.  Let 
us  deal  entirely  with  the  question  of  the 
default  in  payment  of  rent. 

I  would  suggest  that  the  reason  my  friends 
on  the  right  have  difficulty,  when  they  are 
confronted  with  human  rights  as  distinct  from 

property  rights,  is  that  they  can't  understand 
the  situation.  After  many  years  the  govern- 

ment of  the  Province  of  Ontario  decided  that, 
if  a  mortgagor  was  in  default  of  his  payments 
on  account  of  principal  and  interest  on  his 
freehold  premises,  a  mortgagor  could,  by 
serving  notice  that  he  contested  the  matter, 
protect  himself  in  his  possession.  He  could, 

if  he  chose  to  do  so,  make  his  payments  and 
bring  himself  again  into  good  standing  and 
restore  his  mortgage  to  good  standing  after 
a  declaration  that  the  whole  amount  of  the 

mortgage  was  due  and  payable. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  took  them  years  to  see  the 

light. 

Mr.  Renwick:  It  took  a  long  time  for  it  to 
permeate  through  to  the  members  of  the 
Tory  government  that  that  is  an  equitable 

and  proper  way- 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh,  come  on!  You  know  better 
than  that.  That  has  been  in  the  law  for 

many  years. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —by  which  people  could  be 
protected  in  their  possessions. 

Interjection  by  hon.   members. 

Mr.    Renwick:    Now   that   my   friend,    the 
member  for  Downsview,  is  here  I  want  to 

say- 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  I  am  back.  Go  ahead. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —to  him  that  my  colleague, 
the  member  for  Lakeshore  (Mr.  Lawlor)  and 
I  do  not  alter  in  one  way  the  support  which 

we  then  gave  to  the  member  for  Downsview 
for  the  one  particular  constructive  suggestion 

which  he  gave,  during  the  course  of  that 
Parliament  for  a  special  tribunal  to  deal  with 

the  questions  of  landlord-tenant  relations. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  is  because  the  member  might 

pretend  to  do  something.  Let  me  deal  with 
the  member  for  Riverdale. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  very 
carefully  to  say  that  we  in  this  caucus  still 
believe  that  the  difficult  social  relations  in- 

volved in  the  principles  of  landlord-tenant 
relationship  should  be  dealt  with  by  a  special 
tribunal  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  not  be- 

cause we  have  any  lack  of  confidence- 

Mr.  Havrot:  Buy  an  apartment  building 
and  get  the  facts.  Get  your  feet  wet  the  hard way. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —in  the  county  court  judges 

in  the  province,  but  because— 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  That  is  the 
longest  speech  the  member  for  Timiskaming 
has  made  in  the  House. 

Mr.  Havrot:  This  is  the  longest  speech  yet. 

Mr.  Deans:  And  he  is  an  expert  on  fairy 
tales,  if  ever  there  was  one. 
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Mr.  Renwick:  It  is  nice  to  have  my  friend, 
the  member  for  Timiskaming,  here. 

Mr.  Havrot:  I  am  glad  he  remembered 
Timiskaming. 

Mr.  Renwick:  We  are  very  pleased  to  have 
him  here. 

Mr.  Havrot:  I  am  pleased  to  be  here. 

Mr.  Deans:  Timiskaming  used  to  be  well 
represented. 

Mr.  Havrot:  It  is  better  represented  now. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  would  be  delighted  to  hear 

the  member's  comments  about  this  bill  a 
little  later  on.  It  has  been  very  nice  to  see 
him. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  is  so  far  off  in  the  corner 
he  may  disappear  in  a  moment. 

An  hon.  member:  He  never  gets  to  play 
in  the  game  but  sits  on  the  bench. 

Mr.  Havrot:  He  is  an  expert  on  nothing  so 
be  quiet. 

Mr.  Deans:  But  to  be  an  expert  on  nothing 
is  more  than  the  member  is! 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  it  was  any- 
body else  but  the  member  for  Timiskaming, 

I  would  ask  you  to  call  the  House  to  order 
but  it  is  so  seldom  that  we  have  the  benefit 
of  his  contribution,  either  sitting  or  on  his 
feet!  It  is  nice  to  have  him. 

Mr.  Havrot:  We  don't  have  to  listen  to  this 
garbage  to  get  things  done.  We  get  them 
done  in  the  back  rooms. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  having  indi- 
cated that  we  continue  to  support  the  mem- 

ber for  Downsview  and  that  we  bow  to  the 
legal  expertise  of  the  member  for  Ottawa 
East,  let  me  now  get  to  the  substance  of 
what  the  Tory  government  is  about  in  this 
bill  to  amend  the  Landlord  and  Tenant  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  the  Attorney  General 
if  he  will  now  pay  attention  very  carefully  to 
the  technical  legal  problems  which  are  in- 

volved in  the  amendment.  When  we  first  de- 
bated the  question  of  the  relationship  of 

landlord  and  tenant  in  this  Legislature  in 
1968  and  in  1969,  on  the  basis  of  the  report 
of  the  Law  Reform  Commission,  we  in  this 
party  welcomed  a  number  of  the  obvious  im- 

provements that  were  made  in  that  relation- 
ship. 

We  also  disagreed  with  the  proposition 
that  it  was  the  member  for  St.  George  (Mr. 
A.  F.  Lawrence)  who  was  responsible  for 
them  because  we,  of  course,  had  been  the 

ones  who  had  put  forward  the  original  ten- 
ants bill  of  rights  to  which  my  friends  on 

the  right  had  later  on  subscribed,  and  to 
which  the  Tory  government  ultimately  re- 

sponded. 
The  member  for  St.  George,  of  course,  isn't here  tonight.  I  recall  that  it  was  in  the 

newspaper  about  a  year  ago  that  the  mem- 
ber for  St.  George  indicated  that  this  abuse 

by  the  tenants  was  one  which  had  to  be 
corrected.  We  would  be  certain  that  when 
the  Law  Reform  Commission  made  its  next 
move  the  government  would  adopt  that  aspect 
of  it  which  would  revert  again  to  the  pro- 

tection of  the  landlord  at  the  expense  of 
the  tenant. 

I  am  suggesting,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  we  will 
oppose  this  bill  in  principle  because  there 
are  a  number  of  areas  affecting  the  relation- 

ship of  landlord  and  tenant,  all  of  which 
have  got  to  be  brought  back  into  the  pot  if, 
after  our  experience  of  about  two  or  three 
years,  we  are  going  to  adequately  assess  the 
problems  which  are  involved.  We  object  to 
the  government  selecting  one  specific  area 
in  an  endeavour  to  solve  that  particular 
problem  which  the  member  for  St.  George  be- 

lieved to  be  an  abuse. 

I  refer  the  Attorney  General  to  the  speech 
which  the  member  for  St.  George  made,  indi- 

cating quite  clearly,  that  if  there  was  ever 
any  amelioration  of  the  landlord-tenant  rela- 

tionship in  favour  of  the  tenant,  it  was  his 
doing.  I  am  suggesting  to  the  minister  that 
many  of  us  had  a  lot  to  do  with  the  ameliora- 

tion of  that  relationship. 

I  want  to  point  out  to  the  minister  that, 

inadvertently,  we  destroyed  tenants'  rights 
with  respect  to  the  situation  which  is  in- 

volved in  relationship  to  the  termination  of 
tenancies,  and  to  the  remedies  to  which  the 
tenant  has  available  to  him  if  he  should  be 
in  default  in  payment  of  rent.  The  other 
areas  can  only  be  explored  in  a  select  com- 

mittee of  this  Legislature  which  will  listen 
to,  hear  and  recommend  the  problems  which 
have  evolved  because  of  the  enactment  of 
the  amendments  to  the  Landlord  and  Tenant 
Act  which  we  enacted  in  1968-69.  We  in  this 
party,  and  I  make  this  first  point,  Mr.  Speak- 

er, are  not  prepared  to  accept  a  single  iso- 
lated amendment  to  correct  an  abuse  without 

another  overall  review  of  the  landlord-tenant 
relationship  on  the  basis  of  the  experience 
which  we  have  had  today. 
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Mr.  Havrot:  Attaboy! 

Mr.  Renwick:  Let  me  make  the  second 

point  and  let  me  make  it  in  a  very  technical 
sense,  but  equally  positively.  If  the  minister 
will  look  to  the  provisions  of  the  Landlord 
and  Tenant  Act  he  will  note  in  section  2  of 
the  Act  that  the  provisions  of  parts  I,  II 
and  III  of  the  Act  insofar  as  they  apply  to 
tenancies  of  residential  premises  are  subject 

to  part  IV,  and  that's  in  section  2  of  the  Act. 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  amendment  which  is  pro- 

posed is  to  part  IV  of  the  Act  which  deals 
with  residential  tenancies.  I  would  ask  the 
minister  if  he  would  also  refer  to  the  fact 
that  one  of  his  amendments  is  to  delete,  as  a 
protection  to  the  tenant,  the  provisions  of 
part  III  of  the  Landlord  and  Tenants  Act. 
The  provisions  of  part  III  of  the  Landlord 
and  Tenant  Act,  if  I  may  be  so— 

Mr.  Havrot:  Bold. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —bold  as  to  put  them  on  the 
record,  provide  for  a  method  by  which  per- 

sons can  have  an  inquiry  in  the  court  about 
their  rights  in  their  relationship  as  landlord 
and  tenant.  It  applies  to  a  very  specific  situ- 

ation, but  there  is  no  question  whatsoever 
that  the  judge  invoking  the  provisions  of 
part  III  can  conduct  an  inquiry  into  the 
relationships  between  landlord  and  tenant, 
which  by  the  amendment  proposed  by  this 
government  will,  in  the  future,  be  denied  to 
tenants.  I  suggest  to  the  minister  that  that 
inquiry  is  one  which  is  consonant  only  with 
a  concern  about  people,  and  that  the  Tory 
government  is  reverting  to  form  when  it  sug- 

gests in  this  bill  that  the  remedy  under  part 
III  will  be  eliminated. 

I  need  only  read  the  immaculate  English 
of  clause  2  of  section  76  of  part  III  of  the 
Landlord  and  Tenant  Act  to  indicate  to  the 
minister  what  this  government  is  depriving 
a  tenant  of  in  this  bill.  That  is; 

That  the  judge  shall,  in  writing,  appoint 
a  time  and  a  place  at  which  he  will  inquire 
and  determine  whether  the  person  com- 

plained of  was  tenant  to  the  complainant 
for  a  term  or  period  that  has  expired  or 
has  been  determined  by  a  notice  to  quit,  or 
for  default  in  payment  of  rent  or  otherwise; 
and  whether  the  tenant  holds  the  posses- 

sion against  the  right  of  the  landlord,  and 
whether  the  tenant,  having  no  right  to 
continue  in  possession,  wrongfully  refuses 
to  go  out  of  possession. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  language  of  that  section 
indicates  very  clearly  that  the  court  is  granted 
a  wide  power  of  jurisdiction  to  inquire  into 

the  relationship  between  landlord  and  tenant 
under  those  circumstances  set  out  in  part  III. 
The  minister  knows  very  well  that  his  bill, 
in  the  particular  section  of  the  bill  in  which 
reference  is  made  to  part  III  revokes  the 
protection  of  part  III  from  a  tenant  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario. 

So  far  as  I  can  tell,  if  my  memory  is 

correct  it's  in  clause  4  of  the  minister's  bill, 
and  we  will  try  to  deal  with  it  when  the  bill 
is  in  committee  because  it  says  quite  clearly 

that  the  words  "or  under  part  III"  are  struck 
out.  Therefore  this  bill  deprives  the  tenants 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario  of  whatever  the 
benefit  may  have  been  of  the  general  inquiry 
permitted  under  the  provisions  of  part  III 
of  the  bill.  And  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  the 
second  reason  why  the  members  of  this  party 
will  oppose  this  bill  in  principle. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  may  move  to  the  third 
reason  why  the  bill  should  be  opposed  in 
principle,  and  why  I  urge  the  minister  not 
to  fall  into  the  trap  of  hurrying  an  important 
piece  of  legislation  through  this  session  of 
the  Legislature.  Bearing  in  mind  that  the 
minister  is  not  going  to  face  the  electorate 
for  some  considerable  period  of  time,  he  will 
have  ample  opportunity  in  the  future  to 
ameliorate  the  wrath  of  the  landlord  if  he 
would  withdraw  this  bill,  as  he  has  other 
bills  in  this  assembly,  to  be  held  until  this 
session  reconvenes  in  September. 

I  would  point  out  very  thoroughly,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  third  reason  is,  that  if  we 
are  going  to  say  that  the  provisions  of  parts 
I,  II  and  III  of  this  Act,  insofar  as  they 
apply  to  the  tenancy  of  residential  premises, 
are  subject  to  part  IV,  I  would  draw  the  min- 

ister's attention  to  the  provisions  of  sections 19  and  20  of  the  Landlord  and  Tenant  Act. 

I  had  occasion  shortly  after  the  last  amend- 
ments to  the  Landlord  and  Tenant  Act  were 

passed  to  draw  this  to  the  attention  of  the 
ministry  for  consideration,  thinking  as  I  would 
at  that  time,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  they  would 
have  seen  the  equity  of  the  problem  which 
has  arisen.  They  have  opted  for  the  exclusion 
of  the  very  right  that  I  urged  upon  the 
ministry  to  maintain  for  tenants. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  provides,  in  section 

19,  that  the  term  "action"  includes  any  pro- 
ceeding under  part  III  and  includes  any 

proceeding  under  section  20.  What  does  sec- 
tion 20  have?  Section  20  has  the  ameliorating 

provision  that: 
When  any  lessor  is  proceeding  by  action, 

or  otherwise,  to  enforce  the  right  of  re- 
entry or  forfeiture,  whether  for  non-pay- 
ment of  rent,  or  for  any  other  cause,  the 
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lessee  may,  [and  it  spells  out  the  rights  of 
the  lessee] 

The  right  of  the  tenant  to  intervene  in 
the  proceeding,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
the  court,  in  its  equitable  jurisdiction  to 
relieve  against  the  strict  terminology  of 
the  ancient  Landlord  and  Tenant  Act. 

If  I  may,  in  that  immaculate  English  that 
only  subsection  1  of  section  20  of  the  Land- 

lord and  Tenant  Act  could  possibly  contain, 
I  would  like  to  repeat  it. 

Where  a  lessor  is  proceeding,  by  action 
or  otherwise,  to  enforce  a  right  of  re- 

entry or  forfeiture,  whether  for  non-pay- 
ment of  rent  or  for  other  cause,  the  lessee 

may,  in  the  lessor's  action,  if  any,  or  if 
there  is  no  such  action  pending,  then  in 
an  action  or  summary  application  to  a 
judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  brought  by 
himself,  apply  to  the  court  for  relief,  and 
the  court  may  grant  such  relief  as  having 
regard  to  the  proceedings  and  the  con- 

duct of  the  parties,  under  section  19,  and 
to  all  other  circumstances  the  court  thinks 
fit,  and  on  such  terms  as  to  payment  of 
rent,  costs,  expenses,  damages,  compensa- 

tion, penalties  or  otherwise,  including  the 
granting  of  an  injunction  to  restrain  any 
like  breach  in  the  future  as  the  court  con- 

siders just. 

That  is  the  equitable  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
that  was  available  to  a  tenant  under  the 
present  Act  as  it  was  at  the  time  we  intro- 

duced the  amendment  by  introducing  part  IV 
to  the  Act. 

That,  I  suggest  to  the  minister,  Mr.  Speaker, 
is  an  exercise  of  the  equitable  jurisdiction 
of  the  court,  sanctioned  by  the  Landlord  and 
Tenant  Act. 

What  has  happened,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  the 
third  reason  why  we  oppose  the  bill,  is  that 
that  particular  provision  of  the  Landlord 
and  Tenant  Act  is  no  longer  available  to  a 
residential  tenant. 

You  have  reduced,  by  this  bill,  back  to  the 
strict  rules  of  the  law,  the  relationship  be- 

tween landlord  and  tenant,  and  you  have 
eliminated  the  equitable  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  to  deal  on  a  broad  basis  with  the 
problems  which  arise  in  the  landlord-tenant 
relationship. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  Shame. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  come  back,  as  a  sub-point 
but  a  major  point  in  terms  of  point  4  as  to 
why  we  oppose  this  bill  in  principle.  In 
that  very  same  section  there  is  a  provision— 
and    this    is   why,    Mr.    Speaker,    I    referred 

to  limiting  my  remarks  to  the  question  of 
non-payment  of  rent;  there  is  the  provision 
in  the  Act.  In  section  20  of  the  Landlord 
and  Tenant  Act  there  is  the  provision  that 
is  correlative  to  the  right  of  the  mortgagor 
to  restore  his  mortgage  to  good  standing  by 
paying  up  and  to  continue  on  in  possession 
unaffected  by  the  fact  that  he  has  been  in 
default. 

In  subsection  4  of  section  20  of  the  Land- 
lord and  Tenant  Act,  there  is  this  ameliorat- 
ing provision  where  the  action  is  brought 

to  enforce  a  right  of  re-entry  or  forfeiture 
for  the  non-payment  of  rent.  The  lessee,  at 
any  time  before  judgement,  pays  into  court 
all  the  rent  in  arrears,  and  the  cost  of  the 
action,  the  proceedings  in  the  action,  are 
forever  stayed.  Subsection  5  of  section  20 
provides  that  where  relief  is  granted  under 
this  section  the  lessee  shall  hold  and  enjoy 
the  demised  premises  according  to  the  lease 
thereof  made  without  any  new  lease. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  appeal  to  the  member  for 

Downsview— who  doesn't  happen  to  be  in 
the  House.  I  appeal  to  the  member  for  Sar- 
nia  (Mr.  BuDbrook)  who  is  in  the  House, 
that  it  was  never  the  intention  of  those  of 
us  who  believed  in  and  supported  the 
amendment  to  the  Landlord-Tenant  Act  in 
1968  and  1969,  that  in  passing  that  Act  we 
were  depriving  a  tenant  in  a  court  action 
of  the  right  to  pay  into  court,  prior  to 
judgement,  the  rental  which  was  owing  at 
that  time,  and  to  stay  the  proceedings  and 
to  go  back  into  enjoyment  of  the  tenancy 
which  he  then  has. 

I  am  suggesting,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  if 
there  is  any  reason  for  retaining  that  pro- 

tection for  a  non-residential  tenant,  I  would 
like  to  hear  why  it  is  that  a  residential  ten- 

ant is  disentitled  to  the  protection  of  that 
provision.  The  bill  which  is  before  us,  and 
the  Act  as  it  presently  exists,  subject  only 
to  a  very  technical  legal  argument,  which 
is  what  I  raised  in  my  correspondence  with 

the  Attorney  General's  department  two  or 
three  years  ago  — the  past  Act  and  the 
present  Act  deprive  the  tenant  of  the  relief 
which  is  available  to  him  under  part  II  of 
the  Landlord  and  Tenant  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  that  the  bill  is  mis- 
conceived. The  minister  in  endeavouring  to 

deal  with  what  appeared  to  be  an  abuse, 
has  now  gone  back  to  a  strict  legal  inter- 

pretation of  a  procedure  which  is  to  be 

followed.  He  is  eliminating  the  tenants'  pro- 
tection under  part  III  of  the  Landlord  and 

Tenant  Act.  He  is  eliminating  conclusively 
the  inadvertent  result,  if  inadvertent  it  was 
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at  the  time,  of  the  tenants'  protection  under 
section  20  of  part  II  of  the  Landlord  and 
Tenant  Act.  It  is  perfectly  clear  that  there 

is  nothing  in  the  Law  Reform  Commission's 
report  which  would  indicate  that  any  valid 
hearings  took  place  with  respect  to  deciding 
whether  or  not  what  the  member  for  St. 

George  —  the  so-called  Provincial  Secretary 

for  Justice,  who  was  so  concerned  but  can't 
be  present  tonight— was  concerned  about  in 
landlord-tenant  relationship. 

I  am  saying  to  the  minister  in  all  good 
conscience  there  is  no  crying  need  to  pass 
this  bill  at  this  late  point  in  this  session  of 
the  Legislature.  It  would  be  wise  for  the 
government,  even  with  their  preponderant 
majority  in  the  Legislature,  to  withdraw  the 
bill;  to  refer  the  bill  to  a  select  committee 
or  to  a  committee  of  this  Legislature  when 
it  next  convenes,  to  hear  representations  by 
tenants,  landlords  and  any  other  person  who 
wishes  to  make  a  submission,  not  only  with 
respect  to  this  particular  problem.  I  have 
had,  as  my  colleagues  have  had,  individual 
situations  where  landlords  have  been  sub- 

jected to  interminable  delays  in  the  solution 
of  this  problem. 

I  ask  the  minister  to  reconsider  his  view 
and  not  attempt  to  deal,  in  an  isolated  way, 
with  one  supposed  abuse  when  there  is  a 
large  number  of  areas  which  require  his 

attention  in  this  bill  regarding  landlord- 
tenant  relationships.  That  was  the  fourth 
reason  why  we  opposed  the  bill. 

Then,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  fifth  reason  is 
very  clear.  At  the  present  time— and  I  can 
only  speak  for  the  jurisdiction  of  the  sheriff 
of  the  judicial  district  of  York— if  a  writ  of 
possession  is  issued,  thanks  to  the  humanity 
of  the  present  sheriff  of  the  judicial  district 
of  York,  the  question  of  the  execution  of  that 

writ  of  possession  is  one  in  which  he  exer- 
cises  a   non-judicial   discretion. 

There  are  people  in  my  area  and  in  my 
riding  who  have  had  the  benefit  of  the 
humanitarian  application  by  the  sheriff  of  the 
judicial  district  of  York;  of  the  fact  that  he 
has  in  his  possession  a  writ  of  possession  and 
he  endeavours  to  work  it  out  in  such  a  way 
that  the  landlord  of  last  resort,  my  friend  the 
Minister  of  Revenue  (Mr.  Grossman),  will 
have  an  opportunity  to  house  the  people 
without  putting  the  people  who  are  subjected 
to  the  writ  of  possession  out  on  the  street. 

Mr.  Havrot:   Good  man. 

Mr.  Renwick:  What  happens  now,  of 
course,  is  that  this  discretion  of  the  sheriff 

of  York— he  is  almost  a  legendary  figure,  in 
an  almost  totally  different  mould  from  the 
sheriff  of  Nottingham— this  discretion  is  going 
to  be  removed  by  this  bill.  This  is  the  fifth 
reason,  Mr.  Speaker:  the  bill  provides  that 
the  judge  may  order  that  the  enforcement  of 
the  writ  of  possession  be  postponed  for  a 
period  not  exceeding  one  week  and  such 
other  relief  as  may  be  equitable  in  the  cir- 
cumstances. 

That  is  Tory  legislation  at  its  worst.  They 
indicate  to  the  public  that  this  is  an  amelior- 

ating provision.  In  fact,  it  is  a  direction  to 
the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  York  that  if  he 
lets  a  writ  of  possession  exist  in  his  possession 
for  a  period  of  more  than  one  week,  he  will 
be  subject  to  severe  reprimand  in  the  exercise 
of  the  duties  of  his  office. 

Some  hon.  members:  Shame! 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  am  suggesting  that  there 
have  been  writs  of  possession,  which  for  very 
good  social,  humanitarian  and  equitable 
reasons,  have  sat  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  of 
the  judicial  district  of  York  for  considerable 
periods  of  time  because  of  his  concern  for 
the  people  who  are  involved  in  the  execution 
of  that  writ. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  we  impose  upon  a  judge 
the  requirement  that  he  can  only  postpone  a 
writ  of  execution  for  one  week,  in  the  absence 

of  adequate  public  housing  in  sufficient  quan- 
tities in  the  metropolitan  district  and  through- 

out the  Province  of  Ontario,  we  are  imposing 
an  intolerable  stress  upon  people  generally 
and  upon  people  in  my  riding  of  Riverdale. 
I  know  that  the  member  for  York  Mills,  the 
Attorney  General  of  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
if  he  would  think  about  it,  would  not  condone 
this  stress  for  one  moment. 

I  say  to  the  minister  that  if  there  was  ever 
a  situation  where  there  was  no  compelling 
need  to  carry  this  bill  through  the  Legislature, 
it  exists  now.  There  is  no  compelling  need. 

There  are  very  serious  inequitable  reper- 
cussions of  this  bill  which  have  got  to  have 

the  benefit,  as  was  accorded  by  this  govern- 
ment two  years  ago,  of  public  hearing  and 

public  discussion  about  a  difficult  area  of 
relationships  in  our  society,  the  relationship 
between  landlord  and  tenant.  I  urge,  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  behalf  of  this  party  and  for  those 
reasons,  a  reconsideration  of  this  bill  by  the 
minister. 

Mr.  Foulds:  That's  the  kind  of  Attorney 
General  we  should  have. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  participate  in  the  debate?  If  not,  the  hon. 
Attorney  General. 

Mr.  Foulds:  He's  almost  as  hilarious  as  the 
member  is. 

Mr.  Havrot:  Very  entertaining. 

Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  (Attorney  General):  Mr. 
Speaker,  this  report  was  developed  at  the 
recommendation  of  my  predecessor,  by  re- 

quest to  the  Law  Reform  Commission.  I  think 
he  used  good  judgement  when  he  asked  them 
to  study  it. 

The  present  legislation  came  before  this 
House  several  years  ago.  At  that  time  it 
brought  up  to  date  many  of  the  laws  in 
relation  to  landlord  and  tenant  that  needed 
to  be  changed.  There  were  many  benefits  to 
the  tenants,  as  there  should  be.  There  were 
restrictions  placed  upon  the  landlords  in  many 
cases,  as  there  should  have  been.  But  I  think 
that  the  statute  as  it  stands  today,  requires 
that  the  rights  of  landlords  and  tenants  as 
they  relate  to  the  recovery  of  possession  and 
other  disputes,  be  adjudicated  by  the  courts. 

I  recognize  that  the  hon.  members  for 
Downsview  and  for  Riverdale  have  recom- 

mended that  there  should  be  consideration  of 
other  tribunals,  and  perhaps  there  will  be  in 
the  future.  But  as  the  statute  stands  today, 
I  think  it  is  clear  those  rights  should  be  dealt 
with  by  the  courts,  and  I  think  they  are  being 
dealt  with  fairly.  But  there  is  need  for  change 
in  certain  respects. 

At  the  present  time  it  is  an  obligation  upon 
us  to  keep  a  balance  between  landlords  and 
tenants,  and  I  think  the  balance,  in  some 

respects- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is,  but  the  government  is 
not  doing  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  —needs  to  be  restored. 
There  have  been  abuses,  perhaps  on  both 
sides.  In  reference  to  recovery  of  possession, 
the  matters  have  gone  too  far. 

At  the  present  time,  no  mention  has  been 
made,  in  the  remarks  made  so  far  tonight, 
of  section  18  of  the  present  statute.  I  just 
mention  it  and  refer  that  to  you. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Section  what? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Section  18.  In  reference 

to  that- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Section  18?  There  is  no  sec- 
tion 18.  That's  the  one  the  minister  should 

have  written  in  the  Act. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  There  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  included  in  an  agreement  that  if  the  rent 
reserve  or  any  part  thereof  remains  unpaid 
for  15  days— thus  there  is  a  period  of  15 
days  before  any  action  is  brought— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Section  18- 

Mr.  Renwick:  On  a  point  of  order,  I  don't 

think  that's— Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  Act. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  —of  the  Act. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  He  is 
out  of  order. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right,  Mr.  Speaker,  yes. 

Mr.  Foulds:  What's  right. 
Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  There  is  a  period  of  time 

—of  15  days— and  as  the  law  stands  today, 
there  is  15  days  before  any  action  is  started. 
One  of  the  most  difficult  matters  in  refer- 

ence to  landlord  and  tenant  law  today  is 
the  protracted  delays  before  the  parties  can 
get  at  the  process  of  resolving  their  disputes. 
These  matters  just  remain  in  abeyance  and 

it's  only  adding  to  the  difficulty. 
Under  the  bill  before  us,  that  time  is  short- 

ened from  15  to  four  clear  days,  and  my 
hon.  friend  for  Riverdale  knows  the  meaning 

of  four  clear  days.  It's  a  longer  period  than 
just  four  days. 

Mr.  Foulds:  It's  when  the  sun  shines. 
Mr.  Renwick:  It  is  five  days. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It's  five  days,  at  least. 
Mr.  Renwick:  Yes,  it  is  longer. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  At  least. 

An  hon.  member:  What  happens  in  the  five 
days? 

Mr.  Foulds:  Does  it  include  weekends? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Then  the  motion  is  brought 
before  the  court.  We  have  simplified  the  pro- 

cedures by  this  bill.  The  person  can  then 
appear  in  court  or  can  file  a  dispute  up  to 
the  day  before.  Of  course,  if  he  files  no  dis- 

pute, takes  no  action,  the  decision  of  the 
court  must  be  served  upon  that  person  and 
that  requires  a  period  of  time.  After  service 
has  been  effected,  and  it  must  be  properly 
effected,  there  is  a  period  of  four  days  for 
him  to  bring  his  appeal. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  bear  in  mind  that  under 
section  7,  it  was  pointed  out  by  the  mem- 

ber for  Ottawa  East,  the  judge  can  again 
extend  the  time  if  he  sees  fit.  Again  under 

a  section  further  on,  "the  judge  shall  deter- 
mine the  landlord's  claim  and  may"  — 

clearly  remember  that— "may  make  an  order 
for  the  writ  of  possession." 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  all  of  these  things,  I 
think  we  are  restoring  balance  in  many 
ways  to  the  situation  between  the  landlord 
and  tenant. 

Mr.  M.  Hamilton  (Renfrew  North):  We 
all  agree. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  law  was  and  remains 
unbalanced. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No,  the  member  and  I 

don't  agree  on  that. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  fine;  why  doesn't  the 
minister  find  out  the  true  picture? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  member  doesn't 
know  the  true  picture. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  certainly  do. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  am  told  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Downsview,  for  example,  that 
his  would-be  federal  counterpart  in  his  own 
riding,  calls  the  present  Act  the  most  iniqui- 

tous Ontario  statute  yet. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Do  you  believe  that? 
That  the  Ontario  Landlord  and  Tenant  Law 

is  the  most  iniquitous  statute?  If  the  mem- 
ber believes  that,  he  is  in  far  greater  trouble 

than  we  think  he  is. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  There  should  be  better 
legislation  than  ours. 

Mr.  Renwick:  He  is  knowledgeable  about 
it  because  he  is  a  landlord. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  pay 
tribute  to  the  Law  Reform  Commission.  They 
have  undertaken  this  task,  and  I  think— 

Mr.  Renwick:  Listen,  we  are  not  asking 

that,  we  are  asking  the  minister— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  —and  they  have  given 
very  careful  consideration  to  it.  There  has 

been  talk  here  tonight  as  to  why  don't  we 
wait  for  a  longer  period  of  time.  The  Law 
Reform  Commission— and  I  made  certain  I 
could  ascertain  what  people  they  had  talked 
to— interviewed    a    great    many    people,    or 

at  least  had  correspondence  and  interviews 

with  a  large  number  of  tenants'  associations 
before  reaching  their  conclusions.  They  went 

into  this  matter  carefully.  They  saw  land- 
lords' associations  as  well. 

Mr.  Renwick:  As  well.  That's  significant. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Substantially  more  tenants' associations  than  the  others. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  don't  know  of  any  tenants' 
association- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  Ottawa  Tenants'  Associa- tion was  never  consulted. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  defy  the  minister  to  pro- 
duce evidence  that  the  tenants'  association- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  reports  listed  indicated 

that- Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  am  sure  that  there  are 

parts  of  this  bill  that  the  tenants'  associ- 
ations would  approve  wholeheartedly. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  But  not  a  court. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
hon.  leader  of  the  NDP  wanted  to  know  the 

other  day  when  I  was  going  to  bring  in  the 
amendments  to  this. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  minister  threw  in  a  little 
sweetener. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  There  is 
in  fact  one  amendment  in  the  bill— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  hon.  member  for 

Lakeshore  wouldn't  agree  with  the  member. 
He  would  tell  him  that  there  is  more  than 
that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  the  one.  On  a  point  of 
order,  Mr.  Speaker- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  have  been— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

An  hon.  member:  Sit  down. 

Mr.  Lewis:  There  has  been  a  suggestion  of 
a  difference  in  this  caucus- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

An  hon.  member:  The  member  has  only 
confirmed  it. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  simply  no  longer  true. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  member's  father 
agrees  with  him  anyway. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Not  very  often,  I'll  tell  you! 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker- 

Mr.   Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  There  is  one  matter  that 

I  want  to  mention  as  raised  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Riverdale,  because  I  have  a 

healthy  respect  for  his  views  on  matters- 
legal,  that  is.  He  referred  to  section  4  in  the 
bill  and  the  change  in  reference  to  part  III. 
I  think  it  important  to  bear  in  mind  that 
section  89  is  not  in  part  III;  it  is  in  part  IV 
of  this  bill. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  a  very  cogent  point. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  And  section  89  is  a  very 

important  section  on  provision  for  the  benefit 
of  tenants. 

Mr.  Renwick:  It  certainly  is  a  surprise  in 

here— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:   It  does  not— 

Mr.  Renwick:  Let  the  minister  read  it, 
then. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.    Mr.    Bales:    It  makes   the   covenant 

interdependent- 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  Renwick:  Let  Mr.  Speaker  read  it  and 

maybe  the  members  of  the  House  can  de- 

cide— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

An  hon.  member:  Does  the  member  want 

me  to  give  him  a  definition  of  it? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
given  careful  consideration  to  the  Law 
Reform  Commission  report.  I  said  before  I 

felt  that  they  had  done  a  good  job  and  from— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  doesn't  the  minister  read 
section  89?  Put  it  on  the  record. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes.  Read  it  into  the  record. 

Mr.  Renwick:  What  is  section  89,  Mr. 
Minister? 

Mr.   Speaker:    Order!   The  hon.   minister— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Let's  just  say  it  makes 
covenants  of  landlord  and  tenant  interde- 

pendent. 
Mr.  Renwick:  Point  of  order,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  Renwick:  My  point  of  order  is  that 
the  minister  did  refer  to  section  89  and  I 

would  like  to  read  it  into  the  record,  if  that 
is  a  valid  point  of  order.  Is  that  a  valid  point 
of  order,  Mr.  Speaker? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please!  If  the  hon. 
minister  referred  to  section  89  that  is  quite 
proper.  But  to  read  the  entire  section  into 
the  record  would  not  be  proper. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  explained 
the  meaning  of  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  challenge  the  minister  to 
read  it  into  the  record  in  a  comprehensive way. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  refer  to  the  Law  Reform 

Commission  report.  It  gives  rights  to  the 
tenants  that  they  did  not  have  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  the  Landlord  and  Tenant  law. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Read  the  Law  Reform 
Commission  report. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  have.  It's  a  very  disappoint- 
ing document. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Well,  the  member  spoke 
highly  of  it!  And  more  than  just  section  4, 

which  is  the  one  that  I  was  dealing  with— 

Mr.  Renwick:  He  can't  read  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  minister  is  copping  out. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No.  We  have  added  im- 
portant provisions  that  a  landlord  shall  not 

withhold  reasonable  supply  of  any  vital  serv- 
ice, such  as  heat,  fuel,  electricity,  gas,  water 

and  other  vital  services.  That  is  an  important 

thing,  it  clears  up  the— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  should  have  been  in  the 
Act  in  the  first  place.  It  is  the  crumbs  off  the 
table. 

Mr.  Renwick:  It  doesn't  necessarily  solve 
the  problem  though. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  the  section  on  which 

the  member  for  Lakeshore  and  I  agree. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  order!  The  debate 
across  the  floor  of  the  House  is  quite  out  of 
order.  The  hon.  minister  will  please  continue, 
through  the  Speaker. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  is  being  very  provocative, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Rhodes  (Sault  Ste.  Marie):  Throw 
them  out,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  cited 
one  of  the  sections  that  I  particularly  want 
to  draw  to  the  attention  of  the  members 

opposite.  I  think  that  there  is  much  that  is 
to  the  advantage  of  both  the  tenants  and 
landlords  in  this  bill.  It  will  help  solve  a 
number  of  disputes  and  avoid  protracted 
delays,  and  I  urge  the  members  to  support  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  member  for  Ot- 

tawa Centre  hasn't  had  a  winner  yet! 

Mr.  Havrot:  He  never  will  have  either. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  And  he  is  not 
going  to  have  one  now. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Before  I  place  the  motion, 

perhaps  I  might  be  permitted  a  brief  inter- 
ruption. The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  Centre 

has  brought  to  my  attention  that  we  have 
two  special  groups  of  visitors  with  us  in  the 
east  gallery  this  evening,  the  Community 
Homophile  Association  of  Toronto,  and  the 
Toronto  Gay  Action  group. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  will  thank  the  hon. 

member  to  stay  out  of  my  riding! 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for '  second 
reading  of  Bill  205. 

The  House  divided  on  the  motion  for 

second  reading  of  Bill  205  which  was  ap- 
proved on  the  following  vote: 

Ayes Nays 

Allan Burr 
Apps 

Cassidy 

Auld Deans 
Bales Dukszta 
Beckett Ferrier 
Bennett Foulds 
Bernier Germa 
Birch  (Mrs.) Gisborn 
Bullbrook Laughren 
Carton Lawlor 
Clement Lewis 
Downer MacDonald 

Ayes 
Drea 

Dymond 
Eaton 
Evans 

Ewen 
Gaunt 
Gilbertson 
Givens 
Good 

Grossman 
Guindon 
Haggerty 

Hamilton 
Handleman 
Havrot 
Henderson 

Hodgson 
(Victoria- Haliburton) 

Hodgson 

(York-North) 
Irvine 

Jessiman 

Johnston 
Kennedy 

Lane 

Leluk 

MacBeth 
Maeck 

Mcllveen 
McNeil 
Meen 

Miller 
Morningstar 
Morrow 

Newman 

(Windsor-Walkerville) 
Nixon 

(Dovercourt) 
Nixon 

(Brant) 
Reid 
Rhodes 
Root 

Rowe 

Roy 

Ruston 
Scrivener  (Mrs.) 
Singer 

Smith 
(Simcoe  East) 

Smith 
(Nipissing) 

Spence Stewart 
Timbrell 
Villeneuve 

Wardle 

Winkler 

Nays 
Martel 
Renwick 

Young— 15. 
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Ayes 

Wiseman 
Worton 

Yakabuski-66. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  ayes 
are  66,  the  nays  15. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading?  Committee  of  the  whole  House. 

Agreed. 

HOUSING  DEVELOPMENT  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  213,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Housing 
Development  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view. 

Mr.   Singer:   Mr.   Speaker,   I  note  the   ex- 
planatory note.  It  is  a  very  short  bill;  it  has 

five   lines   in   section    1,   which   is    the   only 
operative  section.  The  explanatory  note  is: 

The  amendment  authorizes  the  minister 

to  acquire  land  for  purposes  of  a  building 
development  as  defined  in  the  Act  and  to 
dispose  of  any  such  land  on   such   terms 
and  conditions  as  he  may  determine. 

Now  that  sounds  like  a  very  noble  objective. 
I  wonder  if  there  is  something  brand  new 
about  the  approach  of  government  to  the 
acquisition  and  disposal  of  land  and  if  really 
we  can  expect  and  believe  that  there  is  going 
to  be  something  brand  new  in  housing?  I 
would  most  appreciate  it  if  the  minister  could 
tell  us  what  the  real  objective  of  this  Act  is, 

because  it  certainly  doesn't  appear  on  the surface   of  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  participate?  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wouldn't  ask 
anybody  in  the  House  to  expect  such  a  sus- 

tained kind  of  statement  as  we  made  on  the 

last  bill.  As  far  as  we  can  read  the  bill,  what 
it  says  is  that  the  government  may  now  do, 
once  this  Act  is  passed,  something  that  it 
should  have  been  doing  for  a  very  long  time. 
That  is,  it  can  enter  into  the  field  of  building 
developments  through  the  acquisition  of  land. 
As  I  read  section  71,  as  it  stood  before,  it 

almost  got  that  far— but  wasn't  enough.  The 
government  has  now  seen  the  inadequacies 
of  the  former  bill.  It  is  only  very  recently 
that  it  has  begun  to  try  to  use  the  powers 

under  the  Housing  Development  Act  as  they 
were  meant  to  be  used.  Once  having  tried  to 

use  the  powers,  it  then  found  that  they  were 
inadequate. 

I  see  that  this  Act  was  initially  enacted  in 

1960  and  this  means  that  10  years— a  full 
decade— have  in  fact  been  wasted  by  the 

government  until  it  found  out  finally  that  it 
had  an  inadequate  Act— and  therefore  had  to 

present  this  amendment  that  we  have  before 
us  tonight. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 

to  participate?  If  not,  the  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Under  the  present  provi- 
sions of  the  Act-and  it  has  been  very  helpful 

over  the  years— it  requires  an  agreement  if 

there  is  a  joint  project  with  the  federal  gov- 
ernment. We  anticipate  that  there  will  be 

developments  in  the  future  wherein  the  prov- 
ince alone  will  be  involved.  For  that  reason 

we  need  the  additional  clause  to  be  added 
to  this  section. 

Many  of  the  provisions  there,  of  course, 

have  already  been  exercised  through  the  On- tario Housing  Corp. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Why  does  the  minister 

need  it  so  desperately  then? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  will  in- 
crease the  use  of  this  Act.  For  that  reason 

we  want  to  add  this  clause  to  give  the  prov- 
ince additional  authority. 

Mr.  Singer:  Is  that  why?  That  certainly 

explains  it. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading. 

Agreed. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  22nd  order,  com- 
mittee of  the  whole  House;  Mr.  Rowe  in  the 

chair. 

ONTARIO  MUNICIPAL  BOARD  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  175,  An  Act 
to  amend  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  175,  an  Act  to  amend 
the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  Act.  Are  there 

any  questions,  comments  or  amendments  on 
section   1? 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  When 

are  we  going  to  get  to  Timmins? 
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Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  ( Attorney  General ) :  Mr. 
Chairman,  before  we  commence  discussion  in 

reference  to  this  'bill,  I  would  advise  the 
members  that  I  am  going  to  propose  an 
amendment  to  section  2. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Ah, 
would  you  like  my  comments? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Well,  if  you  wish;  but  I 

have  given  careful  consideration  to  the  argu- 
ments during  second  reading  in  the  House.  I 

think  what  we  were  endeavouring  to  do  is 

right  and  proper  but  I  will- 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  all  right;  let's  hear  what 
your  amendment  is? 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  What 
is  the  amendment? 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Sarnia):  Let's  hear the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman:   Section  1  carried? 

Carried. 

The  hon.  minister  on  section  2. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  move  that  section  99  of 

the  Act  as  re-enacted  by  section  2  of  the  bill 
be  struck  out,  and  the  following  substituted 

therefor:  "99(1)  The  board  may,  with  the 
approval  of  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in 

Council—" 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  a  point  of 
order.  The  minister  unfortunately  sent  me  the 
wrong  amendment.  He  sent  me  the  one  on 
the  Jurors  Act.  If  I  could  have  the  one  on 
the  Municipal  Board  Act  it  would  be  more 
helpful. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  ( Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations).  Speedy  Muffler. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 

He  didn't  think  you'd  catch  on. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Secretary 
for  Justice):  He  had  it  all  the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  move  this  substitution: 

"The  board  may,  with  the  approval  of  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council,  make  regu- 

lations requiring  fees  to  be  paid  to  the  board 

in  connection  with  its  proceedings  and  de- 
scribing the  amounts  thereof. 

"(2)  The  board  may  from  time  to  time 
waive  or  remit  in  appropriate  circumstances 

all  or  any  portion  of  such  fees." 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Downs- 
view. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  com- 
mend the  minister  for  having  listened  very 

carefully  to  the  debate  on  second  reading?  I 
will  take  great  delight  in  tearing  up  my 
proposed  amendment  because  in  essence  he 
probably  worded  it  better  than  I  had  worded 
it.  He  has  captured  the  idea  of  our  criticism. 
We  will  support  the  amendment. 

Section  2,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  other  comments,  ques- 
tions or  amendments? 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Has  the 
minister  considered  the  proposition  set  forth 
in  McRuer  as  to  the  utilization  of  the  Su- 

preme Court  of  Ontario  in  the  regard  to  the 
business  of  using  it  as  the  agency  rather  than 

the  sheriff's  office  or  any  other  number  of 
things  for  enforcing  the  fees?  I  read  a  pas- 

sage from  McRuer,  if  you  will  remember  it, 
2031. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Can  I  ask  what  section  of 
the  bill? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Yes,  section  2. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  2  was  carried. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  afraid 

to- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  other  comments,  ques- 
tions or  amendments  to  section  3  or  section  4? 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  What 

are  you  doing,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  That  is  a  stupid  answer. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  the  bill,  as  amended, 
be  reported? 

Bill  175,  as  amended,  reported. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur)  Hold  it. 
What  kind  of  a  railroad  job  is  this? 

JURORS  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  182,  An  Act  to 

amend  the  Jurors  Act. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Now,  Vern. 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  no,  I  will— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Mr.   Singer:    I   will   defer  to  the   minister. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  He  is  going  to  take  credit 
for  this  one  too? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  bearing  in 
mind  the  situation  in  Toronto  where  we 

might  have  more  than  one  justice  presiding 
in  the  Supreme  Court  at  one  time,  I  have  a 

suggested  amendment  in  reference  to  section 
6  of  the  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  comments, 

questions  or  amendments  on  the  first  five 
sections? 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may. 

I'm  on  section  6,  the  one  the  minister  has 
introduced  the  amendment  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Let's  clear  up  the  first  five 
sections  first  of  all. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Do  you  wish  me  to  read 
the   amendment? 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  let  the  minister  read  it. 
Please  do. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  The  hon. 
minister  with  his  amendment  on  section  6. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  section  6  of  the  bill  be  deleted,  and 
that  the  following  be  substituted  therefor: 

6.  The  said  Act  is  amended  by  adding 
thereto  the  following  sections: 

51(a).  Where  a  judge  of  the  Supreme 
Court  considers  it  necessary  he  may  direct 
that  the  petit  jury  summoned  for  a  sitting 
in  the  Supreme  Court  be  divided  into  two 
or  more  sets  as  he  may  direct,  and  each  set 
shall  for  all  purposes  be  deemed  a  separate 

panel. 

51(b)  Where  the  judge  of  a  county  court 
considers  it  necessary  he  may  direct  that 
the  petit  jury  summoned  for  the  jury  sittings 
of  the  county  court  or  the  court  of  general 
sessions  to  the  peace,  or  both,  be  divided  into 
two  or  more  sets  as  he  may  direct,  and  each 

set  shall  for  all  purposes  be  deemed  a  sepa- 
rate panel. 

Mr.  Singer:  May  I  speak  to  the  amendment, 
Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Well  perhaps  I  should  place 
it  first. 

Hon.    Mr.    Grossman:    Dispense    with 
reading. 

the 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  com- 
mend the  minister  for  his  consummate  and 

abundant  good  sense  in  accepting  the  sug- 
gestion that  we  put  forward  on  the  debate 

on  second  reading?  Again,  I  have  great  pleas- 
ure in  discarding  and  ripping  up  the  proposed 

amendment  that  I  had,  and  advising  you,  sir, 

that  I  am  quite  prepared  to  accept  the 
amendment  as  suggested  by  the  minister. 

Mr.  Chairman:   Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want 

to  say  that  this  amendment  and  the  amend- 
ment previously,  put  the  lie  to  the  fallacy 

that  private  members  can't  affect  legislation. 
My  colleague  in  his  own  quiet  way  has  done 
that. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  motion  carry? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Chairman- 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  have  just  one  question  on  it. 
You  spoke  on  it  the  other  day  and  took  the 

position  that  you  wanted  to  begin  experi- 
mentally with  the  county  court  judges  on 

the  division  of  the  juries,  but  that  you  felt 
it  was  precipitate  or  unripe  to  proceed 
further,  before  you  knew  how  that  thing 
worked.  What  has  operated  in  the  meantime? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  considered  the  points 
that  were  made  here  by  the  members  of 
the  House.  Bearing  in  mind  that  in  Toronto 
there  may  and  will  be  a  number  of  justices 
of  the  Supreme  Court  sitting  at  one  time  in 
cases  involving  the  juries,  it  would,  I  think, 
expedite  things  if  we  were  to  provide  for 
a  division  of  the  panel  into  different  sets  in 
this  instance.  I  think  in  some  ways  it  would 

be  preferable  to  try  it  first  in  the  county 
courts  but,  on  the  other  hand,  I  have  done 
some  checking  with  court  officials  and  they 
feel  that  it  will  work  satisfactorily  as  well. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  It  will  expedite  matters  and 

disrupt— 
Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  They  concur  in  that  it 

should  help  expedite  matters. 

Bill  182,  as  amended,  reported. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Where  was  the  mem- 
ber for  High  Park? 

Mr.  Singer:  Welcome  back!  You  missed  the 
vote. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  Did  I  miss  a 

vote  again?  Damn  it. 
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CITY  OF  TIMMINS-PORCUPINE  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  195,  An  Act 
to  incorporate  the  City  of  Timmins-Porcupine. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  comments, 
questions  or  amendments  on  section  1  of  the 
bill?  There  is  an  amendment  to  section  2. 

Mr.  C.  Bennett  (Ottawa  South):  Yes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
South. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  section  2, 
we  wish  to  make  an  amendment  to  the  bill 
which  will  relate  to  adding  to  the  boundaries, 
or  to  the  new  city,  the  seven  townships  that 
lie  south  of  the  boundary  that  we  originally 
included,  sir. 

I  move  that  section  2  of  the  bill  be 
amended  by  striking  out  the  first  12  lines  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof: 

On  the  first  day  of  January,  1973,  the 
corporation  of  the  town  of  Timmins,  the 
corporation  of  the  township  of  Mountjoy, 
the  corporation  of  the  township  of  Tisdale 
and  the  corporation  of  the  township  of 
Whitney  are  amalgamated  as  a  city  munici- 

pality bearing  the  name  of  the  corporation 
of  the  city  of  Timmins-Porcupine,  and  the 
geographic  townships  of  Adams,  Black- 
stock,  Bristol,  Carman,  Carscallan,  Cody, 
Denton,  Deloro,  Eldorado,  Evelyn,  Ger- 

man, Godfrey,  Gowan,  Hoyle,  Jamieson, 
Jessop,  Kidd,  Langmuir,  Lumley  Loveland, 
Macdiarmid,  Macklem,  Matheson,  Murphy, 
Ogden,  Price,  Robb,  Shaw,  Thomas,  Thorne- 
loe,  Turnbull  and  Wark  and  the  portion  of 
the  town  of  Iroquois  Falls,  described  as 
follows,  are  annexed  to  such  city. 

Mr.  Chairman:  You  have  heard  the  motion, 
and  I  think  it  is  not  necessary  to  repeat  it. 
Shall  the  motion  carry? 

The  member  for  Cochrane  South. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  amend- 
ment, as  I  understand  it,  brings  in  the  seven 

extra  townships  that  are  in  the  district  of 
Timiskaming.  I  am  glad  to  see  that  the  parlia- 

mentary secretary  and  his  advisers  have  been 
able  to  bring  these  extra  townships  in,  because 
It  will  bring  another  operating  mine  into  the 
municipality  and  will  give  us  the  opportunity 
to  tax  the  Langmuir  mine. 

Since  we  are  stepping  from  the  district  of 
Cochrane  into  the  district  of  Timiskaming,  I 
wonder  if  consideration  has  been  given  to  the 
possibility  of  making  a  judicial  district  of  that 
part  of  south  Cochrane  that  this  new  munici- 

pality is  composed  of,  along  with  two  other 

municipalities,  Black  River-Matheson  and  Iro- 
quois Falls.  Now  that  you  have  gone  into 

another  territorial  district  to  form  this  munici- 
pality, it  would  seem  to  me  that  this  gives 

added  weight  to  a  judicial  district. 

I  wonder  if  you  are  going  to  make  repre- 
sentation to  the  Law  Reform  Commission  and 

the  Attorney  General  to  have  this  kind  of 
change  in  the  judicial  districts  coincide  with 
part  of  the  move  that  is  being  taken  by  the 
enlargement  of  the  municipality  as  embodied 
in  your  amendment. 

Mr.  R.  Gisborn  (Hamilton  East):  He  looks 
quite  nervous  tonight. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  sug- 
gest that  this  is  one  of  the  items  that  the 

steering  committee,  which  is  established  in 
the  Timmins-Porcupine  area,  can  take  under 
advisement,  and  we  will  take  a  recommenda- 

tion to  the  proper  department  to  have  it  re- 

viewed and  see  if  it's  a  possibility.  I  certainly 
wouldn't  rule  it  out.  Possibly  they  could  do  it. 

Section  2,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  section  3  there  is  a 

suggested  amendment. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Yes,  there  is.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
wish  to  make  an  amendment  which  will  be 
clause  6  of  section  3.  I  move  that  section  3  of 
the  bill  be  amended  by  adding  thereto  the 
following  subsection: 

In  the  event  that  a  general  election  is 
called  for  the  election  of  members  of  the 
Parliament  of  Canada  on  the  2nd  day  of 
October,  1972,  the  minister  may,  by  order, 
appoint  some  other  date  for  the  holding  of 
the  election  provided  for  in  subsection  3  and 
make  all  other  necessary  amendments  for 
the  incorporation  of  the  city  of  Timmins- 
Porcupine  and  the  matters  consequent  upon 
the  holding  of  an  election,  including  the  date 
of  election  of  school  boards  in  this  city. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  motion,  as  read, carry? 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  a 
couple  of  sections  before  that.  I  thought  he 
was  going  to  bring  in  that  amendment  to 

section  3,  but  he's  brought  it  in  to  section  6, 
I  see. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  6,  Then  we  can- 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Can  we  go  back  and  deal  with 
those  other  two? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes,  we  will  do  that.  We 
will  carry  the  whole  section  3  then? 
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Mr.  Ferrier:  No. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Pardon  me,  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  moved  that  as  subsection  6  of  section  3. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Right.  Shall  this  motion 
carry? 

Carried. 

Now  the  member  for  Cochrane  South  on 
another  subsection. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  I  want  to  ask  about  subsection 
4  just  to  get  it  clear.  The  parliamentary 
assistant  and  the  steering  committee  that  he 
met  with  last  Friday  did  come  to  a  definite 
agreement  as  to  the  wards  that  will  be  used 
for  voting  purposes  and  for  representatives 
in  the  new  municipality.  He  mentioned  one 
in  Mountjoy  and  seven  in  Timmins,  and  so 
on.  Is  that  firmly  fixed  and  can  we  depend 
on  it  that  there  will  be  no  juggling  around 
and  changes  with  none  of  this  election  at 
large  for  all  the  aldermen?  Is  that  a  definite 
commitment  that  you  are  prepared  to  make? 

Mr.  Bennett:  In  answer  to  the  member, 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  a  definite  position.  It's 
the  recommendation  of  the  steering  commit- 

tee or  the  intermunicipal  committee  that  we 
dealt  with  last  Friday.  Their  recommendation 
has  been  given  to  the  minister  and  the  minis- 

ter is  accepting  them  and  will  put  them  into 
the  regulations,  indicating  exactly  the  divi- 

sions that  they  asked  for. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  I'd  like  now  to  talk  about  sec- 
tion 5,  if  I  could,  which  is  the  referendum 

re  the  name  of  the  city.  The  people  who 
were  consulted  as  to  the  two  names  that  are 

to  go  on  the  ballot  were  the  mayor  of  Tim- 
mins and  the  reeves  of  the  three  municipali- 

ties plus  the  four  clerks.  They  are  the  ones 
who  presumed  to  talk  for  the  whole  area. 
You  have  taken  their  recommendations,  it 
appears,  for  the  names  to  be  chosen. 

These  heads  of  the  municipalities  did  not 
consult  with  their  own  councils.  There  has 

been  very  little  opportunity  among  the  peo- 
ple of  the  municipality  to  consider  other 

names  that  may  or  should  go  on  the  ballot 

for  consideration.  I  don't  feel  that  there  has 
been  enough  consultation  on  this.  It  may  be 
that  the  people  will  be  quite  happy  with 
these  two  recommendations,  Timmins  or 

Timmins-Porcupine,  but  I'm  inclined  to  feel 
that  it's  just  not  enough  consultation  and  it's 
with  just  eight  people.  They  haven't  had  a 
chance  to  consult  their  councils  on  that.  It's 
just  a  little  bit  too  hasty.  I  think  the  govern- 

ment is  trying  to  push  it  a  little  bit  too  fast 
in  this  regard. 

It  may  be,  as  I  say,  that  these  names  will 
be  acceptable,  but  I  think  there  should  be 
a  little  more  time  for  consultation  and  dis- 

cussion to  see  if  there  are  strong  feelings 
within  the  municipality  and  perhaps  to  try 
to  suggest  another  alternative  name  that 
might  prove  acceptable  to  the  people. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  be 
prepared  to  accept  the  views  of  the  member. 
I  will  be  meeting  with  the  steering  committee 
again  some  time  in  mid-July  and  I  think  it 
would  be  perfectly  in  order  for  us  to  defer 
the  number  of  names  that  will  be  on  the 
ballot  until  that  time.  It  is  not  a  decision  that 
has  to  be  made  tonight. 

The  position  of  how  the  name  is  to  be 
arrived  at  is  declared  in  section  5.  I  would 
suggest  that  I  will  take  back  to  the  minister 
the  recommendation  that  we  hold  it  open  and 

see  what  other  suggestions  might  come  for- 
ward at  our  next  meeting. 

The  Chamber  of  Commerce  or  other  groups 
that  may  wish  to  submit  suggestions  for  a 

name  can  do  this  through  the  steering  com- 
mittee, the  administrator  in  their  own  munici- 

pality or  directly  to  the  minister. 
We  are  not  bound  in  any  way  to  only  the 

two  names.  I  said  those  were  the  two  that 

appeared  to  be  unanimous  among  the  munici- 
pal representatives— and  there  were  about  10 

of  them  at  the  meeting. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Might  it  be  possible  for  the 
member  of  that  area  to  be  invited  to  the 
next  meeting  so  that  I  could  sit  in  on  the 
discussions  and  perhaps  make  a  contribution, 
or  at  least  to  know  what  developments  are 
taking  place? 

Mr.  Foulds:  He  would  undoubtedly  make 
a  contribution. 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  see  no  reason  why  the 
member  should  not  be  extended  an  invitation 
to  be  with  us  when  we  are  meeting  with  the 
local  people.  His  responsibilities  are  in  the 
community  and  I  will  see  to  it  that  an  invi- 

tation is  sent  to  him. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Foulds:  I  would  like  to  suggest,  Mr. 
Chairman,  when  they  are  getting  together 
the  names  for  this  municipality,  that  they  not 
get  into  the  bind  that  they  did  when  they 
selected  names  for  the  city  that  is  now  known 
as  Thunder  Bay  and  they  put  on  Lakehead, 
The  Lakehead  and  Thunder  Bay  as  the 

choices.  I  suggest  sticking  with  Timmins- 

Porcupine  perhaps,  but  don't  put  on  Timmins- 
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Porcupine  or  Porcupine-Timmins.  We  might 
get  a  split  vote  that  way. 

Mr.  Bennett:  The  suggestion  by  the  mem- 
ber is  well  made. 

Section  3,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  section  8— 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  have  a  suggested 
amendment  for  section  8.  Is  there  any  com- 

ment, question  or  amendment  before  sec- 
tion 8? 

The  member  for  Ottawa  South  on  sec- 
tion 8. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  section  8 
I  move  that  section  8(1)  of  the  bill  be 
amended  by  adding  at  the  /commencement 

thereof,  "the  Timmins  Community  Centre 
board  of  management."  For  some  reason  or 
other  it  was  omitted  in  the  printing. 

Section  8,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  next  amendment  sug- 
gested here  is  to  section  11.  Is  there  anything 

before  section  11?  If  not,  the  member  for 
Ottawa  South. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  under  sec- 
tion 11,  I  move  an  amendment  to  the  bill 

adding  thereto  the  following  subsection, 
which  is  (5): 

All  committees  of  adjustments  heretofore 
constituted  by  the  councils  of  the  town  of 
Timmins,  the  township  of  Mountjoy,  the 
township  of  Tisdale  and  the  township  of 
Whitney  are  hereby  dissolved  on  the  31st 
day  of  December,  1972,  and  the  council  of 
the  city  shall  forthwith,  after  the  first  day  of 
January,  1973,  pass  a  bylaw  constituting  and 
appointing  a  committee  of  adjustment  under 
section  41  of  the  Planning  Act. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  I  wonder  if  the  parliamentary 
assistant  could  tell  me  if  that  means  the 

council  will  act  in  this  capacity  or  will  they 

appoint  a  committee  of  adjustment?  I  didn't 
quite  catch  that. 

Mr.  Bennett:  The  amendment,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, allows  for  the  appointment  of  a  com- 

mittee of  adjustment  by  the  regional  council. 
All  other  committees  of  adjustment  fall  by  the 
wayside  as  of  Dec.  31  of  this  year. 

Section  11,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  section  12,  we  have  a 
suggested  amendment. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  line  with 
the  amendment  that  we  made  to  the  Sudbury 

and  Waterloo  regional  bills  relating  to  dis- 
posal of  assets  of  less  than  $5,000,  rather 

than  taking  them  through  the  Ontario  Muni- 
cipal Board,  we  now  say  that  they  have  to 

have  the  permission  of  the  minister. 
I  move  that  section  12  of  the  bill  be 

amended  by  striking  out  "Ontario  Municipal 
Board"  in  the  fourth  line  and  inserting,  in 

lieu  thereof,  "minister." 
Section  12  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  In  section  16,  we  have  a 

suggested  amendment.  Is  there  anything  be- 
fore section  16?  If  not,  the  hon.  member  for 

Ottawa  South  on  section  16. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Under  section  16(1),  the 

amendment  we  are  offering  is  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Education.  I  move  that  subsection  1 

of  section  16  of  the  bill  be  amended  by 

striking  out  "for  the  purpose  of  levying 
taxes"  in  the  first  line,  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "for  the  purpose  of  setting  rates  and 

levying  of  sums  of  money  for  rates  and  taxes." 
Section  16,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  have  a  suggested  amend- 
ment for  section  22.  Are  there  any  comments, 

questions,  amendments  before  section  22?  The 
hon.  member  for  Ottawa  South  witih  his 
amendment  on  section  22. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  under  section 
22,  we  move  that  section  22  of  the  bill  be 
amended  by  adding  thereto  the  following  sub- 
section: 

Subsection  6,  where  a  local  roads  area 
established  under  the  Local  Roads  Board  Act 
is  annexed  to  the  city,  the  local  roads  area 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  rural  municipality  for 

the  purposes  of  the  Municipal  Subsidies  Ad- 
justment Act. 

That  is  to  protect  the  grants  that  are  given 
to  a  township  for  road  construction  and 
maintenance. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  motion  carry?  The 
member  for  Cochrane  South. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Are  there  areas  of  road  that 
are  outside  the  new  municipality  that  were  on 
local  roads  boards  or  statute  labour  boards? 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  didn't  understand  the  ques- 
tion, Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  There  are  existing  statute  la- 
bour boards  and  local  roads  boards  that  are 
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being  disbanded.  Within  the  limits  of  the 
consolidated  municipality,  are  all  the  roads 
encompassed  or  are  there  portions  of  roads 
that  are  now  administered  by  a  local  roads 
board  outside  of  the  municipality?  If  there 
are  portions  of  road  outside,  what  do  you 
propose  to  do  with  them? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  there 
is  one  road  that  is  presently  administered  by 
a  local  roads  board  which  is  split.  The  balance 
of  the  roads  are  entirely  within  the  new  city 
of  Timmins-Porcupine. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Who  will  be  responsible  for 
the  portion  that  is  outside  the  municipality? 
Perhaps  there  may  not  even  be  enough  people 
to  adequately  keep  it  in  the  condition  it 
should  be  for  the  few  people  who  use  it.  Will 
there  be  any  special  consideration  given  to 
that  small  section  of  the  road? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  com- 
pletely aware  of  the  particular  section,  but  I 

would  say  that  we  would  look  at  it  and 
maybe  it  would  still  fall  within  the  local  roads 
board  established  to  that  one  particular  area. 

Section  22,  as  amended,  reported. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  next  amendment  I  have 
is  for  section  32.  Are  there  any  comments, 
questions  or  amendments  before  section  32?  If 
not,  the  member  for  Ottawa  South. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Yes,  I  have. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  which  section? 

Mr.  Ferrier:  I'd  like  to  ask  about  section  31. 
It  says,  "For  the  purposes  of  the  Public  Trans- 

portation and  Highway  Improvement  Act,  the 

city  is  deemed  to  be  a  town  municipality." 
Does  that  mean  that  by  making  this  designa- 

tion the  municipality  will  be  able  to  get 
higher  grants  for  road  work  and  so  on? 

Mr.  Bennett:  That's  exactly  right,  Mr. 
Chairman.  That's  why  the  clause  was  put  in 
there,  to  protect  outside  committees  now 
coming  into  the  city  with  their  grants  that 
they  have  had  over  the  past  number  of  years. 

Section  32,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
South  on  section  32. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  under  section 
32  which  relates— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  member  is  doing  better 
tonight. 

Mr.  Bennett:  —which  relates  to  the  board 
of  education.  It  is  a  rather  lengthy  amend- 

ment and  its  purpose,  sir,  is  to  bring  the 
dates  for  elections  into  line  and  for  the 
minister  to  establish  the  date  of  election  for 
them.  It  reads: 

Subsection  32,  section  30(a)  of  the  Second- 
ary Schools  and  Boards  of  Education  Act 

applies  to  the  election  of  the  members  of 
the  Timmins  Board  of  Education,  and  section 
90  of  the  Separate  School  Board  Act  applies 
to  the  election  of  the  members  of  the  Tim- 

mins District  Roman  Catholic  School  Board, 
except  that  notwithstanding  the  Municipal 
Election  Act  of  1972  in  the  year  1972: 

(a)  The  polling  date  for  the  members  of 
the  Timmins  Board  of  Education  and  the 
Timmins  District  Roman  Catholic  Separate 
School  Board  shall  be  the  second  day  of 
October,  and  the  hours  of  polling  shall  be 
the  same  for  the  municipal  elections  in  the city. 

(b)  The  minister  shall  by  order  provide  for 
the  nomination  of  candidates  for  the  Timmins 
Board  of  Education  and  the  Timmins  Dis- 

trict Roman  Catholic  Separate  School  Board 
and  may  by  order  provide  for  any  other 
matters  necessary  to  hold  the  election  for 
such  boards. 

(c)  Any  reference  in  such  sections  to  the 
first  day  of  September,  the  15th  day  of  Sep- 

tember and  the  first  day  of  October  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  referenced  to  first  day  of 
August,  the  15th  day  of  August,  and  the  first 
day  of  September  respectively. 

(d)  The  minister  shall  by  order  divide  the 
city  into  areas  to  provide  for  the  election  of 
one  or  more  members  of  the  Timmins  Board 
of  Education  and  the  Timmins  District  Roman 
Catholic  Separate  School  Board  in  each  such 
area  or  combination  of  such  areas. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  the  motion  carry? 
The  member  for  Cochrane  South. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  There  are  just  two  little 
things.  The  boundaries  of  the  present  school 
boards  are  different  from  the  boundaries  of 

the  new  municipality.  Now  there  was  men- 
tion made  that  the  Minister  of  Education 

(Mr.  Wells)  would  have  to  propose  amend- 
ments to  the— or  make  some  change— I  am  not 

sure  whether  through  legislation  or  regula- 
tion, to  enlarge  the  school  boundaries  to  coin- 
cide with  those  of  the  municipalities.  And 

is  that  done  in  this  Act?  Is  that  what  you 
are  doing  now? 

Mr.  Bennett:  The  amendment  that  I  just 

moved,  Mr.  Chairman,  allows  for  the  minis- 
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ter  to  adjust  the  boundaries  after  discussion 
and  consultation  with  the  Minister  of  Educa- 

tion, that  is  why  we  have  made  the  provision 
in  32. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  That  amendment  that  you  put 
forward  earlier,  about  the  federal  election 
maybe  interfering  with  the  date,  applies  to 
the  school  boards  too? 

Mr.  Bennett:  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Fine,  thank  you. 

Section  32,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  section  33.  The  hon. 
member  for  Ottawa  South. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Under  section  33  I  move  that 
the  bill  be  amended  by  adding  thereto  the 
following  sections: 

33(1)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
this  Act,  subsection  2,  for  the  purpose  of 
section  82  of  the  Highway  Traffic  Act,  the 
areas  in  the  city,  that  on  the  31st  day  of 
December,  1972,  form  part  of  a  town,  or 
township,  municipality  or  territory,  without 
municipal  organization  shall  be  considered  to 
be  continued  to  form  part  of  the  town  or 
township,  municipality  or  territory,  without 
municipal  organization. 

(2)  Notwithstanding  subsection  1,  the 
council  of  the  city  may  exercise  any  of  its 
powers  under  section  82  of  the  Highway 
Traffic  Act  in  respect  to  highways  under  its 
jurisdiction  or  control. 

And  that  sections  33  and  34  of  the  bill  be 
renumbered  sections  34  and  35  respectively. 

The  protection  in  this  clause  is  to  see  that 
the  speed  limits  that  have  been  established 
on  all  of  the  roads  are  maintained  until  the 
new  city  gets  around  to  readjustment,  if  that 
is  necessary. 

Section  33,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Bill  195,  as  amended,  reported. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  168,  An  Act  to 
amend  the  Environmental  Protection  Act, 
1971. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  168,  An  Act  to  amend 
The  Environmental  Protection  Act,  1971.  Are 

there  any  questions,  comments,  or  amend- 
ments on  section  1? 

Section  1  agreed  to. 

Mr.   Chairman:   The  hon.  minister  has  an 
amendment  for  section  2. 

On  section  2. 

Hon.  J.  A.  C.  Auld  (Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment): Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  that 

clause  (a)  of  subsection  1  of  section  8  of 
the  Act,  as  set  out  in  section  2  of  the  bill, 

be  amended  by  deleting  "commenced  to"  in the  first  line. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Would 
this  then  make  the  construction  of  any 
operation  an  offence  on  every  day  it  is  car- 

ried on? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  This  is  one  of  the  three 
amendments  that  are  involved  in  that  same 
part  that  we  discussed  this  morning  on 
second  reading. 

Section  2,  as  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  next  amendment  is  for 

section  16.  Are  there  any  comments,  ques- 
tions, or  amendments  before  section  16? 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  On 
section  3. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  section  3,  the  member 
for  Sandwich-Riverside. 

Mr.  Burr:  I  move  that  section  3  be 

amended  by  adding  after  the  word  "environ- 
ment" in  line  seven,  the  words  "or  carry  on 

any  activity." This  would  expand  the  section  to  cover 
not  only  contaminants,  but  any  activities 
which  may  spoil  the  environment;  such  as 
building  dams,  building  an  airport,  filling  a 
swamp,  changing  the  route  of  a  highway, 
straightening  streams. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Burr  moves  that  sec- 
tion 3  be  amended  by  adding  after  the  word 

"environment"  in  line  seven,  the  words  "or 

carry  on  any  activity." 
Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  men- 

tioned this  morning  on  second  reading,  we 
are  looking  at— in  the  provisions  which  are 
being  made  to  the  Act  for  next  year— com- 

bining the  pesticides  legislation  and  the 
water  resources  legislation;  sort  of  general 
environmental  matters,  along  the  lines  of— as 
again  I  mentioned  this  morning— the  direction 

we've  taken  in  connection  with  Hydro's  line 
and  the  Onakawana  lignite  deposits. 

But  at  this  point  in  time  I  would  not 

be  prepared  to  accept  this  amendment  be- 

cause it  is  a  very  broad  field.  I  don't  think 
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that  at  this  point  in  time  we  would  be  pre- 
pared or  able  to  have  the  kind  of  public 

hearing  which  this  would  imply  in  almost 
every   aspect   of   activities    in   the   province. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  We've  got  the  time. 
Section  3,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  section  7,  the  member 
for  Waterloo  North. 

Mr.  Good:  I  would  just  like  an  explana- 
tion under  subclause  2  regarding  the  notice 

to  the  municipal  clerk.  This  is  the  only 
section  in  the  bill  where  there  is  a  com- 

pulsory public  hearing,  and  deals  with  the 
establishment  of  waste  disposal  sites  that 
are  used  for  liquid  industrial  waste  and 
hazardous  waste  or  municipal  waste  of  a 
municipality  of  over  1,500. 

I'm  just  wondering  whether  the  provisions 
of  notifying  people  are  adequate.  I  brought 

it  up  on  second  reading.  I  don't  know  if the  minister  has  had  time  to  think  about  it. 
The  municipal  clerk  is  notified  along  with  any 
people  whose  lands  are  adjoining  the  in- 

dustrial waste  site. 

Well,  I  don't  think  that's  enough  notice. 
Don't  you  think  if  you're  having  a  public 
hearing,  there  should  be  advertising,  there 
should  be  at  least  the  same  provisions  that 
are  provided  in  other  types  of  hearings  where 
people  a  little  more  removed  from  the  ac- 

tual location  are  notified? 

Mr.  Foulds:  Good  point. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  reason 
that  it  is  in  the  hands  of  the  director  is 
because  around  the  province,  and  particu- 

larly in  some  of  the  less-settled  areas,  the 
question  of  giving  notice  perhaps  might  not 
be  carried  out  effectively,  say,  by  news- 

paper or  by  a  notice  in  the  post  office  or 

some  other  way.  It's  the  intent  of  the 
amendment  to  make  sure  that  people  in  the 
area  who  may  be  affected  are  notified,  and  it 
may  be  done  by  a  variety  of  methods. 

It  may  be  a  combination  of  newspaper, 
registered  letters  to  the  addresses  on  the 

voters'  list,  public  notices  posted  in  the  area, 
a  combination.  We  had  a  good  deal  of  dis- 

cussion about  this  in  the  ministry  as  to  the 
best  way  of  making  sure  that  adequate 

notice  is  given,  and  it's  my  own  feeling,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  as  the  amendment  now  in- 

dicates, we  have  fairly  wide  latitude  in  how 
notice  can  be  given.  I  think  that  we  can 
probably   more    effectively   do   the   job    that 

we  want  to  do  with  this  kind  of  latitude 
effectively  in  the  hands  of  the  executive 
director. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Act,  1970,  where  you  have 

the  hearing— at  discretion  of  course— but 
where  you  do  have  a  hearing,  it  provides 
under  section  37  that  there  be  advertising 
and  notification  given  for  hearings  when  they 

are  held.  Why  isn't  that  in  here? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
this  kind  of  a  hearing  where  we  may  have 
really  either  a  very  large  or  a  very  small 

operation  to  deal  with  and  a  variety  of  cir- 
cumstances, I  have  no  great  objection  if  you 

want  to  put  it  in,  say,  a  newspaper  of 

local  circulation.  But  I  don't  think  that 
that  will  always  make  sure  that  we  get  the 
kind  of  notification  that  we  want  to  get. 

Mr.  Good:  That  may  be,  but  it  is  a  mat- 
ter of  who  has  the  right  to  be  at  the  hearing. 

I  mean,  suppose  there  are  people  within  the 
area  whose  interest  is  more  in  the  protection 
of  the  environment.  There  are  many  groups 

like  that;  naturalists  and  Pollution  Probe— 
and  all  the  rest  of  them.  They  would  deem 
it  a  social  responsibility  to  be  at  the  hearing. 
Now,  if  the  hearings  are  going  to  be  held 
in  a  secretive  manner,  with  only  the  munici- 

pality and  people  whose  property  is  ad- 
jacent—you're not  going  to  get  public  input 

into  this  whatsoever. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
understanding  of  a  hearing  is  that  it  is 
open  to  the  public.  Who  will  be  heard  will 
be  up  to  the  terms  of  the  order.  I  think  the 
hon.  member  will  agree  that,  to  take  an 
extreme  example,  if  there  is  a  project  going 
on  in  Township  X  and  somebody  from  an- 

other province,  for  instance,  wants  to  come 
and  object;  and  say  50  people  decided  to 
come— you  might  have  a  hearing  going  on 
for  three  weeks. 

We  are  attempting  here  to  deal  with  the 
problem,  or  the  feelings  of  the  people  in 

the  area  directly  affected.  I  don't  think  this 
was  one  of  the  points  in  the  brief  that  the 
hon.  member  was  referring  to  this  morning. 

I  must  say  that,  while  there  is  provision 
for  any  one  to  attend— and  if  the  board  so  de- 

cides it  can  hear  anybody  who  attends— 
I  don't  think  that  we  would  want  to  say 
that  anyone  in  the  world,  or  any  hundreds 
or  thousands  of  people  in  the  world,  which 
it  could  mean,  in  effect,  might  be  heard. 
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My  giiess  is  that  the  board  will  hear  all 
those  who  have  legitimate  submissions  to 
make,  and  they  may  not  necessarily  be  people 
from  that  immediate  area.  But  my  under- 

standing is  that  a  hearing  is  open  to  the 
public— and  those  who  wish  to  be  heard  can 
be  heard. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Went worth):  How  would 
they    know    the    hearing   was    taking   place? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Well,  let  me  ask  the  hon. 
member  a  question.  Should  we  publish 
notices  nation-wide? 

Mr.  Deans:  No.  But  how  would  they  know, 
in  fact,  that  the  hearings  were  taking  place? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Well,  because  there  would 
be  adequate  notice  given  in  the  area  where 
the  project  is— 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  but  what  is  considered  to 
be  the  area?  The  area  surrounding  the  muni- 

cipality? The  municipality  and  its  environs? 
Or  the  street  immediately  adjacent?  What  are 
you  talking  about? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  It  would  depend  on  the 
area  and  the  kind  of  project,  Mr.  Chairman; 

this  is  the  point  I  am  raising.  I  don't  know 
that  there  is  any  way— and  we  had  great  dis- 

cussion about  this  in  the  ministry— of  specify- 
ing the  kind  of  notice  that  would  apply  to 

every  project.  If,  for  instance,  it  was  an  indus- 
trial waste  operation,  we  would  give  far 

wider  notice  than  if  the  township  of  X,  with 
a  population  of  400  people,  decided  that  they 
were  going  to  open  a  new  sanitary  waste  dis- 

posal area. 

Mr.  Deans:  Well,  let  me  ask  the  minister. 
You  say  in  fact  that  you  would  give  wider 
notice;  but  the  fact  remains  that  there  is  no 
guarantee  of  what  kind  of  notice  will  in  fact 
be  given.  There  is  no  way  of  telling  how 
much  notice  will  be  given. 

What  may  appear  to  be  a  relatively  local 
matter  could,  in  fact,  have  widespread  impli- 
cations. 

The  case  that  I  have  in  mind,  for  example, 
is  the  area  of  Ancaster,  represented  by  my 
colleague  from  Wentworth  North.  It  recently 
proposed  to  build  sanitary  sewers.  Now,  this 
may  not  fall  within  the  terms  of  this  Act, 
though  it  probably  could. 

Within  the  Act  it  could  well  be  decided 
that  only  the  people  in  the  immediate  area 
were  concerned  about  it;  but  in  fact  that 
may  well  have  opened  up  the  whole  area  for 
other  kinds  of  development,  which  would 
have   affected   the  total   region.   How  would 

you  make  that  decision  as  to  who  was  going 
to  be  told  about  the  hearing? 

The  way  I  see  it,  if  I  may  to  the  minister,  is 
this:  That  if  you  make  a  wide  announcement 
that  there  is  going  to  be  a  hearing  dealing 
with  a  particular  matter,  then  the  people  who 
are  concerned  will  make  the  judgement  very 
quickly  whether  or  not  it  is  of  vital  concern, 
average  concern  or  minimal  concern.  And  they 
will  make  their  representations  based  on  that. 

It  surely  is  better  to  let  them  have  their  say 
in  the  first  instance,  than  to  go  through  all  of 

the  big  harangue  that  you  go  through  after- 
wards with  people  who  have  something  legit- 

imate to  say.  People  who  didn't  know  the hearing  was  going  to  take  place  because,  in 
fact,  the  notice  was  given  only  to  a  selected 
few— not  intending  to  cut  others  out— but  who 
in  the  opinion  of  the  director  were  the  only 

ones  directly  concerned.  And  that's  the  prob- lem behind  my  thoughts. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Well,  I  don't  disagree  with 
what  the  hon.  member  suggests. 

Mr.  Good:  I  think  the  suggestion  is  very 
simple,  and  that  is  that  on  the  end  of  section 

33(a)  we  simply  add. "and  such  notice  shall be  published  in  a  newspaper,  having  general 
circulation  in  the  locality  where  the  waste- 

disposal  site  will  be  established"— the  same  as 
you  have  written  into  your  Environmental 
Act  in  the  only  other  section  where  you  'have 
public  hearing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't  dis- 
agree with  that— 

Mr.  Foulds:  Then  accept  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I  am  delighted  to  accept  it, 

but  I  don't  think  that  it  will  accomplish,  by 
itself,  what  the  hon.  member  has  suggested. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  am  prepared  to  concede  that 
it  may  not  by  itself  accomplish  that.  But  I 
think  that  if,  in  fact,  it  was  a  practice  that  was 
followed,  if  the  suggestion  of  the  member  for 
Waterloo  North  was  followed  that  where 
there  were  to  be  disposal  sites  established, 
that  in  fact  there  was  a  notice  placed  in  the 
press,  it  would  become  common  knowledge 
among  those  people  whose  vital  concern  it  is 
for  the  total  environment;  and  they  would 
begin  to  look  for  those  kind  of  notices  in 
certain  areas,  in  order  that  they  could  make 
a  judgement  as  to  whether  or  not  they  should 
make  representation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
accept  that,  providing  we  also  add  to  it, 
where  there  is  a  newspaper  of  general  circu- 
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lation,  because  there  are  some  parts  of  this 

province  where  there  aren't. 
Mr.  Chairman:  Can  we  have  a  copy  of 

that  please? 

Mr.  Good:  I  move,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  sec- 
tion 33(a)— subsection  33(a)  of  section  7,  be 

amended  by  adding  thereto  the  following 
words:  and  such  notice  shall  be  published  in 
the  newspapers  having  general  circulation  in 
the  locality  where  the  waste  disposal  site  is 
to  be  established,  and  taking  the  words  from 

your  other  "once  a  week  for  three  consecu- 
tive weeks." 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I  mention  that,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, because  we  could  be  in  a  position 

where  there  would  be  a  site  where  there  was 

in  somebody's  opinion,  or  some  legal  opinion, 
no  paper  of  general  circulation,  so  we 

couldn't  proceed. 

Mr.  Deans:  We'll  take  a  chance  on  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I  would  prefer  not  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  motion  as  pro- 
posed by  Mr.  Good  carry? 

Carried. 

Mr.  Burr:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  had  two  or 
three  other  amendments  in  this  section.  I 
presume  now  that  they  cannot  be  placed. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes,  this  one  carried. 

Mr.  Burr:  In  33(a). 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  one  carried— 33(a). 

Mr.  Burr:  This  is  in  33(a)(1);  that  one  was 
33(a)(2). 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes,  really  this  was  an  addi- 
tion to  it.  So  we  would  consider  something 

else  in  33(a),  yes. 

Mr.  Burr:  Then  I  move  that  section  7 
should  be  amended  by  deleting,  after  the 

word  "site"  in  line  six,  the  words: 
For  the  disposal  of  all  liquid  waste,  or 

hazardous  waste,  as  designated  in  the  regula- 
tions, or  any  other  waste  that  the  executive 

director  ascertains,  having  regard  to  the 
nature  and  quantity  of  the  waste,  is  the 
equivalent  of  the  domestic  waste  of  not  less 
than  1,500  persons. 

And  two,  adding  after  the  word  "approv- 
al," in  line  13,  the  words: 

Make  available  to  any  person  on  request 
the  plans,  specifications,  and  other  informa- 

tion received  by  the  director,  as  referred  to 
in  section  8(2). 

And  further  adding  after  the  word  "hear- 
ing," in  line  14,  the  words: 

At  which  any  person  may  make  presenta- 
tion with  regard  to  the  terms  and  conditions 

and  the  issuance  of  a  certificate  of  approval. 

And  three,  deleting  the  word  "fifteen"  in the  first  line  of  33(aX2)  and  substituting 

therefore  the  word  "thirty."  And  the  fourth amendment  would  be  to  delete  section 
33(cXD. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can't 
find  "site"  in  line  six. 

Mr.  Good:  Line  four. 

Mr.  Burr:  Well,  you  might  call  it  line  four. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Right,  yes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  far  as  the  first  amend- 
ment is  concerned,  I  really  am  not  prepared 

to  accept  that.  The  purpose  of  this  is  to  have 
public  hearings  for  those  sites  where  there  is 
likely  to  be  a  good  deal  of  use.  There  are 
many  areas  in  the  province— in  fairly  sparsely 
settled  parts  of  the  province— where  it  is 
highly  unlikely  that  there  would  be  any 
purpose  served  by  a  public  hearing.  It  is 
possible  for  a  public  hearing  to  be  required 
if  it  is  indicated  that  there  is  some  public 
concern,  but  in  just  matters  of  sheer  volume, 
I  think  that  we  would  be  working  to  no 

purpose. 
As  I  say,  I  would  hope  that  the  House 

would  believe  the  ministry  is  anxious  to  get 
public  acceptance  and  public  opinion  on  these 

things,  but  we  don't  want  to  so  tie  up  the 
administration  that  we  just  have  people  trav- 

elling all  over  the  country  holding  hearings 
where  it  is  advertised  that  a  fellow  sits  in 
the  town  hall  for  a  day  and  then  comes  home. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Those  in  favour  of  Mr. 

Burr's— 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  Those  in 

favour  of  Mr.  Burr's  motion  will  please  say 
"aye." 

Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion,  the  "nays"  have  it.  I  de- 
clare the  motion  lost  and— 

Mr.  Deans:  I  don't  think  much  of  your 
opinion,  if  you  want  to  know  the  truth. 

Mr.  Chairman:  —the  section  as  amended 
carried. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  could  I  ask  one 
further  question  in  that  section?  I  just  want 
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to  ask  a  question  of  the  minister  through  you, 
Mr.  Chairman.  Is  there  any  provision  for 
releasing  the  findings  of  the  hearings,  or  the 
facts  on  which  the  decision  was  made? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  The 
intention  is  that  when  a  hearing  is  held 
there  will  be  a  decision  made  and  the  reasons 
for  the  decision  will  be  included  with  the 
decision. 

Section  7,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  next  amendment  is  on 

section  16.  Is  there  any  discussion,  amend- 
ment or  question  before  section  16? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  subsection  12  of  section  46(a)  of  the 
Act,  as  set  out  in  section  16  of  the  bill,  be 

amended  by  inserting  after  "certificate"  in 
the  second  line,  "together  with  written  rea- 

sons therefor." 

Mr.  Chairman:  That's  in  section  16.  Shall 
the    amendment    carry?    Carried.    The    next 
amendment  I  have  is  on  section  23.  Is  there- 

Mr.  Burr:  Mr.  Chairman,  section  20— 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  section  20,  the  member 

for   Sandwich-Riverside. 

Mr.  Burr:  I  move  that  section  20  be 
amended  by  deleting  lines  28  to  35;  that  is, 
52(b).  The  reason  is  that  these  powers  of 
the  director  should  be  granted  only  in  cases 
of  emergency  as  already  defined. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Burr  moves  that  sec- 
tion 20  be  amended  by  deleting  lines  28  to 

35  in  subsection  52(b):  "such  powers  should 
be  granted  the  director  only  in  cases  of 

emergency  as  defined  elsewhere  in  the  bill." 

Mr.  Burr:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  might  point  out 
that  in  section  20(52)(a),  subsection  2,  it  says: 

"The  director  may  refuse  to  issue  or  renew  a 
licence  or  suspend  or  revoke  a  licence  where, 

in  the  opinion  of  the  director  .  .  ."  This  really 
gives  a  double  discretion  to  the  director. 

Why  is  this  weak  word  "may"  used  when 
it  is  in  the  opinion  of  the  director  in  the  first 
place?  It  seems  to  be  a  very  weak  wording 
to  give  the  discretion  twice.  Could  you  not 

at  least  say  "the  director  shall  refuse,  if  in 
the  opinion  of  the  director  . . ."? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I  am  not  sure,  unfortu- 
nately, Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  heard  all  that 

the  hon.  member  said  but  the  purpose  of 
this  section  seems  pretty  clear  to  me.  Because 
of  possible  emergency  situations  or  changing 

situations  I  feel  it  is  very  desirable  that  the 
director  have  these  powers. 

I  would  remind  the  hon.  member  that 
there  are  appeal  provisions  as  far  as  the 
actions  of  the  director  are  concerned,  but 

in  many  of  these  cases  where  fairly  imme- 
diate action  is  required  I  think  it  is  necessary 

to  have  this  kind  of  provision  in  the  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  those  in  favour  of  Mr. 

Burr's  motion  will  please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion,  the  "nays"  have  it. 
Mr.  Martel:  There  was  only  one  guy  who 

said  "nay,"  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  He  was  a  loud  one. 

I  declare  the  motion  lost  and  the  section 
carried. 

Any  other  comment,  question  or  amend- 
ment before  section  23?  The  hon.  minister? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  that 
section  57  of  the  Act,  as  set  out  in  section 

23  of  the  bill,  be  amended  by  deleting  "com- 
mence to"  in  the  first  line. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Deans:  Why  is  it  every  bill  is 
amended? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  The  hon.  member  perhaps 
was  not  in  the  House  this  morning  when  we 
were  doing  second  reading  and  there  was  a 
question  as  to  whether  this  clause— at  least 
these  two  words— would  restrict  the  authority 
to  only  those  things  that  were  being  started 
and  not  those  things  that  were  under  con- 
struction. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  minister  has  an 
amendment  to  section  24? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  clause  (a)  of  subsection  1  of  section  60 
of  the  Act  as  set  out  in  section  24  of  the  bill, 

be  amended  by  deleting,  "commences  to  con- 
struct, install,  establish,  enlarge,  extend  or 

alter"  in  the  first  and  second  lines,  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof,  "constructs,  installs,  estab- 

lishes, enlarges,  extends  or  alters";  and  that 
clause  (b)  of  subsection  1  of  section  60  of  the 
Act  as  set  out  in  section  24  of  the  bill,  be 

amended  by  deleting  "commences  to  con- 
struct, install,  establish,  enlarge,  extend  or 

alter"  in  the  first  and  second  lines,  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof,  "constructs,  installs,  estab- 

lishes, enlarges,  extends  or  alters." 
Motion  agreed  to. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  We  have  an  amendment 

to  section  31.  Is  there  any  comment,  ques- 
tion or  amendment  before  section  31?  If  not, 

the  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  section  31  of  the  bill  be  amended  by 
adding  thereto  the  following  subsections: 

clause  (e)  of  subsection  7  of  the  said  sec- 

tion 94  is  amended  by  inserting  after  "classi- 
fying" in  the  first  line  "containers,  packag- 

ing and/'  This  is  the  amendment  that  I 
mentioned  this  morning  in  connection  with, 
among  other  things,  the  disposal  of  3  qt  milk 

jugs. 

Mr.  Martel:  You  know  they  are  trying  to 

hold  up  the  House  with  all  those  amend- 
ments. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  motion  carry? 
The  member  for  Waterloo  North. 

Mr.  Good:  This  amendment,  if  it  is  what 
I  think  it  is,  is  great.  There  is  more  evidence 

coming  every  day  about  what  this  3-qt  dis- 
posal milk  jug  is  going  to  do  to  our  land- 

fill sites,  and  it  creates  $7%  million  of  extra 
cost  just  to  the  consumers  of  milk  alone. 
It  is  going  to  create  10  tons  of  extra  garbage 
in  Metro. 

I  think  that  the  Provincial  Secretary  for 

Resources  Development  (Mr.  A.  B.  R.  Law- 
rence), when  I  asked  him,  said  you  were 

looking  into  it.  You  have  indicated  you  are 
looking  into  it.  I  think  when  you  get  this 
amendment  through  you  should  get  on  with 
some  action  and  tell  these  people  that  we 

don't  need  this  three  quart  disposal  milk 
jug  in  Ontario. 

Mr.    Chairman:    Shall    this    motion    carry? 

Carried. 

Are  there  any  comments,  questions  or 
amendments  in  any  later  section  of  the  bill? 

If  not,  shall  the  bill  as  amended  be  re- 

ported? 

Bill    168,    as   amended,   reported. 

PLANNING  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  196,  An  Act 
to  amend  the  Planning  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  have  an  amendment.  Are 

there  any  questions,  comments  or  amend- 
ments before  section  10? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  there  are,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Mr.  Chairman:  What  section? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  I  must  say  that  you 
moved  terribly  smoothly  from  the  previous 
bill  to  this  one,  and  as  a  matter  of  fact  it 
was  in  a  soporific  tone  which  barely  roused 

me  from  my  concentration  on  this  afternoon's 
proceedings. 

Hon.  J.  W.  Snow  (Minister  of  Government 
Services):  Here  comes  the  instant  expert 

again. 
An  hon.  member:  Asleep? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  I  was  working  very  hard 
as  a  matter  of  fact. 

Mr.  A.  K.  Meen  (York  East):  Agreed. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am,  however,  just  trying 

to  find  a  copy  of  the  Act.  I  do  have  several 

amendments,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  we  pro- 

pose to  divide  the  House  on  these  amend- 
ments because  we  think  that  they  are  im- 

portant. However,  I  think  we  will  be  willing 
to  stack  the  amendments  rather  than  have 
them  one  by  one. 

The  first  amendment  that  we  would  like  to 

propose  is  in  subsection  1,  so  if  the  minister 
has  any  amendments  to  come  before  that  we 
bow,  of  course,  to  him. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  only 
one  amendment  and  that  relates  to  section 
10  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  In  that  case  for  section  1, 
I  would  move,  seconded  by  the  member  for 

Riverdale,  that  subsections  2  and  3  of  sec- 
tion 1  of  Bill  196,  An  Act  to  amend  the 

Planning  Act,  be  deleted. 

The  simple  purpose  of  this,  Mr.  Chairman, 
is  as  follows.  We  believe  that  this  move 

to  allow  municipal  councillors  to  be  a 

majority  on  planning  boards  is  premature, 
and  if  accomplished  ought  only  to  take 
place  after  a  very  thorough  review  of  the 
Planning  Act  as  a  whole,  and  we  are  not 

prepared  for  this  piecemeal  kind  of  move. 
For  those  members  in  the  Liberal  Party 

who  are  unaware  of  what  is  happening,  sub- 
section 3  of  section  4,  the  portion  that  is 

being  revised,  states  that  municipal  council- 
lors may  not  be  a  majority  of  a  planning 

board.  Elected  people,  that  is  citizens,  must 
be  a  majority,  and  the  municipal  people  must 
not  be  more  than  a  minority.  We  are  saying 
that  we  should  leave  that  in  its  present 
status,  by  deleting  the  subsections  2  and  3 
of  section  1  until  there  is  a  thorough  review. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Cassidy  has  moved  that 
subsections  2  and  3  of  section  1  of  the 
Planning  Act  be  deleted.  The  member  for 
Ottawa  South. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  explained 
this  afternoon  the  reason  why  the  govern- 

ment had  included  this  in  Bill  196  and,  to 
make  it  short  Mr.  Chairman,  we  do  not 
accept  an  amendment  to  either  of  the  sec- 

tions that  are  referred  to  in  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  member. 

Mr.  Martel:  Get  your  instructions  from 
Darcy. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  simply  to  say 
that  you  do  not  accept  is  an  arrogant  kind 
of  attitude  typical  of  the  government  but 
since  a  new  member  would  expect  some- 

thing better  from  the  minister- 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Ot- 
tawa South. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  it  might  be 

typical  of  the  government;  I  don't  think  it  is. 
I  went  through  it  this  afternoon  on  ques- 

tioning by  the  member,  and  two  or  three 
other  members  brought  up  the  same  section 

and  asked  for  clarification  of  the  government's 
position.  I  think  I  covered  it  explicitly  this 
afternoon. 

Mr.  Deans:  You  can't  remember  what  you said. 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  say  to  you  that  we  do  not 
believe  that  we  should,  as  a  province,  dictate 
to  the  municipalities  as  to  who  should  be 
on  their  planning  board.  This  is  an  optional 
clause,  it  allows  the  municipal  council  to 
decide— 

Mr.  Martel:  Just  who  their  chairman  is,  or 
their  administrator? 

Mr.  Bennett:  —whether  the  planning  board 
will  be  entirely  of  private  citizens  not  on 
the  council  or  whether  the  planning  board 
will  be  composed  of  all  members  of  council, 
or  whether  it  will  be  a  combination.  It  is 
wide  open  and  it  is  an  optional  clause  for 
the  municipality  and  we  are  not  dictating  to 
them. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Those  in  favour  of  the  mo- 

tion say  "aye." 

Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 
Shall  we  stack  this  one? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Stack  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right,  it  is  stacked  for  a 
future  vote.  Any  other  comments,  questions  or 
amendments  before  section  10? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  In  section  10,  Mr.  Chairman, 
there  was  not  a  satisfactory  explanation  from 
the  parliamentary  assistant  this  afternoon 
about  why  this  particular  amendment  was 
necessary.  It  appeared  very  strongly  to  us  as 
though  this  was  simply  a  means  by  which  the 
council  of  a  designated  municipality  would  be 

permitted  to  evade  the  whole  intent  and  pur- 
pose of  the  Planning  Act.  It  could  evade  the 

Planning  Act  by  receiving  an  official  plan 
from  the  planning  board,  and  then  making 
substantive  and  fundamental  amendments  to 
it  without  allowing  citizen  input  into  those 
fundamental  amendments. 

The  present  procedure,  of  course,  is  that  a 
planning  board  is  required  to  consult  with  the 
public  and  hold  public  hearings  and  so  on 
before  it  submits  an  official  plan  to  the  coun- 

cil, to  which  of  course  it  is  advisory.  Now, 
major  changes  to  the  official  plan,  also  by 
practice  if  not  by  law,  are  submitted  to  public 
hearings.  In  fact,  if  they  are  not  and  if  citi- 

zens object,  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  has 
been  in  the  practice  of  ordering  that  such 
hearings  be  made. 

There  is  a  kind  of  case  law  which  has 
developed,  Mr.  Chairman,  which  says  that 
hearings  will  be  held  that  the  public  will 
have  the  right  to  have  its  say,  that  if  the 

planning  board  or  the  municipality  don't  al- low the  public  to  have  its  say,  then  the  OMB 
comes  around  and  steps  in  and  ensures  that 
the  public,  that  the  citizens,  can  express  theii 
opinions  on  major  amendments  as  well  as  any 
official  plans. 

In  this  particular  case,  however,  the  govern- 
ment is  seeking  to  evade  the  whole  case  law 

which  is  being  erected  by  the  OMB  and 
which,  in  fact,  has  been  accepted  by  many 
planning  boards  around  the  province.  What 
the  government  is  saying  is  that  a  municipal- 

ity may  receive  an  official  plan  and  then  can 
do  absolutely  anything  it  wants  to  it  without 
having  further  public  hearings. 

If  you  want  to  take  the  example  of  the 
municipality  of  Metropolitan  Toronto,  they 
have  an  official  plan  which  has  not  yet  been 
submitted  to  the  minister  and  gone  through 
all  of  the  mill,  which,  as  the  Treasurer  (Mr. 
McKeough)  said  last  night  or  early  this  morn- 

ing, now  requires  substantial  review  and 
amendments.  It  may  well  be,  and  perhaps  the 
parliamentary  assistant  can  elucidate  on  this 
point,  that  this  section  is  designed  to  allow 
Metro  Toronto  to  evade  the  need  for  public 
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hearings,  which  apparently  have  been  one  of 
the  reasons  holding  it  back  from  seeking  to 
complete  its  official  plan  and  submit  it  to  the 
minister  and  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board. 

At  any  rate  this  kind  of  change  is  pretty 
major,  and  this  kind  of  change  is  the  sort  of 
thing  which  should  only  be  made  in  the  con- 

text of  a  thorough  review  of  planning  law  in 
the  province.  We  find  it  simply  unacceptable 
that  the  government  should  chip  away  and 
snip  away  at  planning  law  in  this  piecemeal 
fashion.  That  is  why  we  would  prefer  to  leave 
the  Act  as  it  stands  right  now;  to  leave  the 
present  power  of  planning  boards  to  propose 
amendments;  to  leave  the  present  situation  by 
which  municipal  councils  would  be  expected 
to  return  an  official  plan  to  their  planning 
board  for  further  consultations  with  the  public 
in  the  case  that  major  amendments  appear  to 
be  necessary,  rather  than  allowing  the  munici- 

pal council  to  do  anything  it  darned  well 
pleases  with  the  official  plan. 

For  that  reason  we  have  proposed  or  we 
are  proposing  that  section  2  of  Bill  196,  An 
Act  to  amend  the  Planning  Act,  be  deleted 
and  that  is  seconded  by  the  hon.  member 
from  Wentworth. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  The  member's 
motion  is  not  necessary.  You  simply  vote 
against  it,  if  you  are  deleting  the  whole 
section,  as  I  understand  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  either  way. 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  not  either  way.  This  is 
the  way. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Okay,  we  will  vote  against 
section  2. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  will  call  the  question 
then. 

All  those  in  favour  of  section  2  standing- 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes. 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  think  the  member  asked  for 
an  explanation.  The  interpretation  offered  by 
himself  is  correct.  At  this  time  it  has  never 

been  the  council  of  a  municipality's  position 
to  change  or  alter  an  official  plan  submitted 
by  a  planning  board.  They  have  had  one  of 
two  things  they  could  with  it,  Mr.  Chairman; 
either  accept  it  or  refuse  it  completely. 

The  situation  is  that  the  government  feels 
that  the  municipal  council  is  responsible  to 
its  electorate  for  the  planning  that  goes  on  in 
its  community  for  accepting  or  establishing 
an  official  plan  for  the  community.  We  have 

added  the  words  that  they  may  amend  "there- 
to as  the  council  considers  appropriate." 
I  think  the  member  is  well  aware,  and  the 

members  of  this  House  are  well  aware,  of  the 

fact  that  the  planning  board,  on  the  instruc- 
tions of  the  minister— and  it  has  happened  I 

think  in  every  case  of  the  past  where  an 
official  plan  is  being  dealt  with— the  planning 
board  has  held  official  public  meetings  to  hear 
the  input  from  the  citizens  of  the  community. 
The  situation  is  the  same  if  the  plan  is  offered 
and  there  are  amendments  made  by  council 
which  are  not  referred  back  to  the  planning 
board  but  sent  on  to  the  minister  for  his 
approval.  At  that  time  the  public  can  also 
request  from  the  minister  an  OMB  hearing 
to  review  the  amendments  that  have  been 
made  by  the  council. 

So  the  public  still  has  the  right  for  input 
and  decisions  relating  to  the  official  plan  and 
to  those  amendments  of  the  official  plan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  government  says  that  section  2 
should  remain  within  Bill  196. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't 
think  that's  adequate.  The  government  is  fall- 

ing into  the  trap  into  which  municipal  coun- 

cils have  fallen  as  well  in  saying,  "Well,  the 
OMB  is  there,  so  if  people  aren't  satisfied with  what  happens  locally  they  can  always 

run  up  in  front  of  the  OMB." The  fact  is,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  pretty 
tough  for  citizens  to  run  up  to  the  OMB.  In 
the  case  of  something  like  the  Metro  Centre 
hearings,  they  have  cost  tens  of  thousands  of 

dollars  for  citizens'  groups— for  CORA,  the 
confederation  of  ratepayers'  associations  in 
Toronto,  to  take  its  case  before  the  Ontario 
Municipal  Board.  There  should  be  the  oppor- 

tunity for  citizens  to  have  their  say  before 
things  get  to  the  pass,  the  court  of  last  resort, 
the  last  appeal  before  the  Ontario  Municipal 
Board. 

Mr.  Martel:  They  don't  believe  in  people 
participation.  It's  just  talk. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  correct,  that's  right. 
The  minister's  parliamentary  assistant  has  in 
fact  admitted  that  this  is  a  means  of  evading 
the  requirement  that  where  major  amend- 

ments are  made,  they  go  back  before  the 
citizens,  before  they  get  up  to  the  minister 
and  before  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board. 

Had  he  attempted  to  try  and  draw  a  line 
between  minor  technical  amendments,  which 

are  occasionally  necessary,  and  major  amend- 
ments, we  would  have  considered  that  at- 

tempt on  its  merits.  But,  instead  of  opening 
the  door  a  chink,  he  has  opened  it  wide  and 
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he  allows  municipal  councils  to  do  absolutely 
anything  that  they  please  with  the  planning 

boards'  work.  As  we  have  seen,  for  example, in  the  case  of  Metro  Centre  here  in  Toronto, 
municipal  councils  will  on  occasion  take  in- 

ordinate and  unjustified  advantage  of  that 
opportunity  and  should  not  be  allowed— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  we  place  the  question? 
The  question  is,  shall  section  2  stand  as  part 
of  the  bill? 

All  those  in  favour  of  section  2  standing  as 

part  of  the  bill  will  please  say  "aye." 

All  opposed  will  please  say  "nay."  In  my 
opinion  the  "ayes"  have  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

An  hon.  member:  Well  then  stack  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right,  we  will  stack  No. 
2  along  with  this.  I  will  make  note  of  it  on 
here. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is  easier  to  get  along  with 
you  than  the  past  Chairman. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  next  comment,  question 
or  amendment,  and  which  section  please? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  For  the  record  and  so  that 
Hansard  can  get  it  down,  the  newspaper  says: 

"Last  Day  Today."  It's  like  a  prediction  of 
doomsday,  you  know.  The  Tory  party  all  up 
on  the  mountain  there  waiting  for  midnight 
to  find  out  what  will  happen. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  section  5, 
I  would  like  to  make  an  amendment  unless 
the  member  for  Ottawa  South  has  got  an 
amendment  in  his  previous  section. 

In  section  5,  I  would  like  to  move  that 
section  5(l)(a)  be  amended  by  changing  the 

word  "exceeding"  in  the  second  line  to  the 
words  "less  than." 

Mr.  Chairman,  that's  a  very  simple  and 
straightforward  amendment  of  which  I  have 
already  talked  during  the  second  reading. 
The  effect  is  that  instead  of  putting  a  limit 
on  the  amount  of  land  that  may  be  reserved 
for  park  purposes  or  other  public  purposes, 
this  Legislature  should  say  through  the  Plan- 

ning Act  it  should  set  a  lower  limit,  a  mini- 
mum and  not  a  maximum. 

This  is  particularly  germane  in  the  case 
of  high  density  development  such  as  highrise, 
where  you   get  a   tremendous   concentration 

of  people  on  a  very  small  amount  of  land, 
and  where  at  present  the  municipality  is 
restricted  from  asking  more  than  five  per 
cent  of  the  land  or  five  per  cent  of  the  land 
value  from  the  developer.  In  fact,  it  may 
well  be  that  in  order  to  provide  adequate 
recreational  facilities  for  one  of  these  20- 
storey  monsters— these  20-storey  highrises— 
that  an  amount  of  land  equal  to  a  quarter  or 
a  third  or  even  50  per  cent  of  the  land  area 
of  the  development  is  necessary  and  is  re- 

quired for  park  and  public  purposes— 

An  hon.  member:  Right. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —and  in  that  case,  that  is 
through  a  cash  contribution,  or  through  a 
dedication  of  land,  the  developer  ought  to 
give  that  to  the  municipality.  Unless  this 
section  is  changed  it  is  not  possible  according 
to  the  Planning  Act.  Our  amendment  would 
have  this  section  read: 

That  land  to  an  amount  determined  by 
the  minister,  but  not  less  than  five  per 
cent  of  the  land  included  in  the  plan,  shall 
be  conveyed  to  the  municipality  for  park 
purposes,  or  if  not  in  a  municipality,  shall 
be  dedicated  for  park  purposes,  so  it  makes 
five  per  cent  the  minimum  rather  than  the 
maximum. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  say 
a  word  about  this.  I  think  that  the  amend- 

ment offered  by  my  colleague  is  one  of  those 
amendments  that  the  government  might  well 
accept.  I  think  we  have  all  seen  the  result 
of  the  poor  planning  that  takes  place  in  the 
provision  of  recreational  land.  I  know  that 
the  government  has  had  a  lot  of  difficulty 

over  land  right  in  the  area  of  Queen's  Park, 
not  very  far  from  here  on  Wellesley,  where 
developers  did,  in  fact,  try  to  beat  the  law 
and  provide  an  inadequate  amount  of  park- 

land in  accordance  with  the  development  that 
they  were  undertaking. 

It's  about  time  we  recognized  the  need  to 
provide  adequate  parkland  in  every  subdivi- 

sion being  undertaken  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario.  All  one  has  to  do  is  to  go  from 
municipality  to  municipality  and  to  look  at 
the  developments  that  have  taken  place  and 
the  children  who  have  no  place  to  go— the 
older  people  in  the  province  who  have  no 
place  to  go— and  the  lack  of  proper  facilities. 
I  think  the  amendment  would  bring  about 
the  kinds  of  changes  we  need  to  see  in  this 

province. 

Mr.  Martel:  He'll  say  no,  though.  He's  got instructions. 
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Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  afternoon 
when  I  spoke  on  second  reading  relating  to 
the  five  per  cent  and  the  change  in  this 
section  5— the  basic  change  that  we  are  pro- 

posing is  to  change  it  from  public  lands  or 
public  purposes  to  park  purposes.  I  indicated 
at  the  time,  that  the  five  per  cent  factor  is 
under  review.  There  are  a  great  number  of 

people  in  this  House,  and  I'm  sure  in  the 
different  municipalities  that  have  not,  or  do 
not  accept  the  principles  entirely  of  the  five 

per  cent  factor.  I've  been  warned  at  the 
local  level,  which  said  that  there  should  be 
a  review  and  upgrading.  I  assure  the  House 
that  this  entire  section  is  under  review,  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  we  will  bring  in  a  very  com- 

prehensive position  on  it,  I  would  hope  at 
the  next  sitting  of  this  House  and  I  do  not 

accept— 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Bennett:  —I  do  not  accept,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  amendment  that  is  being  offered  be- 

cause I  think  it  changes  the  section  entirely 
in  its  meaning.  At  this  moment,  we  offer  to 
the  members  of  this  House  that  there  is  an 
amendment  coming  to  this  bill  relating  to  the 
five  per  cent  factor.  I  have  not  had  the 
opportunity  in  the  short  period  I  have  been 
with  the  ministry  to  become  involved  in  the 
particular  one  under  the  five  per  cent,  but  I 
do  know  that  I  have  a  very  personal  concern 
to  see  that  it  is  amended  so  that  municipali- 

ties get  a  better  shake  from  developers  in 
their  community.  We  do  not  accept  the 
amendment,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  we  do  go 
ahead  with  describing  the  land  for  park 
purposes. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  member  for 
Ottawa  East- 

Mr.    Martel:     Or    somewhere,    it    doesn't matter. 

Mr.  Deans:  —says  that  the  government  is 
concerned.  The  government  always  seems  to 
be  concerned  about  everything  that  is  ever 
raised. 

Mr.  Bennett:  We  are  a  very  serious  gov- 
ernment. We  are  concerned  with  most  things 

in  this  province.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Deans:  That  always  appears  to  be  the 
position  put  forward,  but  this  concern  never 
seems  to  be  relayed  or  transferred  into  legis- 

lative action.  I'm  interested  to  know  from 
the  member  just  what  lands  of  review  are 
presendy  being  undertaken?  What,  in  fact,  is 
being  done  at  this  time?  What  can  we  look 

to?  What  lands  of  hearings?  What  kinds  of 
actual  structured  review  is  going  on?  When 
pan  we  honestly  expect  to  see  a  change  in 
something  that  has  obviously  been  wrong  for 
years?  What  is  going  on? 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  at  the  mo- 
ment, the  Ontario  Economic  Council  has  been 

asked  to  do  a  study  relating  to  this  section 
of  the  Planning  Act  within  the  planning 
division  of  the  Ministry  of  Intergovernmental 
Affairs. 

We  are  also  studying  industry  to  determine 
exactly  how  we  can  increase  the  allowance 
of  park  lands  by  developers  and  subdivides 
to  a  municipality.  There  are  many  factors 
that  have  to  be  taken  into  account. 

It's  not  just  quite  as  simple,  and  as  easy, 
as  some  would  like  to  think— that  it's  five  per cent  of  an  unknown  source.  Maybe  the  five 
per  cent  should  be  related  to  an  FSI  factor. 
Maybe  the  five  per  cent  should  be  related  to 
the  density  of  the  population  factor  that  is 

determined  by  an  official  plan  of  the  sub- 
division, or  lands  that  are  being  developed. 

I  am  not  saying  as  to  what  the  proper 

method  is  at  this  time.  I'm  saying  there  are  a 
great  number  of  avenues  open  for  review,  and 
the  department  is  doing  that  now  to  find  a 

better  way  of  supplying  lands  to  a  munici- 
pality for  park  purposes. 

And  I  did  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may 
add,  to  the  member,  that  I  would  hope  that 
at  the  next  session  that  we  would  have  an 
amendment  to  this  section  of  the  Planning 
Act. 

Mr.  P.  G.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):  The 
parliamentary  assistant  has  helped  to  change 
my  mind  for  me;  because  if  he  thought  that 
exceeding  the  five  per  cent  maximum  was 
outrageous,  then  there  is  no  reason  for  chang- 

ing it.  But,  if  they  are  thinking  in  terms  of 
changing  it  themselves,  then  the  amendment 
brings  certain  municipalities  up  to  the  stand- 

ard of  accepting  the  five  per  cent— and  doesn't preclude  others  that  want  to  exceed  the  five 
per  cent  from  doing  so.  So  why  not  accept it? 

Mr.  Deans:  Absolutely. 

Mr.  Givens:  I  just  don't  see  the  logic  of 
the  argument. 

Mr.  Deans:  Absolutely. 

Mr.  Givens:  It  keeps  the  five  per  cent  where 
it  is;  it  brings  the  lesser  ones  up  to  a  certain 
standard;  and  those  who  want  to  can  make 
it    higher— in    accordance    with    the    Ontario 
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Municipal  Board  ruling  on  Metro  Centre. 
The  Municipal  Board  ruled  that  the  park 
space  should  be  doubled.  This  is  the  edict 

of  a  non-elected  body;  so  obviously  the  think- 
ing in  the  province  is  of  a  nature  that  would 

indicate  what  my  learned  friends  over  to 
the  left  here  are  saying  is  so.  We  should  take 

cognizance  of  it.  Why  shouldn't  we  be  in 
the  van  of  an  idea  instead  of  always— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Nicely  put. 

Mr.  Givens:  —I  want  to  be  parliamentary— 

but  following  in  the  rear.  Let's  be  progressive. 
It's  a  Progressive  Conservative  government, 
so  let's  adopt  a  change.  There  is  no  harm 
done  to  anybody— and  it  acknowledges  that 
this  is  the  proper  principle  that  we  should 
adopt.  And  this  party  will  accept  that  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Cassidy  has  moved  an 
amendment- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  before  you 

put  the  vote,  I'm  just  a  bit  surprised  at  the member  for  Ottawa  South  who  states,  on 
the  one  hand,  that  he  wants  as  much  as  pos- 

sible to  give  the  freedom  of  decision  to  the 
municipalities.  Then,  we  come  along  with  an 
amendment  that  has  the  effect  of  giving  the 
freedom  of  decision  about  this  particular 

case  to  the  municipality.  We  don't  state  on 
what  basis;  whether  it  should  be  related  to 
FSI,  or  whether  it  should  be  related  to  land 
area— or  something  like  that.  All  we  say  to 
them  is,  there  is  not  an  upper  limit  and  they 
can  decide,  in  their  wisdom,  whether  to  have 
it  at  five  percent,  or  seven  per  cent,  or  50 
sq  ft  for  every  inhabitant— or  whatever  kind  of 
ratio  they  wish  to  determine.  Local  autonomy 

Mr.  Martel:  That  is  sensible. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —enshrined  in  this  amendment 
and  yet  the  government,  which  professes  to 
support  local  autonomy,  is  turning  its  back 
on  the  amendment.  I  find  that  deplorable 
and  indefensible.  If  you  believe  in  local 
autonomy  then,  in  fact,  the  member  for 
Ottawa  South  will  reverse  his  position  and 
will  support  the  opposition  in  putting  this 
amendment  to  the  bill  through— in  accepting 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Cassidy  has  moved  that 
section  5  be  amended  by  deleting  the  word, 

"exceeding,"  and  substituting  the  words,  "less 

than." 
All  in  favour  of  Mr.  Cassidy 's  amendment <*       ■>■> say    aye. 

All  those  opposed  will  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 

Mr.  Givens:  You  haven't  even  got  anybody over  there. 

Mr.  Martel:  They  don't  even  have  to  have 
anybody  to  reply  to  this  thing,  except  that— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Do  you  want  to  stack  it? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We'll  stack  it;  yes.  Even  for 
the  member  for  Ottawa  South— we  will  be  co- 

operative. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  any  other  section 
from  5  to  10? 

Section  6? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  section  6,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  move,  seconded  by  the  member  for 
Sudbury  East,  that  section  6  be  amended  by 

deleting  subsection  3.  And  that's  very  simple. 
Subsection  3  gives  to  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
in  Council  the  powers  to  make  regulations 
about  the  form  in  the  matter  of  giving  notice 
to  the  passage  of  zoning  bylaws,  otherwise 
known  as  restricted  area  bylaws.  These  powers 
have  not  been  used  and,  in  fact,  they  should 
have  been  used  in  order  to  broaden  the  pro- 

cedures to  set  the  framework  within  which 
municipalities  would  carry  out  their  planning 
responsibilities,  and  the  responsibilities  of 
notice  when  zoning  changes  are  proposed. 

That  is  why  we  cannot  support  the  gov- 
ernment in  deleting  these  powers  of  the 

Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council.  We  believe 
that  those  powers  should  be  left  in,  again 
pending  a  thorough  review  of  the  Planning 
Act.  We  have  not  heard  a  word  from  the 
member  for  Ottawa  South  who  is  piloting 

this  bill  through  the  House.  We  haven't 
heard  a  word  from  him  in  response  to  con- 

sistent suggestions  from  this  side  of  the  House, 
that  it  is  no  good  with  piecemeal  changes 
in  amendments  to  the  Act.  The  Act  itself 
deserves  thorough  scrutiny,  either  through  the 
select  committee  examining  the  OMB  or  else 
in  some  other  fashion,  and  it  should  not  be 
left  to  be  scissored  and  cut  and  patched  in 
the  manner  that  the  government  is  proceeding. 

I  therefore  move  that  section  6,  subsection 
3,  be  deleted  from  the  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Cassidy  moves  that 
section  6,  subsection  3  be  deleted  from  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  assistant  wants  to  speak. 
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Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  first 
of  all  say  to  the  member  that  if  he  had  been 
listening  this  afternoon,  I  did  say  that  the 
Planning  Act  should  be  completely  reviewed, 
and  I  offered  the  suggestion  to  this  House 
and  suggested  to  the  minister- 

Mr.  Deans:  What  do  you  mean,  if  he  was 
listening  this  afternoon?  Of  course,  he  was 
listening- 

Mr.  Bennett:  —  that  the  Planning  Act 
should  not  only  be  reviewed  by  the  provincial 
people,  but  we  should  also  invite  people 
from  the  local  municipality  to  sit  with  the 
department.  I  am  referring  to  planning  direc- 

tors and  solicitors  to  review  the  Planning 
Act.  Those  people  are  better  acquainted  with 
it  from  a  day-to-day  basis  than,  quite  often, 
the  people  in  this  provincial  operation.  I 
suggest  again  to  the  member,  and  to  this 
House,  that  it  should  be,  and  I  hope  it  will 

be,  within  the  intergovernmental  ministry's 
department,  that  we  get  on  with  a  complete 
review  of  the  Planning  Act. 

I  couldn't  agree  more  that  it  is  a  bad  way 
to  handle  Acts  when  you  start  piecemealing 
them.  This  Act  should  be  gone  over  from 
start  to  finish  so  that  the  municipalities  know 
exactly  where  they  stand,  and  that  the  sec- 

tions relate  to  the  problems  which  they  have, 
and  will  assist  in  the  development  and  the 
advancement  of  plans  on  a  much  more  rapid 
basis  than  we  have  seen  in  this  province  in 
the  past  few  years.  I  will  accept  the  amend- 

ment as  offered  by  the  member. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  sorry— you  will  ac- 
cept it? 

Mr.  Martel:  Right.  Sit  down  while  you're ahead. 

Some  hon.  members:  Sit  down  while  you're ahead. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  it  agreeable  that  section 
6  be  amended  by  deleting  subsection  3? 

Carried. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Has  anyone  got  anything 
before  section  10? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  so  stunned,  Mr.  Chair- 

man, I  can't  propose  anything  else. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members: 

Mr.  Bennett:  That  was  well  said. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  10— you  have  an 
amendment  on  section  10? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  magnanimity  of  the 
member  for  Ottawa  South  astounds  me  and— 

Mr.  Bennett:  The  comments  by  the  mem- 
ber for  Ottawa  Centre  are  well  said,  Mr. 

Chairman,  that  section  10  of  the  Act  be 
amended.  We  are  changing  the  period  of 
time.  I  move  that  section  10  of  the  said  Act 
be  amended  by  adding  thereto  the  following 
subsection: 

(2)  Section  14  of  the  said  section  42  is 

amended  by  striking  out  "14"  in  the  first  line 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "21,"  referring 
to  the  number  of  days  for  appeals. 

Mr.  Chairman:  You've  heard  Mr.  Bennett's 
amendment  to  section  10.  Carried? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  An  excellent  and  construc- 
tive amendment,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Carried. 

Mr.  Deans:  Oh,  come  on,  you  two.  Cut 
it  out. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  other  sections  bef ore- 

Mr.  Martel:   What  is  this?  A  mutual  ad- 
miration society  from  Ottawa? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  other  section  in  the 
bill  that  anyone  wishes  to  discuss? 

Mr.  Deans:  We  have  some  votes  stacked. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  we  have  a  few  stacked. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We've  stacked  the  votes. 

An  hon.  member:  Five  or  three. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  it  has  been 
suggested  to  me  by  the  House  leader  for 
my  party  that  in  view  of  the  conciliatory  atti- 

tude of  the  member  for  Ottawa  South,  which 
we  find  rare  but  welcome  in  the  House,  that 
possibly  members  of  this  party  have  made 
fairly  clear  our  attitudes  on  the  sections  of 
the  bill  to  which  we  are  opposed.  Therefore, 
since  there  may  be  some  other  substantive 
measures  on  which  we  might  divide  later, 
that  we  would  hold  over  the  stacking  of  the 
vote  on  this  bill  until  that  time. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Hold  them  over  until— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
Here  I  thought  you  were  going  to  say  you 

weren't  going  to  divide.  Why  don't  you  just 
say  not  divide? 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  Oh,  I'm  sorry.  The  member 
for  Wentworth  tells  me  that  is,  in  fact,  not 
possible.  So  therefore  we  would  allow  our 

objections  to  various  sections  of  the  bill— they 
will  be  reported.  And  we  withdraw  the  re- 

quest that  the  votes  be  stacked. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Unless  the 
member  for  Ottawa  South  wants  to  accept 
them  all  now? 

Mr.  Chairman:  You  withdraw  the  request 
for  a  vote? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  the  bill  be  reported 
as  amended  then? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  See  what  a  little  sugar  does, 
Claude? 

Bill  196,  as  amended,  reported. 

MUNICIPAL  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  201,  An  Act 
to  amend  the  Municipal  Act. 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  an 
amendment  to  propose  to  section  11. 

Mr.  Martel:  Why  don't  you  introduce  a 
little  more  legislation?  New  bills,  or  some- 

thing like  that? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  only  half 

listening.  I  didn't  hear  what  section  the  mem- ber was  to  amend. 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  is  section  11. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  I  wish  to  start  on  sec- 
tion 5. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  5,  the  hon.  member 
for  Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  This  is  Bill  201,  is  that  right? 
There  is  sort  of  a  preternatural  instinct  to  get 

on  one's  feet  these  days  with  all  these  munici- 
pal bills.  But  I  do  have  a  few  amendments 

if  it  is  201.  I  would  propose  that  section  5 
be  amended  to  read: 

Subsection  (2)  and  subsection  (3)  of  section 

28  of  the  said  Act  are  repealed,  and  the  fol- 
lowing substituted  therefor:  (2)  in  the  case 

provided  for  by  clause  (c)  of  subsection  (1), 
the  aldermen  shall  be  elected  by  general  vote, 
and  in  the  latter  case  the  number  of  aldermen 

shall  be  the  same  as  if  they  were  elected  by 
wards. 

Three  reads  as  in  the  present  proposal  be- 
fore the  House. 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  don't 
understand  what  the  hon.  member  is  propos- 

ing. He  referred  to  section  5,  I  thought. 

Mr.  D.  R.  Timbrell  (Don  Mills):  Don't 

worry;  he  doesn't  either. 
Mr.  Meen:  But  section  5  of  the  bill  bears 

no  resemblance  to  that. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  certainly.  The  present 
section  5  states  that  subsection  (3)  of  section 

28  of  the  said  Act  is  repealed,  and  my  amend- 
ment states  that  subsection  (2)  and  subsection 

(3)  of  section  28  of  the  said  Act  are  repealed 
and  the  following  substituted  therefor. 

Mr.  Deans:  He  has  added  another  section. 

He  has  taken  another  section  out  and  rewrit- 
ten it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  In  section  28. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  the  technicalities  of 
drafting  that  tend  to  obscure  the  intent  of 
what  one  is  trying  to  do.  But  the  Municipal 

Act  states  very  clearly  that  elections  in  mu- 
nicipalities shall  be  by  wards  except  in  two 

cases;  either  municipalities  of  less  than  15,000, 
or  where  it  is  so  decided  by  bylaw;  or  in 
municipalities  of  over  15,000,  where  it  is 
decided  by  bylaw. 

And  the  effect  of  this  amendment  to  section 

28  is  that  in  cities  of  a  population  of  over 
15,000,  that  the  elections  must  be  held  by 
wards.  If  you  will,  this  is  a  continuation  of 
discussion  that  the  member  for  York  East  and 

myself  and  others  had  during  our  discussions 
of  the  Municipal  Elections  Act;  where  this 
amendment  in  fact  was  not  in  order  as  it  is 
tonight. 

However,  it  is  our  view  in  this  party,  and 
I  will  state  it  very  simply,  that  in  larger 
municipalities  it  is  simply  not  good  enough 
and  not  democratic  to  permit  a  general  vote. 
It  may  be  tolerable  and  acceptable  to  the 
politicians,  but  it  is  not  fair  to  the  people. 

A  general  vote  in  a  large  municipality  has 
the  effect  of  favouring  the  upper  income  ends 
of  town.  It  has  the  effect  of  removing  the 

councillors  from  the  people  whom  they  rep- 
resent. It  has  the  effect  of  denying  representa- 

tion to  areas  of  town  that  are  poorer  and 
older,  in  favour  of  areas  of  town  that  are 

younger,  newer  and  more  affluent. 
There  are  generalizations,  Mr.  Chairman, 

and  yet  I  think  the  member  for  York  East  has 
been  involved  in  municipal  and  provincial 
politics  long  enough  to  be  able  to  agree  with 
me  that  again  and  again,  in  any  area  where 
he  has  examined  it,  these  generalizations  are 
borne  out  by  the  facts.  That  is,  that  a  general 
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vote  inhibits  candidacies  from  the  poorer  and 
older  areas  of  town;  inhibits  true  community 
representation,  destroys  participation  in  the 
community  spirit;  and  tends  to  perpetuate 
people  in  office,  purely  because  they  can  run 
on  a  slate. 

It  also  prevents  people  from  aspiring  to 
office  because  of  the  costs  of  campaigning  on 
a  general  basis  which  is  much  more  costly, 
of  course,  than  running  for  office  on  a  ward 
basis. 

The  only  real  objection  to  voting  on  a 
ward  basis  is  the  objection  of  parochialism. 
I  think,  with  all  of  the  reforms  which  the 
government  is  making— many  which  we  have 
supported— to  municipal  government  to  make 
it  more  meaningful  and  more  powerful,  the 
calibre  of  candidates  coming  forward  and 
who  will  be  elected  for  municipal  govern- 

ments, will  rise  and  is  going  to  rise.  The 
parochialism  that  people  think  about  is  10  or 
20  years  old.  In  fact,  there  is  beginning  to 
grow  in  local  councils,  the  kind  of  vision  and 
foresight  which  one  would  have  hoped  for 
many  years  ago. 

That  is  why  we  are  proposing  this  amend- 
ment, which  will  have  the  effect  of  requir- 

ing that  elections  to  municipal  councils  be 
held  in  wards  in  cities  of  over  15,000  people. 

Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  one  principle 
behind  this  bill  is  that  it  constitutes  amend- 

ments to  the  Municipal  Act  to  bring  that  Act 
into  line  with  similar  amendments  made  at 
the  same  session  by  the  Municipal  Elections 
Act. 

Any  suggestion  that  we  would,  in  this  bill, 
amend  this  section  to  make  such  a  provision, 

is  quite  out  of  order.  I  don't  propose  to  enter- 
tain any  such  amendment  to  this  section. 

Mr.  Deans:  What  do  you  mean  it  is  out  of 
order? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  What  do  you  mean  it  is  out 
of  order? 

Mr.  Deans:  I  would  like  to  ask  what,  in 
fact,  the  parliamentary  assistant  means  by 
saying  that  it  is  out  of  order?  It  may  not  be 
acceptable- 

Mr.  Meen:  It  is  perfectly  obvious  why  it 
is  out  of  order.  The  principle  of  this  bill  is 
to  bring  the  Municipal  Act  into  line  with  the 
required  amendments  to  be  made  pursuant 
to  the  new  Municipal  Elections  Act.  It  is 
plainly  and  simply  that;  no  more,  no  less. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Carried. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman- 

Mr.  Chairman:  No- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  I  wish  to  make  a  final 
comment,  I  shall  be  brief.  The  member  may 
recall  that  during  the  substantial  debate  on 
second  reading  of  the  Municipal  Elections 
Act,  which  he  has,  in  fact,  linked  with  this 
one,  the  New  Democratic  Party  made  it  very 
explicit  that  it  wished  to  see  that  ward  elec- 

tions be  made  mandatory  in  cities.  We  con- 
sider this  very  much  a  part  of  the  principle 

of  the  two  bills  which  the  parliamentary 
assistant  has  conjoined.  This  is  the  point,  at 
committee  stage,  at  which  that  particular 

point  can  be  raised. 
We  yielded  to  the  member  for  York  East 

in  his  wish  to  have  amendments  to  this 
particular  Act  considered  point  by  point, 
rather  than  on  second  reading.  That  is  the 
reason  why  it  is  raised  now  and,  of  course, 

it's  perfectly  in  order.  I'm  very  sorry  that  the 
member  is  not  prepared  to  accept  it. 

Should  he  and  his  colleagues  be  prepared 
to  bring  in  legislation  sooner,  of  course,  it 
would  be  possible  to  give  them  more  ad- 

vanced warnings  of  these  very  important, 
substantial  amendments  that  we  have. 

Mr.  Meen:  Having  regard  to  the  fact,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  the  hon.  member  evidently 
has  had  this  motion  in  mind  for  quite  a  while, 

I'm  astonished  that  he  hasn't  had  a  copy  of 
his  proposed  amendment  available  for  me. 

I'm  still  not  prepared  to  accept  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  mean  you  would  accept 
it  if  I  sent  you  a  copy? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No— go  on  to  the  next one. 

Mr.  Meen:  No,  not  under  the  circum- 
stances. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Cassidy  has  moved  an 
amendment  to  section  5.  All  in  favour  of 

the  amendment  please  say  "aye." 

All  opposed  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 
Mr.  Martel:  Is  that  a  foghorn  over  there? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Con- 
sumer and  Commercial  Relations ) :  Pardon 

me? 

Mr.  Martel:  Is  that  a  foghorn  over  there? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  It  depends  upon  where 

you  live. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  amendment 
lost  and  the  section  carried. 

Mr.    Cassidy:    Normally   we    would   divide 
the  House  on  this  one,  but  I  think  in  view 
of  the  time- 

Mr.  Chairman:  You  can't  divide  the  House, 
you  didn't  stand  up. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —the  vote  has  been  taken; 
the  people  know  where  we  stand;  we  know 
that  the  government  is  taking  an  undemo- 

cratic stand,  and  we  will  leave  that  for  the 
record.  I  would  move  on  to  section  9,  unless 
the  member  from  York  East  has  got  other 
amendments  before  that? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  discussion  on  any 
section  before  section  10? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Section  9. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  11. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Section  9,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  9? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Okay. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  would  move,  in  section  9, 

that  section  9,  35(a)— I  believe  that's  the  way 
to  refer  to  it— be  amended  to  read:  "(a)  whose name  is  entered  as  a  resident  voter  on  the 

polling  list  of  electors  for  election  of  mem- 

bers of  the  council."  That  is  seconded  by  the 
member  for  Riverdale.  The  purpose  of  this 
amendment  is  also  to  seek  a  greater  measure 
of  democracy  and  of  relationship  and  respon- 

siveness between  the  elected  members  and 
the  people  whom  they  seek  to  represent. 

This  particular  section  refers  to  the  qualifi- 
cations of  a  member  of  council.  If  you  want 

to  bring  it  into  very  local  and  parochial 
terms  here  in  Toronto,  what  they  mean  is 
that  the  10  or  11  members  of  the  city  of 
Toronto  council  who  do  not  live  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  city  of  Toronto  are  really 
not  qualified  to  represent  the  people  who 
live  within  the  city.  We  are  fortunate  in  the 
city  of  Ottawa  that  only  one  or  two  of  our 
councillors  live  outside  the  city  limits. 

But  it  seems  unacceptable  to  us  that  people 
should  be  able  to  live  in  an  area  quite  apart 
from  the  problems,  the  hopes,  the  aspirations, 
the  fears,  the  experiences,  of  the  people 
whom  they  hope  to  represent,  or  whom  they 
intend  to  represent.  Therefore  we  are  moving 
this  motion,  which  will  have  the  effect  of 

saying  that  anybody  who  represents  a  muni- 

cipality on  a  municiptl  council  should  be  a 
resident  voter  in  that  municipality.  We  do 
not  insist  that  he  be  a  resident  in  the  ward 
that  he  or  she  seeks  to  represent,  but  that  at 
least  he  or  she  should  be  a  resident  in  the 
municipality. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  those  in  favour  of  Mr. 

Cassidy 's  amendment  will  say  "aye." 

All  opposed  will  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 
I  declare  section  9  carried  and  the  amend- 

ment lost. 

Section    10,    11? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Next  bill. 

Mr.  Meen:  Section  11,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  that  subsection  (3)  of  section  45  of  the 
Act,  as  set  out  in  Section  11  of  the  bill,  be 

amended  by  striking  out  "42"  in  the  seventh 
line  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof,  "44."  This 
corrects  a  typographical  error  in  reference 
to  another  subsection. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  the  amendment  carry? 
Carried. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  would  move,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  we  amend  section  45  by  adding  the  fol- 

lowing subsection,  subsection  (4),  which 

would  read  as  follows:  "Subject  to  subsection 

3"- 

Mr.  Chairman:  What  section  are  you  deal- 
ing with  now? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  amendment  is  that  we 
amend  section  11— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Oh,  11. 

Mr.  Meen:  Section  11  is  carried. 

Mr.    Cassidy:    No, 
amendment  carried. 

it    is    not    carried— the 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  11  was  carried;  the 
amendment  was  carried.  The  amendment  was 
carried  to  section  11,  you  know.  We  are  still 
on  that?  But  I  thought  you  said  section  45. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  I  beg  your  pardon;  it's  a bit  confusing.  There  are  an  awful  lot  of  subs 
and  subs  and  subs.  I  move  we  amend  section 
11,  subsection  (45),  by  adding  the  following 
subsection: 

(4)  Subject  to  subsection  (3),  where  a  vacan- 
cy occurs  for  the  position  of  alderman  or 

councillor  in  a  municipality  with  a  population 
of  over  15,000  the  holding  of  a  new  election 
shall  be  mandatory. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Defeated. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  notice  the  member  for 
Don  Mills  is  here.  I  know  his  feelings  about 
this  matter  privately  and  I  would  hope  that 
he  would  see  fit  to  vote  with  the  opposition 
on  this  particular  item. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  is  not  done  in  this 
club! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  I  realize  it  isn't.  I  know 
that  he  has  been  working  for  this  privately. 
However,  the  effect  of  this  amendment,  Mr. 
Chairman,  would  be  the  following:  It  would 
be  that  in  cities  of  over  15,000  people  the 

holding  of  a  by-election  where  a  vacancy 
occurred  would  be  mandatory  so  long  as  that 
vacancy  occurred  before  March  31  of  an 
election  year.  In  other  words,  the  amendment 
accepts  that  for  the  final  nine  months  of  a 
term  that  you  would  use  other  means,  either 
leave  the  seat  vacant  or  make  an  appointment, 

but  that  a  by-election  would  otherwise  be 
mandatory  rather  than  optional,  which  is  the 
principle  which  the  government  has  proposed 
in  this  very  long  section.  I  may  say  that  we 

were  glad  to  see  the  government  permit  by- 
elections  at  all.  Without  making  a  long 

speech,  we  were  sorry  to  see  that  the  govern- 
ment only  made  it  permissive  and  they  still 

left  it  up  to  municipal  governments  to  make 
the  decision. 

Where  wards  exist,  you  are  still  going  to 
get  the  situation  of  the  old  political  hacks  on 
municipal  councils  who  will  say  it  costs 

$7,000  or  $5,000  to  hold  a  by-election  and, 

therefore,  we  really  don't  know  whether  we 
should  do  it.  They  will,  therefore,  be  led  by 
reasons  of  cost,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  deny  the 
essential  democratic  right  to  their  electors  of 
electing  to  fill  a  vacancy. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  hope  you  will  vote  for  this. 

I  hope  the  member  for  York-Forest  Hill  and 
his  party  will  vote  for  this  amendment  which 

will  have  the  effect  of  making  by-elections  in 
cities  of  over  15,000  mandatory,  rather  than 
leaving  the  present  unsatisfactory  situation 
which  is  being  created  by  the  government,  in 
which  the  cities  can  do  one  thing  or  the 
other:  they  can  decide  to  keep  the  club  or 
break  the  club  depending  on  how  people  are 

feeling  that  particular  week,  and  that  just  isn't 
satisfactory. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Mills. 

Mr.  Timbrell:  Don  Mills.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  for  the  first  time  since  I  entered  this 

House  last  fall  I  have  to  agree  with  the  mem- 
ber for  Ottawa  Centre. 

My  feelings  on  this  matter  go  back  over  a 
considerable  length  of  time  to  my  first  year 
on  council  in  the  borough  of  North  York 
when  a  vacancy  occurred  due  to  the  death 
of  a  controller.  At  the  time,  of  course,  the 

Municipal  Act,  being  what  it  is,  we  had  to 
fill  the  vacancy  by  appointment.  The  resident 

ratepayers  of  the  particular  ward  in  ques- 
tion organized  themselves  to  poll  and  discuss 

with  other  ratepayers  the  possible  candidates. 
They  held  meetings  to  question  the  possible 
candidates  and  then  held  a  small  referendum 

around  the  ward.  They  arrived  at  their  con- 
clusion and  told  council  whom  they  wanted. 

Council  turned  around  and  appointed  a  pre- 
vious councillor  who  neither  lived  in  the 

ward  nor  had  any  connection  whatsoever 

with  it,  and  still  doesn't  live  within  it,  and 
is  likely  to  be  defeated  at  any  rate. 

I  feel  that  by-elections  for  municipal  coun- 
cil seats  as  councillor  or  as  alderman  are  just 

as  valid  as  they  are  for  the  position  of  mem- 
ber of  the  legislative  assembly  or  for  the 

House  of  Commons.  I  don't  see  that  you  can 
put  a  price  tag  on  representative  democracy. 

I  don't  see  that  we  can  presume,  those  of 
us  who  are  now,  or  have  sat  as  municipal 
councillors,  possibly  to  know  everything  that 
would  be  in  the  best  interests  of  residents  of 

another  constituency  as  regards  their  repre- 
sentative. Therefore,  I  will  support  the 

amendment  as  proposed. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  those  in  favour  of  Mr. 

Cassidy 's  amendment  to  section  11,  subsec- 

tion- 
Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  before  you  call 

the  vote,  I  think  it  would  be  only  appro- 
priate if  I  were  at  least  to  put  the  position 

of  the  government  on  this  matter.  With  all 
respect  to  our  colleague  from  Don  Mills, 
and  having  listened  to  these  arguments  for 
some  time,  I  think  the  hon.  members  must 
concede  that  the  government  has  come  a 
long  way  from  the  position  it  earlier  adopted 
of  permitting  no  by-elections  at  all. 

Mr.  Foulds:  You  have  taken  one  hesitant 

step  into  the  20th  century. 

Mr.  Meen:  No,  this  is  not  a  hesitant  step, 
Mr.  Chairman.  We  think  that  we  have  taken 

the  proper  middle  ground  in  this.  Rather  than 
to  get  radical  and  require  that  a  by-election 
be  held,  we  feel  that  there  is  a  sensible 

middle  ground  to  permit  the  by-election  to 
be    called,    if   a    substantial   period    of   time 
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remains  unexpired.  For  that  reason,  the 
government  has  adopted  this  position  at  the 
present  time  of  permitting  by-elections.  It 
will  be  interesting  to  see  how  many  munici- 

palities avail  themselves  of  this  opportunity 
in  the  years  ahead  and  what  kind  of  results 
are  achieved. 

But  certainly  we're  not  prepared  to  require 
every  last  municipality— and  remember  we're 
legislating  for  every  municipality  in  Ontario, 

not  for  the  larger  municipalities;  we're  legis- 
lating for  them  all— we're  not  going  to  re- 
quire  that   they   have   a   by-election. 

There  may  be  very  good  reasons  for 

not  having  a  by-election,  and  it  would  be 
facetious  of  us  to  suggest  that  what's  good 
for  North  York  is  necessarily  good  for  Podunk 
Hollow. 

I  suggest  that  we  try  this  on  an  optional 
basis  and  give  the  councils  the  opportunity 
to  decide  for  themselves  what  is  best  in 
their  circumstances.  For  that  reason,  with 
great  respect  to  our  colleague  from  Don 

Mills,  I  have  to  reject  the  proposed  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  those  in  favour  of  Mr. 

Cassidy's   amendment  to   section   11(45)  will 
please  say  "aye." 

All  those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 

Mr.  Martel:  That's  beautiful. 

Section  11  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  other  amend- 
ments to  the  bill? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Just  one  final  amendment,  Mr. 
Chairman.  Once  again,  we  come  back  to  this 
basic  conflict,  which  is  particularly  acute  in 
the  section  that  I  wish  to  come  to,  section 

16- 
Mr.  Chairman:  Section  16? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes.  Maybe  the  assistant  has 
got  something  before  then. 

Mr.  Meen:  I'm  sorry,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
didn't  hear  the  section  to  which  the  hon. 
member  referred. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Section  16. 

Mr.  Meen:  No,  I  have  no  further  amend- 
ments. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  has  no  further  amend- 

ments? All  right.  It's  nice  to  conflict  with  the 
government  on  principle,  and  not  the  way  the 
Liberal  Party  does,  but  I  find  it  difficult  to 

understand  why  it  is  that  they  constantly 
bring  in  archaic  provisions,  such  as  exist  in 
section  472(1)  and  which  we  are  seeking  to 
strike  out  in  this  particular  amendment. 

The  amendment  is  that  section  16(472)(1) 
be  amended  by  striking  out  all  the  words— 

An.  hon.  member:  Strike  out  Cassidy. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —after  the  word  "resident" 
in  the  sixth  line.  The  purpose  is  very  simple, 
Mr.  Chairman.  In  a  police  village- 

Mr.  Meen:  Would  the  hon.  member  clarify 

this  amendment?  I  don't  have  a  copy.  Would 
he  say  it  again? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  of  course. 

Mr.  Deans:  You'll  hear  it  in  a  minute. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Of  course  I  will.  I  have  clari- 
fied very  explicitly  and  very  lucidly,  I  hope, 

every  amendment  that  we've  introduced  be- fore. 
The  amendment  is  to  strike  out  all  the 

words  after  "resident"  in  the  sixth  line  of 
472(1),  which  appears  under  section  16  of 
this  Act.  The  purpose  is  to  rule  out  the  elec- 

tion of  non-residents  as  trustees  in  a  police 
village. 

A  police  village  is  a  relatively  primitive 
form  of  government,  responsible  for  a  few 
things— maintenance  of  roads,  snow  clearance 
and  that  sort  of  thing.  Above  all,  this  kind 
of  municipality  surely  should  have  the  local 
residents  look  after  their  own  local  interests, 
rather  than  non-residents.  That  is  why  we  are 
suggesting  that  the  right  of  non-residents  to 
serve  on  the  councils  should  be  eliminated. 

Mr.  Meen:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  flies 

in  the  face  of  one  of  the  precepts  we've  re- flected in  the  Municipal  Act,  and  certainly 
I  have  no  intention  of  accepting  it.  Surely  to 
goodness,  if  one  is  an  owner  of  property  he 
should  be  entitled  to  serve  on  a  council  in 
an  area  such  as  this?  I  could  not  possibly 
accept  that  amendment. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  hon.  member  reveals 
where  he  is  in  his  political  principles  when  he 
allows  people  who  do  not  live  in  a  munici- 

pality to  vote  and  to  represent  them. 

Mr.  Chairman:  You've  heard  Mr.  Cassidy's 
proposed  amendment  to  section   16. 

All  those  in  favour  will  please  say  "aye." 

All  opposed  will  say  "nay." 
The   "nays,"   in   my   opinion,   have   it. 

Section  16  agreed  to. 
Bill  201  as  amended  reported. 
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LANDLORD  AND  TENANT  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  205,  An  Act 
to  amend  the  Landlord  and  Tenant  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  comments  from  1  to 
5?  What  section? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Section  3.  I  am  sorry  to  be 
on  my  feet  so  often  but  the  member  for 
Lakeshore  was  out  for  a  few  minutes  when 
this  matter  came  up. 

It  is  moved  by  the  member  for  Ottawa 

Centre  that  the  word  "four"  in  the  second 
line  of  subsection  2  of  section  3  be  deleted 

and  the  word  "fifteen"  be  substantial  therefor. 
In  the  event  the  minister  does  not  accept 

this  amendation  and  that  the  vote  appears 
to  be  lost,  then  I  further  move  that  section  3 
be  deleted,  root  and  branch. 

Mr.  Deans:  That  was  done  on  behalf  of 
the  member  for  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is  a  good  amendment,  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  I  commend  it  very  strongly 
to  the  minister,  who  I  see  is  back  with  us 
in  the  House. 

The  effect  is  either  to  restore  an  adequate 
length  of  time  of  notice  if  a  landlord  wishes 
to  bring  a  move  to  evict  a  tenant.  If  you 
will  not  accept  that,  then  to  simply  say,  scrap 
the  whole  thing,  it  is  a  bad  amendment.  We 
have  explained  why  on  second  reading.  I 
think,  in  fact,  we  might  divide  the  House 
on  this  one.  So  scrap  the  whole  thing,  and 

let's  simply  leave  the  Act  where  it  is  right 
now.  It  is  already  balanced  sufficiently  in 
favour  of  landlords  even  to  satisfy  the  Con- 

servative Party. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  comments  on 
section  3? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  do  not  accept  the  amend- 
ment, Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  accept  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  do  not. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Oh,  I  beg  your  pardon. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  made  it  clear  before  that 

there  is  already  a  period  of  time— 15  days— 
before  this  matter  is  brought  forward  and  I 
think  that  the  section  as  drawn  will  help 
solve  and  expedite  matters  between  tenant 
and  landlord  if  we  keep  to  the  change  in 
time. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Cassidy  has  moved  an 
amendment  to  section  3. 

All  in  favour  of  the  amendment  will  please 

say  "aye." All  those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  more  comments  on 
sections  4  or  5? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  clause  4 
of  the  bill:  I  move  that  clause  4  of  Bill  205 

be  amended  by  adding  thereto  subclause  3 
as  follows: 

That  said  section  107  is  amended  by  add- 
ing thereto  the  following  subsection  4: 

In  any  proceeding  under  section  106,  the 
tenant  may  at  any  time  before  judgement  or 
any  other  order  pay  into  court  all  the  rent 
and  arrears  and  thereupon  the  proceedings 
are  forever  stayed  and  the  tenant  shall  hold 
and  enjoy  the  rented  premises  according  to 
the  tenancy  agreement  without  any  new 
tenancy  agreement,  and  as  if  the  proceeding 
under  section  106  had  never  been  com- 
menced. 

I  would  like  then  to  speak  to  the  amend- 
ment, Mr.  Chairman,  when  you  have  had 

an  opportunity  to  place  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Renwick  moves  that 

said  section  107  be  amended  by  adding  there- 
to the  following  section: 

In  any  proceeding  under  section  106 
the  tenant  may  at  any  time  before  judge- 

ment or  any  other  order  pay  into  court 

all  the  rent  in  arrears  and  thereupon  pro- 
ceedings are  forever  stayed  and  the  tenant 

shall  hold  and  enjoy  the  rented  premises 

according  to  the  tenancy  agreement  with- 
out any  new  tenancy  agreement  and  as  if 

the  proceedings  under  section  106  had 
never  been  commenced. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  reason 

is  clear.  We  made  the  argument  this  after- 
noon that  at  the  present  time  under  section 

20  of  the  Act  as  it  now  reads  this  right 
exists  for  other  than  residential  tenants.  By 
inadvertence  it  was  lost  to  the  tenants  when 

part  IV  was  originally  enacted  and  we  be- 
lieve that  it  is  essential  that  a  tenant  be 

given  an  opportunity  any  time  before  judge- 
ment to  pay  up  the  arrears  of  rent  and  to 

continue  in  his  tenancy. 

We  would  ask  that  the  minister  accept  the 

amendment  and  that  it  would  have  the  sup- 
port of  the  House. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  we  refer  to 
section  82  of  the  Act.  This  was  not  intended 

to    apply    and    I    think    that    principle    was 
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accepted    when    the    original    bill    was    put 
through  some  two  or  three  years  ago. 

In  any  event,  under  part  IV  it  is  left  to 

the  judge  to  decide  what  is  fair  when  a  dis- 
pute is  brought  before  him  and  under  sec- 
tion 106  the  judge  does  have  discretion.  I 

think  it  would  be  proper  to  leave  it  the  way 
it  is  and  not  accept  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Renwick  has  moved  an 
amendment  to  section  4.  All  those  in  favour 

of  the  amendment  will  say  "aye." 

All  those  opposed  will  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Stack 
it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  it  agreed  that  we  stack 
the  vote? 

Are  there  any  other  sections  before  the  end 
of  the  bill  on  which  anyone  wishes  to 
comment? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  We  have  two 
stacked  votes  at  this  time. 

The  first  amendment  was  moved  by  Mr. 

Cassidy,  that  the  word  "four"  in  the  second line  of  subsection  2  of  section  3  be  deleted 

and  the  word  "fifteen"  substituted  therefor. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  There  was  some  more  to  that 
motion,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  That  is  all  I  see. 

The  committee  divided  on  the  motion 

which  was  decided   on   the  following  vote: 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 

"ayes"  are  10,  the  "nays,"  55. 
Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  motion  lost 

and  the  section  carried. 

The  second  motion  that  was  stacked  was 

moved  by  Mr.  Renwick. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Who  moved  that  mo- 
tion, Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  motion  was  moved  by 
Mr.  Renwick. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  He  is  not  here. 

Mr.  Chairman:  He  was  here  when  the 
motion  was  moved. 

An  hon.  member:  Out  of  order. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

An  hon.  member:  He  is  out  having  a  cup 
of  coffee  with  the  member  for  High  Park 
(Mr.  Shulman). 

Mr.  MacDonald:  There  were  bills  that 

dealt  with  earlier  by  people  who  were  not here. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  motion  was  stacked  to 
this  time.  It  is  in  order.  It  was  moved  that 
clause  4  of  Bill  205,  an  Act  to  amend  the 
Landlord  and  Tenant  Act,  be  amended  by 

adding  thereto  subclause  3  as  follows.  Do  I 
need  to  read  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Same  count. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Dispense?  All  right.  Those 

in  favour  of  Mr.  Renwick's  morion  will 
please  rise. 

The  committee  divided  on  the  motion 
which  was  decided  on  the  same  vote. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  the  bill  be  reported? 

Oh,  just  a  minute.  We  are  getting  a  little 
fast  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  It  really  doesn't  matter. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  it  your  wish  that  we  take 
the  stacked  votes  at  this  time? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Call  in  the  members,  and 
we  will  deal  with  the  amendments. 

All  in  favour  will  please  say  "aye." 

All  opposed  will  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion,  the  "nays"  have  it. 
I   declare   the   motion   lost   and   that   the 

section  carries. 

Shall  the  bill  be  reported? 

Bill  205  reported. 

REGIONAL  MUNICIPALITY  OF 

OTTAWA-CARLETON  ACT. 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  208,  An  Act  to 

amend  the  Regional  Municipality  of  Ottawa- 
Carleton  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  recognize  the  member  for 
Ottawa  South. 

Mr.  Bennett:  There  was  a  question  raised 

after  the  second  reading  this  afternoon,  relat- 
ing to  section  15  in  the  Act,  which  is  to  deal 

with  the  appointment  of  the  members  to  the 
transportation  commission  for  the  regional 
area  of  Ottawa-Carleton.  The  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre  raised  the  question  that  he 
thought  it  was  in  conflict  with  the  Municipal 
Act. 



ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 

I  would  like  to  advise  him  that,  when  the 
amendments  are  made  that  are  proposed  here 
today,  there  will  be  a  conflict;  but  I  refer 
him  to  the  original  bill  that  was  passed  which 
established  the  regional  council  of  Ottawa- 
Carl  eton.  Section  158,  Mr.  Chairman,  says 

"that  the  provision  of  this  Act  applies,  not- 
withstanding the  provision  of  any  general  or 

special  Act,  and  in  the  event  of  any  conflict 
between  this  Act  and  the  general  or  special 

Act,  this  Act  prevails." 
So,  we  are  really  at  conflict,  but  section  158 

resolves  the  conflict. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  point  at 
issue,  because  it  may  not  be  clear,  was  this. 
In  the  Municipal  Act,  it  states  very  clearly  in 
section  36  that  a  member  of  council  was  in- 

eligible to  remain  in  his  seat  on  a  municipality 
should  he  be  a  member  of  a  transportation 
authority,  which  happens  to  be  proposed  in 
section  15  of  the  Ottawa-Carleton  Act.  The 

Ottawa-Carleton  Act  says  that  the  five  mem- 
bers of  the  new  regional  transportation  au- 

thority will  be  selected  from  the  regional 
council. 

As  the  member  for  Ottawa  South  states, 
the  membership  is  not  in  conflict  with  their 
membership  on  the  regional  council  because 
of  the  section  of  the  Ottawa-Carleton  Act  that 
he  read  out.  However,  the  prohibition  against 
sitting  on  a  council  and  sitting  on  a  transpor- 

tation authority  has  an  effect,  and  I  quote: 

"notwithstanding  any  general  or  special  Act 
or  any  bylaw  of  a  municipal  corporation." 

Now,  to  be  very  specific,  what  that  means 
is  that  this  is  an  overriding  clause.  It  is  over- 

ridden insofar  as  membership  of  the  regional 
council  of  Ottawa-Carleton  is  concerned.  But 
the  member  for  Ottawa  South  has  not  an- 

swered what's  going  to  happen  to  these  poor 
fellows  who  in  fact  are  indirectly  elected  to 
the  regional  council  of  Ottawa-Carleton. 

They  are  indirectly  elected  by  virtue  of 
their  membership  on  the  council  of  area  mu- 

nicipalities—such as  Ottawa  or  Nepean— and 
they  will  lose  their  municipal  seats  in  those 
municipalities,  because  the  member  has  not 
seen  fit  to  sort  out  this  problem. 

The  effect,  therefore,  of  his  indecision  over 
the  last  three  or  four  hours  since  I  drew  this 

to  his  attention  is  the  following:  It  is  going 
to  mean  that  either  people  will  try  and  take 
these  positions  and  be  open  to  a  very  severe 
legal  challenge,  and  get  kicked  off  council;  or, 
and  more  likely,  one  of  the  lawyers  in  Ottawa 

will  look  at  this  conflict  and  will  state:  "Well, 
there  is  no  way  we  can  proceed."  And  we 
will  have,  thanks  to  the  member  for  Ottawa 

South,  another  six  months'  delay  in  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  regional  transit  authority  in  the 

Ottawa-Carleton  area. 

So  I  plead  with  him  in  the  time  remaining 

—and  it  isn't  very  much— I  plead  with  him  to 
have  a  very  quick  consultation  with  the  de- 

partmental lawyers,  to  find  some  solution  to 
this  impasse.  Because  if  he  does  not,  and  I 
put  it  on  the  record  tonight,  it  is  the  member 
for  Ottawa  South,  Mr.  Bennett,  the  par- 

liamentary assistant  to  the  Treasurer,  who 
will  be  directly  responsible  for  another  six 

months'  delay  in  the  establishment  of  re- 
gional transportation  in  the  region  of  Ottawa- 

Carleton. 

Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Chairman,  to  answer  the 

member,  I  have  already  consulted  with  the 
legal  people  for  the  Intergovernmental  Affairs 
department.  One  can  only  be  a  member  of 
Ottawa-Carleton  regional  council  because  of 
an  appointment. 

The  Act,  according  to  the  solicitors  for  our 
department,  indicates  very  clearly  that  clause 
158  resolves  any  problems,  or  conflicts  that 
might  arise  between  being  a  member  of  the 
Ottawa  council,  the  regional  council  and 
having  an  appointment  to  the  transportation 
commission  of  the  regional  area. 

They  are  firmly  convinced  that  158  is  the 
protection  clause  and  it  relates  itself  right 
back  to  the  fact  that  you  are  appointed  to 

the  regional  council  of  Ottawa-Carleton  as 
a  result  of  being  elected  to  another  council; 
and  that  is  the  overriding  effect  of  correcting 

any  conflicts  that  might  result— whether  it  be 
at  the  local  level  or  at  the  regional  level. 

That  explanation  has  just  been  given  to  me 

by  the  solicitor's  department  and,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  accept  it  as  the  proper  analysis. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  we  have  been  through 
this  one  before.  You  and  the  minister  are 

responsible  for  the  advice  the  solicitor  gives 
to  you.  And  I  do  not  see  how  membership 
in  the  area  municipality  council  is  compatible 
with  membership  on  the  transportation  au- 

thority in  view  of  section  36(1  )(g)  which  states 
that  the  prohibition  applies,  notwithstanding 

any  other  special  or  general  Act— and  so  we 
will  leave  that.  The  minister  and  his  assistant 

are  intransigent;  and  for  that  we  are  very sorry. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
South  has  an  amendment. 

Mr.  Bennett:  That's  correct.  Mr.  Chairman, 
under  section  1  of  the  bill,  I  move  that 
section  1  of  the  bill  be  struck  out  and  that 
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sections  2  to  section  24  be  renumbered  as 
sections  1  to  23  respectively. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Bennett  moves  that 
section  1  of  the  bill  be  struck  out  and  that 
sections  2  to  24  be  renumbered  as  sections 
1  to  23  respectively.  Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  comments, 
questions  or  amendments  in  any  section  up 
to  section  15?  An  amendment  for  section  15 
—is  this  section  15  as  renumbered  or  section- 

Mr.  Bennett:  It  would  be  section  15  as  it 
appears  in  the  bill  that  has  been  renumbered 
as  14. 

Mr.    Chairman:    Renumbered    14,   yes. 

Mr.  Bennett:  I  move  that  the  clause  (j)  of 
subsection  4  of  section  67  (c)  of  the  Act  as 
set  out  in  section  15  of  the  bill  be  struck 
out.  We  feel,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  section 
(j)  could  only  cause  some  further  complica- 

tions in  the  appointment  of  the  members  to 
the  regional  transit  commission.  In  addition 
to  that- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  In  addition  to  those  that  the 
parliamentary  assistant  has  already  created 
through  his  intransigence- 

Mr.  Bennett:  That  is  an  interpretation 
which  maybe  the  member  from  Ottawa 
Centre  would  like  to  place  on  it.  The  gov- 

ernment believes  that  the  Act  is  still  100 

per  cent  in  order  and  will  operate  effectively 
and  efficiently  in  Ottawa-Carleton. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  You  are  just  about  the  pluper- 

fect imperative!  You  can't  add  a  comma  or a  semicolon. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  motion  is  that,  section 
67(c)  of  the  Act  as  set  out  in  section  14  of 
the  bill  be  struck  out. 

Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please!  Are  there 
any  further  comments,  questions  or  amend- 

ments to  any  other  section  of  this  bill?  Shall 
the    bill    be    reported    as    amended? 

Bill  208,  as  amended,  reported. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  the  com- 
mittee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  com- 
mittee of  the  whole  House  begs  to  report 

one  bill  without  amendment  and  several  bills 
with  amendment  and  asks  for  leave  to  sit 

again. Report  agreed  to. 

THIRD  READINGS 

The  following  bills  were  given  third  read- 
ing upon  motion: 

Bill  77,  An  Act  respecting  Municipal 
Elections. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Members 
will  forgive  my  being  a  bit— I  seem  to  have 
been  affected  by  the  fact  this  bill  shot  by  the 
report  stage  while  I  was  in  the  House  before 

I  could  even  see  it.  That's  why  I  wanted  to 
say  a  couple  of  words. 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer,  and 
Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs):  It  is 

the  only  bill  the  member  hasn't  spoken  on four  times. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  because  the  Treasurer 
brought  in  all  his  bills  in  the  last  10  days 
when  we  could  have  had  them  before.  I 
would  say  very  simply  that  we  welcome  the 
bill  as  far  as  it  goes.  We  have  done  our  ut- 

most to  try  to  get  changes  to  make  the  bill 
much  more  democratic  than  it  is— this  and 
the  complementary  bills  connected  with  it. 
We  sought  to  make  by-elections  mandatory- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
Does  the  member  for  Lakeshore  remember 
when  he  used  to  speak  on  them  all  that  way? 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Yes,  I  re- 
member those  days. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  What  does  the  member  want 
me  to  do-^a  song  and  dance  act?  We  sought 
to  make  by-elections  mandatory  in  larger  mu- 

nicipalities; to  have  a  ward  system  in  larger 
municipalities;  to  do  away  with  the  undemo- 

cratic kind  of  approach  that  the  government 
has  taken  to  the  franchise  both  in  permitting 
the  non-resident  vote;  'and  in  permitting  cor- 

porations to  still  have  their  18th  century  pre- 
rogative of  putting  up  a  nominee  to  vote  on 

money  bylaws.  We  were  very  dismayed  and 
disappointed  at  the  minister  and  his  assist- 

ant's decision  to  remain  intransigent,  insofar 
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as  the  proxy  vote  was  concerned,  for  people 

who  were  medically  disabled.  The  govern- 
ment states  that  a  student  who  is  quite  able 

to  get  back  to  his  home- 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please! 

I  must  point  out  to  the  hon.  member  that 
these  bills  have  been  approved  in  principle. 
Where  necessary,  they  have  gone  through  the 
committee  of  the  whole  House  procedures. 
The  only  matter  on  which  debate  may  take 
place  on  third  reading  is  whether  or  not  the 
bill  receives  third  reading. 

Interjection  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  the  point  of 
order,  at  this  time  of  night  I  do  not  wish  to 
engage  in  a  lengthy  procedural  debate.  The 
member  for  York  South  (Mr.  MacDonald)  and 
I  have  looked  through  the  authorities  of 
Erskine  May  and  so  on  and  have  established, 
certainly  to  our  satisfaction,  that  a  general 
summary  which  is  involved  in— 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  The  member 

shouldn't  embarrass  his  colleague  as  well! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —a  reconsideration  of  the  bill 
is  in  order;  that,  in  fact,  the  bill  remains  on 
the  table  through  all  its  stages  and  we  do  not, 
in  fact,  dispose  of  the  principles  in  the  con- 

clusive fashion- 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  may  have 

satisfied  himself.  He  doesn't  satisfy  the  Chair. 
The  Chair  rules  that  on  those  bills  for  third 

reading,  the  only  debate  that  may  take  place 
is  whether  or  not  the  bill  be  now  read  the 

third  time.  This  is  in  committee,  of  course, 
but  the  same  procedures  apply. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  suggesting 
reasons  why  I  regret  that  the  bill  has  to  be 
read  at  this  time  for  the  third  time.  If  you 
would  accept  it  in  that  vein,  and  accept  the 
fact  that  I  have  sought,  although  speaking 
frequently  this  evening,  to  be  very  co-opera- 

tive with  the  government  which  I'm  sure  is 
indicated  by  the  time  at  which  this  House  is 
drawing  to  a  close- 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Heart-breaking! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  In  fact,  we  could  have  drawn 
it  out  to  a  close  of  3,  or  4,  or  5  this  morning. 
Given  the  extreme  co-operation  that  has  been 
shown  by  this  party— 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Is  there  another 
thing  that  the  member  would  like  to  draw? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  He  has  been  mag- 
nanimous. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  That's 
right.  He  has  been  magnanimous  and  if  the 

Treasurer  doesn't  oontrol  himself  he  will  be 
provocative  again.  What  is  wrong  with  the 
Treasurer? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  am  sorry! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Of  course  he  is.  Subside!  Let 
him  have  a  drink  of  water. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  As  a  matter  of  fact,  Mr. 

Speaker,  you  and  I  need  to  know  each  other 

better,  but  you  have  the  habit  of  intervening— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Don't  wish  that  on  our 

Speaker,  please!  Don't  say  that  to  our 

Speaker! 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —just  at  the  point,  Mr. 

Speaker,  when  I'm  about  to  subside,  as  I  was 
about  to  do  before  you  intervened  and  put 
us  off  on  this  lengthy  rigmarole  and  detour 
about  procedural  matters. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

An  hon.   member:   Run  him  out. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  final  two 

points,  although  we  found  no  direct  op- 
portunity, we  would  have  liked  to  raise 

amendments  to  limit  the  campaign  expenses 
and  to  control  contributions  to  candidates. 

This  was  not  possible,  but  we  shall  do  so  in 
some  other  form.  We  do,  however,  support 

the  government's  view  that  the  municipal 
chairman  should  be  for  two  years. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Hurrah! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  would  suggest,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  sometime  in  the  next  session,  we  can 

debate  the  question  about  third  readings  be- 
cause I  really  do  disagree  with  your  ruling. 

Mr.  C.  E.  Mcllveen  (Oshawa):  Sit  down. 

Mr.  Speaker:  No,  we  don't  debate.  The 
rule  has  been  established  in  this  Legislature. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Mr. 

Speaker,  I'm  not  going  to  let  that  go,  but 
I'm  not  going  to  debate  it  tonight.  I've  looked 
up  Erskine  May,  I've  looked  up  our  own 
records,  and  I  can  find  no  justification  for 
the  new  interpretation  you  are  putting  on 
third  readings. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  right. 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  Precisely. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Revenue): 

Did  the  member  look  up  Lewis? 

Mr.  Speaker:  It's  not  a  new  interpretation. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  respectfully  ask  you,  Mr. 

Speaker- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  The  mem- 
ber has  had  it. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  —to  cite  the  authority  for 
your  ruling;  not  necessarily  now,  at  some 
other  time  when  the  raucous  tones  have  sub- 

sided, so  that  you  and  I  might  have  a  quiet 
discussion. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  will  be  glad  to  do  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  In  the  chamber. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  third 
reading  of  Bill  77. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  it  resolved  that  the  bill 
do  now  pass  and  be  intituled  as  in  the 
motion? 

Agreed. 

THIRD  READINGS 

(continued) 

The  following  bills  were  given  third  read- 
ing upon  motion: 

Bill  106,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public  Serv- 
ice Act. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  In  the  absence 

of  Mr.  MacNaughton  I  move  third  reading 
of  the  bill.  I  have  done  it! 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  has  been  done. 

Bill  142,  the  Coroners  Act,  1972. 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Solicitor  General):  A 
great  Act. 

Bill  144,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Pharmacy 
Act. 

Bill  149,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Income 
Tax  Act. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  An  even  greater  Act 
than  the  Coroners  Act. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  It  is  out  of 
order. 

Bill  158,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Loan  and 
Trust  Corporations  Act. 

Bill  162,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ontario 

Municipal  Employees  Retirement  System  Act. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  before  Bill  162 
passes  I  want  to  state  again  to  the  minister 

that  I  don't  agree  with  the  position  that 
part-time  municipal  councillors  should  receive 

pensions. 
Bill  163,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Police 

Act. 

Bill  164,  An  Act  to  establish  the  Regional 
Municipality  of  Sudbury. 

Bill  169,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Small 
Claims  Courts  Act. 

Bill  170,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public 

Officers'  Fees  Act. 

Bill  171,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Child  Wel- 
fare Act. 

Bill  176,  An  Act  respecting  the  Assessment 
Review  Court. 

Bill  188,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Apprentice- 

ship and  Tradesmen's  Qualification  Act. 
Bill  189,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ministry  of 

Colleges  and  Universities  Act,  1971. 

Bill  191,  An  Act  respecting  the  Town  of 
Kincardine. 

Bill  192,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Mining  Act. 

Bill  199,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ontario 
Human  Rights  Code. 

Bill  200,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Employment 
Standards   Act. 

Bill  202,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Industrial 

Safety  Act,  1971. 
Bill  106,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public 

Service  Act. 

Bill  107,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Management 
Board  of  Cabinet  Act,  1971. 

Bill  167,  An  Act  to  establish  the  Regional 
Municipality  of  Waterloo. 

Bill  168,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Environmen- 
tal Protection  Act,  1971. 

Bill  175,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ontario  Mu- 
nicipal Board  Act. 

Bill  182,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Jurors  Act. 

Bill  195,  An  Act  to  incorporate  the  City  of 
Timmins-Porcupine. 

Bill  196,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Planning  Act. 

Bill  201,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Municipal 
Act. 

Bill  205,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Landlord 
and  Tenant  Act. 
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Rill  206,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Municipal 
Act. 

Rill  207,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Assessment 
Act. 

Rill  208,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Regional 

Municipality  of  Ottawa- Carlet  on  Act. 

Rill  211,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public  Ve- 
hicles Act. 

Rill  212,  An  Act  to  'amend  the  Highway 
Traffic  Act. 

Rill  213,  An  Act  to   amend   the   Housing 
Development  Act. 

SUPPLY  ACT  1972 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough  moves  first  reading 
of  bill  intituled,  An  Act  for  granting  to  Her 

Majesty  Certain  Sums  of  Money  for  the  Pub- 
lic Services  for  the  Fiscal  Year  March  31, 

1973. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

SUPPLY  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough  moves  second  reading 
of  bill  intituled,  An  Act  for  granting  to  Her 

Majesty  Certain  Sums  of  Money  for  the  Pub- 
lic Service  for  the  Fiscal  Year  ending  March 

31,  1973. 

Motion  agreed  to;   second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

THIRD  READING 

The  following  bill  was  given  third  reading 

upon  motion: 

Rill  218,  the  Supply  Act,  1972. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  An  eloquent  debate. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  before  I 
adjourn  the  House  I  would  like  to  pay  a  little 
tribute  to  the  members  with  whom  I  discussed 

certain  matters  last  evening.  Although  the 
members  will  go  unnamed,  they  said  that  we 

should  conclude  the  sitting  this  evening— I 

think  this  evening— at  12  o'clock,  p.m.  As  I 
look  at  the  clock,  I  think  their  judgement  was 
a  little  better  than  mine  because  I  had  visions 

of  a  repetition  of  previous  evenings.  There- 
fore, I  am  grateful  for  the  projection  and  for 

the  co-operation. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  clock  has  never  been  better. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  12  o'clock,  p.m. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 

The  House  met  at  10  o'clock,  a.m. 

Prayers. 

Mr.   Speaker:   Statements  by  the   ministry. 

MEMBERS'  TOUR  OF 
NORTHERN  ONTARIO 

Hon.  L.  Bernier  (Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources): Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  very  pleased 

today  to  announce  that  the  members'  familiar- ization tour  of  northern  Ontario  will  be  held 

from  Sept.  5  to  Sept.  11. 

Results  of  a  questionnaire  distributed  re- 
cently to  all  hon.  members  indicate  that 

approximately  80  members  of  this  Legis- 
lature wish  to  participate  in  the  northern 

tour. 

The  purpose  of  the  tour  is  to  acquaint  the 
members  of  this  House  with  the  many  im- 

portant parts  of  Ontario  lying  north  of  the 
French  River,  which  contribute  so  much  to 

the  economic  health  and  vitality  of  this 
province. 

This  year,  the  tour  will  include  such  com- 
munities as  Sault  Ste.  Marie,  St.  Joseph  Is- 

land- 

Mr.  R.  F.   Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Are  we  going  to  open  the  bridge? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  —Sudbury,  North  Bay, 
and  the  important  mining  districts  such  as 
Onakawana  and   the   Hudson  Bay  lowlands. 

My  purpose  in  bringing  this  to  the  at- 
tention of  the  House  today,  Mr.  Speaker,  is 

to  give  all  hon.  members  and  our  friends  in 

the  fourth  estate— I'm  sure  they  will  want  to 
join  us— enough  time  to  make  the  necessary 
adjustments  in  their  summer  schedules  to  en- 

able them  to  join  in  this  very  important  edu- 
cational exercise. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We'll  start  resting  up. 
Mr.  Speaker:  It  is  my  understanding  that 

an  agreement  has  been  reached  to  dispense 
with  the  oral  question  period.   Is  it  agreed? 

Agreed. 

Mr.    Speaker:    Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Friday,  June  30,  1972 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  presented  the  fifth  annual 

report  of  the  Ontario  Law  Reform  Commis- 
sion for  the  year  1971. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  It  just  ar- 
rived in  the  nick  to  time. 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Solicitor  General):  Mr. 

Speaker,  the  report  of  the  Liquor  Control 
Board  of  Ontario  was  distributed  some  time 

ago  but,  for  the  purpose  of  the  record,  I 
beg  leave  to  present  the  45th  report  of  the 
LCBO  for  the  period  from  April  1,  1970,  to 
March  31,  1971. 

Mr.    Speaker:    Motions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  Mr.  Mc- 
Ilveen  be  substituted  for  Mr.  Smith  (Hamil- 

ton Mountain)  as  chairman  of  the  select  com- 
mittee on  the  utilization  of  educational  facili- 

ties, and  that  Mr.  Havrot  and  Mr.  Maeck 
be  substituted  for  Mr.  Henderson  and  Mr. 

Jessiman  in  the  membership  of  that  com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  thought  those  fellows 
were  going  to  be  busy  with  the  ONR  board. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  Mr.  Clement 
be  substituted  for  Mr.  Meen  as  chairman  of 

the   select  committee   on    company   law. 

Motion    agreed    to. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis  moves  that  a  select  com- 

mittee of  the  House  be  appointed  to  exam- 
ine, inquire  into  and  report  upon  the  Ontario 

Municipal  Board  and,  without  limiting  the 

generality  of  the  foregoing,  to  make  recom- 
mendations on: 

(a)  the  purpose,  object  and  functions  of 
the  Ontario  Municipal  Board; 

(b)  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Ontario  Municipal Board; 

(c)  the  structure  and  organization  of  the 
Ontario   Municipal   Board; 

(d)  the  procedures  and  practices  of  the 
Ontario  Municipal  Board; 

(e)  the  procedures  by  way  of  appeal  from 
the  orders  and  rulings  of  the  Ontario  Munici- 

pal Board,  including  appeals  by  way  of  peti- 
tions to  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council; 
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(f)  the  relationship  of  the  Ontario  Munici- 
pal Board  in  the  discharge  of  its  responsibili- 
ties with  the  provincial  government,  local 

government,  and  the  individual  citizen. 
And  that  the  select  committee  shall  have 

authority  to  sit  during  recesses  and  the  inter- 
val between  sessions,  and  have  full  power  and 

authority  to  employ  such  personnel  as  may  be 
deemed  advisable  and  to  call  for  persons, 
papers  and  things,  and  to  examine  witnesses 
under  oath,  and  that  the  assembly  doth  com- 

mand and  compel  attendance  before  the  said 
select  committee  of  such  persons  and  for 
the  production  of  such  papers  and  things  as 
the  committee  may  deem  necessary  for  any  of 
its  proceedings  and  deliberations,  for  which 
purpose  the  hon.  the  Speaker  may  issue  his 
warrant  or  warrants;  and  it  is  the  intention 
of  this  House  that  the  committee  shall  com- 

plete its  work  and  submit  its  report  on  or 
before  Oct.  31,  1972;  and  that  the  said 
committee  be  composed  of  11  members  as 
follows:  Mr.  MacBeth  (chairman),  Messrs. 

Cassidy,  Givens,  Haggerty,  Irvine,  Lane, 
MacDonald,  Miller,  Parrott,  Timbrell  and 
Turner. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  Is  the 
Premier  reading  lessons  from  the  member 
for  Ottawa  South  (Mr.  Bennett)? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Did  he  read  that  back- 
wards  or   forwards? 

Motion   agreed  to. 

Mr.  P.  G.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  a  point  of  clarification,  might  I 
ask  the  Premier  why,  in  the  light  of  the  three 
select  committees  that  he  is  appointing  he 

is  putting  such  a  short-fuse  time  limit  on  this 
one?  This  is  a  big  job;  or  is  this  just  for 
interim    reform? 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  We  are  just 
very  hopeful  that  the  committee  can  have 

a  report  by  Oct.  31.  It  is  probably  the  inten- 
tion of  the  government  to  sit,  depending 

upon  certain  other  events,  some  time  in  No- 
vember. The  government  is  anxious,  if  at 

all  possible,  to  have  a  report  from  the  select 

committee  that  we  might  consider  for  legis- 
lation  at  that  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart  moves  that,  recognizing 

that  land  drainage  is  an  essential  soil  manage- 
ment practice  which  is  developed  and  grown 

with  the  need  for  agricultural  and  non-agri- 
cultural drained  land  and  that  the  basic 

objectives  to  be  achieved  and  the  means  of 
fulfilling  these  objectives  through  drainage 

legislation  and  programmes  should  be  examin- 
ed as  part  of  a  continuing  appraisal  of  land 

use,    a   select    committee    of   the   House   be 

appointed  for  this  purpose,  and  without  limit- 
ing the  generality  of  the  foregoing,  to  exa- 

mine, study  and  inquire  into  the  following 
matters: 

1.  The  objectives  of  land  drainage  as  an 
agricultural  practice  and  the  benefits  to  be 
derived  from  such  practice; 

2.  The  associated  problems  of  competing 
land  use  in  the  urban  fringe  and  in  wetlands, 
as  influenced  by  land  drainage  projects; 

3.  The  problem  of  public  interest  in  land 

use  over  the  drainage  of  private  lands  by  in- 
dividuals; 

4.  The  prior  evaluation  of  the  benefits  and 
costs  of  a  drainage  project; 

5.  An  evaluation  of  the  petition  procedure 
for  initiating  a  drainage  project; 

6.  A  review  of  the  construction,  improve- 
ment and  maintenance  procedures  under  the 

Drainage  Act  in  achieving  the  objectives; 

7.  A  review  of  the  appeal  procedures  under 
the  Drainage  Act; 

8.  A  review  of  the  financial  procedures  and 
assistance  under  the  Drainage  Act  and  other 
drainage  programmes; 

9.  A  study  of  the  costs  of  land  drainage  and 
what  influences  such  costs,  and  how  they  may 
be  reduced,  i.e.,  such  as  engineering  costs; 

10.  An  evaluation  of  construction  practices 
in  general  and  erosion  and  weed  control  of 
drainage  ditches  in  detail; 

11.  A  review  of  the  administrative  practices 
and  methods  in  carrying  out  responsibility 
under  the  Drainage  Act; 

And  after  due  study  and  consideration  to 

recommend  such  changes  in  the  laws,  proce- 
dures and  processes  as,  in  the  opinion  of  the 

committee,  may  be  necessary  and  desirable; 
and  that  the  select  committee  have  authority 

to  sit  during  recesses  and  the  interval  between 
sessions,  and  have  full  power  and  authority  to 
employ  counsel  and  such  other  personnel  as 
may  be  deemed  advisable,  and  to  call  for 

persons,  papers  and  things,  and  to  examine 
witnesses  under  oath,  and  the  assembly  doth 
command  and  compel  attendance  before  the 
said  select  committee  of  such  persons,  and 

the  production  of  such  papers  and  things  as 
the  committee  may  deem  necessary  for  any 

of  its  proceedings  and  deliberations,  for  which 
purpose  the  hon.  the  Speaker  may  issue  his 
warrant  or  warrants,  and  that  the  said  com- 

mittee be  composed  of  11  members  as  fol- 
lows: Mr.  Henderson  (chairman),  Messrs.  Burr, 

Eaton,  Ewen,  Ferrier,  Hamilton,  McNeil,  Nut- 
tall,  Paterson,  Spence  and  Wiseman. 

Motion  agreed  to. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Carton  moves  that  a  select  com- 
mittee of  the  Legislature  be  appointed  to 

inquire  into  and  to  report  on  all  matters  relat- 
ing to  the  operation  of  motorized  snow  ve- 

hicles and  all-terrain  vehicles,  and  having 
particular  reference  to: 

1.  The  safety  of  the  operator,  including  his 
qualifications  and  equipment,  and  of  pas- 

sengers carried  on,  or  towed  by  the  vehicle; 

2.  Safety  in  respect  of  the  vehicle  equip- 
ment; 

3.  Operation  of  the  vehicle  on  public  roads 
and  in  other  public  areas; 

4.  Control  of  trespass; 
5.  The  effectiveness  of  existing  legislation 

and  regulations; 
6.  Identification  of  vehicle  ownership  and 

of  operators,  with  regard  to  operation  on 
public  and  private  property; 

7.  Environmental  considerations,  including 
noise. 

The  committee  shall  make  such  recom- 
mendations as  it  deems  advisable  on  the  basis 

of  its  investigations;  and  that  the  select  com- 
mittee have  authority  to  sit  during  recesses 

and  the  interval  between  sessions  and  have 

full  power  and  authority  to  employ  counsel 
and  such  other  personnel  as  may  be  deemed 
advisable,  and  to  call  for  persons,  papers  and 
things,  and  to  examine  witnesses  under  oath 
and  the  assembly  doth  command  and  compel 
attendance  before  the  said  select  committee  of 

such  persons,  and  the  production  of  such 
papers  and  things  as  the  committee  may  deem 

necessary  for  any  of  its  proceedings  and  deli- 
berations, for  which  purpose  the  hon.  the 

Speaker  may  issue  his  warrant  or  warrants; 
and  that  the  said  committee  be  composed  of 

11  members  as  follows:  Mr.  Garruthers  (chair- 
man), Messrs.  Drea,  Edighoffer,  Germa,  Gil- 

bertson,  Nixon  (Dovercourt),  Ruston,  Stokes, 
Taylor,  Wardle  and  Yakabuski. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  R.  D.  Kennedy  (Peel  South):  Mr. 

Speaker,  may  I  ask  the  Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture if  there  is  a  time  limit  on  the  select 

committee  on  drainage? 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  There  is  no  time  limit  speci- 

fied in  the  motion,  Mr.  Speaker,  but  I  would 

like  very  much  if  this  report  could  be  sub- 
mitted as  soon  as  possible— I  would  hope  by 

next  fall. 

Hon.  Mr.  White  moves  that  the  funds 

passed  by  the  committee  of  supply  on  April 
24,  1972,  for  the  Ontario  Place  programme 

are  deemed  to  include  moneys  for  grants  and 
loans  to  the  Ontario  Place  Corp.,  as  provided 
for  by  section  12  of  the  Ontario  Place  Corp. 
Act,  1972,  which  Act  received  royal  assent 
on  May  4,  1972. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  when  the 

House  adjourns  today  it  stand  adjourned  until 
a  date  to  be  proclaimed  by  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  in  Council. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Introduction  of  bills.  , 

WOLF  AND  BEAR  BOUNTY 

REPEAL  ACT  \.  ■ 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  repeal  the  Wolf  and 
Bear  Bounty  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Just  one  promise  left! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No  promises— just  com- mitments. 

WOLF  DAMAGE  TO  LIVESTOCK 
COMPENSATION  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  respecting  the  Payment 
of  Damages  Caused  to  Livestock  by  Wolves. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  That's 
what  you  call  being  on  both  sides  of  the 
fence  at  once! 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  com- 

menting on  these  two  bills  I  take  this  oppor- 
tunity to  thank  the  hon.  members  of  the 

House  for  their  indulgence  in  waiting  for 
the  introduction  of  this  legislation. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  One  more  point:  I  want 
to  assure  the  hon.  members  that  they  will  not 
be  asked  to  enact  the  legislation  today. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  A  con- 
ciliatory attitude. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  In  accordance  with  the 
announcement  in  the  budget  speech  the  first 
bill  repeals  the  Wolf  and  Bear  Bounty  Act. 
Beyond  this,  of  course,  little  explanation  is ; 

required.  \>:  <  -. 
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Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Does 
the  minister  think  so? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:   Turning  to  the  second 

bill- 

Mr.  Singer:  There  will  be  trouble  with  the 
second  bill! 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  —the  new  Act  will  pro- 
vide compensation  for  livestock  killed  or  in- 

jured by  wolves.  Its  provisions  are  of  prov- 
ince-wide application  and  under  the  new  pro- 

visions applications  may  be  made  to  the 
ministry  for  payment  up  to  the  market  value 
of  cattle,  goats,  horses,  sheep,  swine  or 
poultry  that  are  maintained  in  accordance 
with  the  practice  of  good  husbandry  and  are 
killed  or  injured  by  wolves. 

Needless  to  say,  in  line  with  other  similar 
statutes  there  are  statutory  maximums  with 
respect  to  individual  animals  and  these  maxi- 

mums are  as  follows:  Cattle,  $500  each; 
goats,  $100  each;  horses,  $500  each;  sheep, 
$100  each;  swine,  $100;  poultry,  $500  per 
year.  In  order  that  applicants  will  have  ample 
opportunity  to  fully  present  their  claims  there 
will  be  hearings  and  appeals- 

Mr.  Singer:  Do  you  have  another  board  to 
do  this?  A  17-man  board? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Provincial  Secretary 
for  Justice):  With  the  member  for  Renfrew 
South  ( Mr.  Yakabuski )  as  chairman! 

Mr.  Singer:  At  least  a  two  or  three-man 
board! 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Applications  will  be 
made  to  the  district  forester  but  before  re- 

fusing to  pay  a  claim  or  before  reducing  a 
claim  he  shall  direct  an  official  to  hold  a 
hearing  at  which  the  relevant  provisions  of 
the  Statutory  Powers  Procedures  Act,  1971, 
will  apply.  If  not  satisfied  with  the  decision 
of  the  district  forester  the  applicant  can 
appeal  to  the  minister. 

In  addition  the  bill  contains  restraints 
against  improper  applications. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  closing  I  would  point  out 
that  the  people  of  Ontario  will  undoubtedly 
recognize  that  these  bills  illustrate  the  policy 
of  this  government  to  meet  on  as  broad  a 
base  as  possible  the  wishes  of  as  many  peo- 

ple of  Ontario  as  can  be  met. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Seriously,  there  is  one 
point  of  clarification.  What  exactly  does  the 
minister  mean  when  he  says  $500  per  year 
for  poultry? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  That  is  per  farmer  per 

year. 
Mr.  MacDonald:  Pardon? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  For  poultry,  it  is  the 
maximum;  up  to  that  amount. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  see,  thank  you. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  How  much 
per  chicken  is  what  he  wants  to  know. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Before  the  orders  of  the  day 
I  should  like  to  read  into  the  record,  as  is 
usual,  the  names  of  the  legislative  pages  who 
have  served  us  so  well  during  these  last  few 
weeks:  Donna  Barry  of  Samia;  Karin  Batke 
of  Richmond  Hill;  Daniel  Bradshaw  of 
Cobourg;  Ricky  Byers  of  Toronto;  Howard 
Cass  of  Toronto;  Andrew  Cook  of  Toronto; 
Patrick  Corcoran  of  Mississauga;  Ronald  Cox 
of  Cobourg;  Jennifer  Diorio  of  Willowdale; 
Christopher  Ginn  of  Willowdale;  Denice 
Green  of  Scarborough;  Laura  Hastings  of 
Guelph;  Tammy  Morris  of  Islington;  Janice 
Neelands  of  Thunder  Bay;  Brian  Scholfied 
of  Cobourg;  Laurence  Scott  of  Toronto;  Kent 
Stobart  of  Agincourt;  Timothy  Tevlin  of  To- 

ronto; Andrea  Ubell  of  Toronto;  Michael 
Whelen  of  Tiverton. 

Before  we  proceed  to  the  orders  of  the 
day  I  should  also  like  to  deal  with  the  mat- 

ter that  was  raised  yesterday  by  the  hon. 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  who  asked  me  to 
deal  with  the  matter  as  quickly  as  possible. 

Yesterday  the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion brought  to  my  attention  a  letter  appear- 

ing in  yesterday's  issue  of  the  Globe  and 
Mail,  written  by  the  Clerk  of  the  legislative 
assembly  and  directed  to  the  editor  of  that 
newspaper.  The  said  letter  indicated  that  the 
article  published  in  the  Globe  and  Mail  on 
June  27  concerning  the  publication  of  a 
report  of  a  standing  committee  of  this  House 
before  it  had  been  presented  to  the  House 
constituted  a  serious  breach  of  parliamentary 

privilege. 

I  find  a  reference  in  May's  volume  on 
parliamentary  practice,  18th  edition,  page 
143  as  follows: 

The  publication  or  disclosure  of  pro- 
ceedings of  committees  conducted  with 

closed  doors  or  of  draft  reports  of  com- 
mittees before  they  have  been  reported 

to  the  House  will  constitute  a  breach  of 
privilege  or  contempt. 

That  is  in  the  latest  edition  of  May  at  page 
143. 

Mr.  Shulman:  That  has  never  been  Cana- 
dian practice. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  There  are  numerous  pre- 
cedents for  this  opinion,  the  latest  of  which 

is  a  case  in  1967-1968.  It  is  perfectly  clear, 
therefore,  that  the  publication  of  the  reports 
in  question  constitute  a  breach  of  privilege 
or  contempt.  I  do  agree  with  the  Clerk  in 
this  respect. 

While  it  is  true  that  this  House  has  not 
seen  fit  to  proceed  against  the  offenders,  at 
least  for  many  years,  breaches  have  been 
called  to  the  attention  of  the  House  from 
time  to  time,  for  example,  on  Feb.  1,  1967, 
by  the  chairman  of  the  committee  on  aging. 

The  question  placed  to  me  by  the  hon. 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  was  simply  whether 
or  not  I  agreed  with  the  Clerk.  I  do  agree 
with  the  Clerk  in  that  respect  because  the 
authority  is  quite  clear.  Whether  or  not  any- 

thing further  is  required,  of  course,  is  up 
to  the  House  itself,  which  may  introduce 
any  motion  it  sees  fit  in  connection  with  what 
I  believe  to  have  been  a  breach  of 
privilege  or  contempt  as  cited  in  May. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  where  was 
the  precedent  in  1967  that  you  quoted? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  don't  have  the  informa- 
tion with  me,  but  the  hon.  member  may 

find  it  in  the  18th  edition  of  May,  on  page 
143,  at  the  bottom  of  the  page. 

Mr.   Shulman:   Not  Canadian? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  appreciate  that  your  ruling  is  not 

debatable  and  I  don't  intend  to  do  so,  but 
what  is  the  extent  of  your  concern  as  to  the 
membership  of  the  committee  from  which 
the  information  must  have  emanated  in  the 
first  place? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  am  concerned  on  behalf 
of  all  of  the  members  of  the  Legislature  that 
the  content  of  such  a  report  would  have 
been  published  before  the  members  of  this 
Legislature  were  given  the  opportunity  of 
having  the  report  before  them.  As  to  how 
the  report  became  something  for  publication 
is  beyond  my  knowledge. 

Again,  I  think  that  before  any  action  of  any 
kind  must  be  taken  against  anyone,  in  view 
of  the  opinion  I  have  expressed,  it  should  be 
determined  who,  in  fact,  is  responsible.  Of 
this,  of  course,  we  do  not  at  this  moment  have 
any  knowledge,  and  it  would  be  difficult  to 
determine,  in  my  opinion,  just  who,  if  anyone, 
should  be  proceeded  against  by  any  action  of 
any  kind. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of 

order,  in  your  use  of  the  word  "published," 

would  I  understand  correctly  that  you  mean 
not  only  the  publication  in  the  newspaper, 
but  the  handing  of  it  by  any  one  person  to 
another  person?  Because  it  would  be  my 

thought  that  the  legal  definition  of  "pub- 
lished" would  cover  the  delivery  from  the 

person  in  whose  custody  it  first  came  to  a  sec- 
ond person.  So,  while  it  may  be  noteworthy 

that  it  appears  in  a  newspaper  and  is  so  pub- 
lished, it  would  seem  in  this  case  there  were 

at  least  two,  or  perhaps  many  more,  "pub- 
lications" in  the  technical  sense  of  that  word. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Having  listened  to  the  views 
of  the  learned  member  in  this  chamber  for 
many  years,  I  would  be  inclined  to  agree 
with  him. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  further 
point  of  order,  without  disputing  at  all  your 
decision,  it  seems  to  me  we  have  a  bit  of 
a  problem  here.  We  go  back  to  May  on  some 
occasions;  on  other  occasions  we  refuse  to 

accept  May's  direction,  because  it  does  not 
conform  with  the  practice  in  Canada  or  in  this 
Legislature.  It  seems  to  me  that  some  time 
soon  we  have  to  face  up  to  the  fact  that  it 

doesn't  really  conform  with  the  practice,  be- 
cause there  have  been  repeated  breaches  of 

reports,  both  at  the  federal  level  and  at  this 
legislative  level. 

It  seems  to  me  that  there  should  be  some 
review  of  the  situation  and  some  authoritative 
statement  as  to  what  the  rule  is,  rather  than 

going  back  to  May  for  defence  now  and  liv- 
ing with  a  situation  in  which  it  is  ignored. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  might  refer  the  hon.  mem- 
ber to  rule  1(b),  which  states  that  in  all  con- 

tingencies unprovided  for  the  question  shall 
be  decided  by  the  Speaker  and,  in  making  his 
ruling,  the  Speaker  shall  base  his  decision  on 
the  usages  and  precedents  of  this  Legislature 
and  parliamentary  tradition. 

I  think,  again,  in  the  absence  of  clarity  in 
connection  with  some  of  our  rules,  perhaps  it 
is  time  to  review  our  rules  again,  to  update 
them,  so  that  many  of  the  points  that  have 
arisen  since  those  rules  were  first  adopted  by 
the  Legislature  could  now  be  clarified  and 
perhaps  included  as  amendments  or  additions 
to  or  deletions  from  the  present  standing 
orders.  I  know  several  that  I  would  like  to 
see  corrected. 

Perhaps  this  is  something  that  should  be 
dealt  with  in  the  not  too  distant  future,  so 
that  standing  orders  do  remove  the  necessity 

of  continually  referring  to  May's  or  Beau- chesne  or  whoever  and  the  citing  of  cases 
going  back  to  the  1800s.  I  do  not  agree  that 
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we  should  always  be  guided  by  precedents 
which  may  be  found  in  the  19th  century  be- 

cause they  do  not  always  apply  to  this  House 

or  to  modern  situations.  I'm  thoroughly  of  the 
opinion  that  our  own  standing  orders  can 
cover  practically  all  situations  so  that  rule 
1(b)  need  not  be  resorted  to. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr.  Speaker,  be- 

fore the  orders  of  the  day,  I  would  like  to 
table  answers  to  questions  16,  17  and  23 
currently  on  the  order  paper.  (See  appendix, 
page  4680.) 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  understand  the  Lieutenant  Governor  is  wait- 

ing and  that  he  has  sufficiently  recovered,  for 
which  we  are  all  very  thankful,  to  be  able  to 
join  us  in  the  assembly  itself.  While  it  is  not 
traditional,  Mr.  Speaker,  with  your  indul- 

gence, knowing  of  the  long  relationship  be- 
tween the  leader  of  the  official  opposition  Mr. 

R.  F.  Nixon  and  the  Lieutenant  Governor, 
and  in  that  this  may  be  perhaps  one  of  the 
last  opportunities  we  would  have  to  do  this, 
I  would  like  to  invite  the  leader  of  Her 

Majesty's  official  opposition  to  join  me  in esoorting  the  Lieutenant  Governor  into  the 
chamber  for  royal  assent. 

Hon.  W.  Ross  Macdonald  (Lieutenant  Gov- 
ernor):  Pray  be  seated. 

Mr.  Speaker:  May  it  please  Your  Honour, 
the  legislative  assembly  of  the  province  has, 
at  its  present  sittings  thereof,  passed  certain 
bills  to  which,  in  the  name  of  and  on  behalf 

of  the  said  legislative  assembly,  I  respect- 

fully request  Your   Honour's   assent. 

The  Clerk  Assistant:  The  following  are  the 
titles  of  the  bills  to  which  Your  Honour's 
assent  is  prayed: 

Bill  77,  An  Act  respecting  Municipal 
Elections. 

Bill  106,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public  Serv- 
ice Act. 

Bill  107,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet  Act,  1971. 

Bill  142,  the  Coroners  Act,   1972. 

Bill  144,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Pharmacy 
Act. 

Bill  149,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Income  Tax 
Act. 

Bill  158,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Loan  and 
Trust  Corporations  Act. 

Bill  162,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ontario 
Municipal  Employees  Retirement  System  Act. 

Bill  163,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Police  Act. 

Bill  164,  An  Act  to  establish  the  Regional 
Municipality   of  Sudbury. 

Bill  167,  An  Act  to  establish  the  Regional 
Municipality  of  Waterloo. 

Bill  168,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Act,   1971. 

Bill  169,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Small  Claims 
Courts   Act. 

Bill  170,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public  Offi- 
cers'  Fees   Act. 

Bill  171,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Child  Wel- 
fare Act. 

Bill  175,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ontario 
Municipal   Board  Act. 

Bill  176,  An  Act  respecting  the  Assessment 
Review  Court 

Bill  182,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Jurors  Act. 

Bill  188,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Appren- 

ticeship and  Tradesmen's  Qualification  Act. 
Bill  189,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ministry  of 

Colleges  and  Universities  Act,   1971. 

Bill  191,  An  Act  respecting  the  Town  of 
Kincardine. 

Bill  192,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Mining  Act. 

Bill  195,  An  Act  to  incorporate  the  City 
of  Timrnins-Porcupine. 

Bill  196,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Planning 
Act. 

Bill  199,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ontario 
Human  Rights  Code. 

Bill  200,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Employ- 
ment Standards  Act. 

Bill  201,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Municipal Act. 

Bill  202,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Industrial 
Safety  Act,  1971. 

Bill  205,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Landlord 
and  Tenant  Act. 

Bill  206,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Municipal Act. 

Bill  207,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Assessment Act. 

Bill  208,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Regional 

Municipality  of  Ottawa-Carleton  Act. 
Bill  211,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public  Ve- 

hicles Act. 

Bill  212,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Highway 
Traffic  Act. 

Bill  213,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Housing 
Development  Act. 
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Clerk  of  the  House:  In  Her  Majesty's 
name,  the  Honourable  the  Lieutenant  Gov- 

ernor doth  assent  to  these  bills. 

Mr.  Speaker:  May  it  please  Your  Honour: 

We,  Her  Majesty's  most  dutiful  and  faithful 
subjects  of  the  legislative  assembly  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario  in  session  assembled, 
approach  Your  Honour  with  sentiments  of  un- 

feigned devotion  and  loyalty  to  Her  Majesty's person  and  government,  and  humbly  beg  to 

present  for  Your  Honour's  acceptance,  a  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  granting  to  Her  Majesty 
Certain  Sums  of  Money  for  the  Public 
Service  for  the  Fiscal  Year  ending  March  31, 
1973. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  Honourable  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  doth  thank  Her  Ma- 

jesty's dutiful  and  loyal  subjects,  accept  their benevolence  and  assent  to  this  bill  in  Her 

Majesty's  name. 
The  Honourable  the  Lieutenant  Governor 

was  pleased  to  retire  from  the  chamber. 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  Mr.  Speaker, 
before  the  House  leader  moves  the  adjourn- 

ment, I  would  like  to  express,  on  behalf  of 
the  government,  our  thanks  to  the  members 
opposite  for  their  usually  reasonable  and  con- 

structive attitude  to  what  has  been  up  to  this 
point,  I  think,  a  very  productive  session  in 
terms  of  both  quantity  and  quality;  to  extend 
to  the  hon.  members  opposite,  as  well  as  to 

my  own  oolleagues,  the  best  wishes  for  a 
pleasant  summer  vacation;  to  indicate  to  them, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  I  anticipate,  depending  on 
a  certain  event,  that  we  will  be  back  in  the 
Legislature  sometime  in  November;  also  to 
suggest  to  them  that  this  summer,  not  being 
quite  as  interesting  as  last  summer,  would  be 
a  very  appropriate  occasion  for  some  of  us 
at  least— and  I  say  this  to  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  (Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon)— to  take  two  or 
three  days  off  to  have  some  period  for  relaxa- 

tion; to  you  as  well,  Mr.  Speaker,  our  appre- 
ciation for  the  very  excellent  way  you  have 

handled  the  affairs  of  the  assembly  during 
the  past  few  months— -it  has  made  our  task 
much  easier— and,  if  the  members  opposite 
will  pardon  me,  just  a  personal  word  of 
appreciation  to  the  House  leader,  who  has 
engineered  the  activities  of  the  House  so  suc- 

cessfully in  a  way  that  has  been  acceptable 
to  us. 

Once  again,  Mr.  Speaker,  a  very  pleasant 
recess  to  all  of  you. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  House  stands  adjourned 
until  a  date  to  be  named  by  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  by  his  proclamation. 

The  House  adjourned  at  10:52  o'clock,  a.m. 
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APPENDIX 

(See  page  4678) 

Answers  to  questions  were  tabled  as 
follows: 

16.  Mr.  Burr— Inquiry  of  the  ministry,  re- 
garding the  provincial  enumeration  of  this 

spring,  now  abandoned: 

1.  How  much  did  this  wasted  enumeration 
cost? 

2.  How  are  the  enumerators  chosen? 

3.  Approximately  how  much  did  these  enu- 
merators cost  the  federal  government  because 

of  the  expenditures  for  which  they  became 

eligible  as  a  result  of  this  artificial  employ- 
ment? 

4.  Approximately  how  much  would  the 
provincial  government  save  in  student  grants 
and  loans  if  provincial  enumeration  work  were 
scheduled  for  the  summer  and  students  used 
as  enumerators? 

5.  Approximately  how  much  would  the  pro- 
vincial government  save  in  welfare  payments 

if  the  provincial  enumeration  work  were  given 
to  qualified  persons  who  would  otherwise  be 
receiving  public  assistance? 

Answer  by  the  Premier: 

1.  The  main  purpose  of  the  provincial  enu- 
meration was  to  gain  statistical  information 

necessary  for  the  preparation  of  assessment 
rolls. 

Secondary  purposes  were  to  collect  data  for 
school  boards,  planning  departments  and 
other  agencies  and  to  compile  information  on 

persons  as  a  basis  for  juror  selection  and  mu- 

nicipal voters'  lists. 
In  effect,  the  provincial  enumeration  is  the 

annual  census  of  municipalities.  An  exact  fig- 
ure of  cost  is  not  yet  available  but  it  is 

estimated  that  the  total  cost  of  the  census 
will  be  $600,000. 

2.  Persons  who  have  worked  on  the  pre- 

vious year's  census  provide  the  bulk  of  enu- 
merators. Such  persons  have  experience  in  the 

function  and  require  less  training  and  direct 
supervision. 

Where  more  enumerators  are  needed,  mu- 
nicipal officials,  regional  office  staff  and  enu- 

merators from  past  years  are  asked  to  encour- 
age applications  from  persons  whom  they  feel 

would  be  interested  in  taking  the  census. 

3.  It  is  not  possible  to  estimate  the  cost  to 

the  federal  government  of  unemployment  in- 
surance benefits  for  persons  who  were  em- 

ployed to  take  the  census.  We  were  advised 
by  federal  officials  that  only  those  enumerators 

who  worked  at  least  25  days  or  parts  of  days 

qualified  to  make  contributions  to  unemploy- 
ment insurance.  Most  enumerators  worked 

less  than  this  and  did  not  become  eligible  for 
benefits. 

4.  The  province  did  not  effect  any  direct 
saving  in  loans,  since  they  were  made  under 
the  Canada  Student  Loans  Act.  No  saving  in 
provincial  grants  can  be  estimated,  as  every 
applicant  is  required  to  be  responsible  for  a 
part  of  his  education  costs  by  way  of  savings 
gained  from  summer  employment. 

5.  People  were  hired  for  this  enumeration 

on  an  individual  basis  with  a  view  to  experi- 
ence, responsibility  and  other  criteria.  We  are 

unable  to  say  how  many  recipients  of  family 
benefits  or  general  welfare  assistance  would 
qualify.  For  that  reason,  we  are  unable  to 
estimate  the  savings  if  recipients  were  hired. 

17.  Mr.  Ferrier— Inquiry  of  the  Ministry: 

1.  The  name  of  each  company  which  has 

applied  for  exemption  from  the  processing- 
in-Canada  requirement  of  the  Mining  Act. 

2.  The  name,  jurisdiction  of  incorpora- 
tion and  address  of  any  corporation  owning 

five  per  cent  or  more  of  the  voting  stock  of 
each  such  company. 

3.  The  name,  jurisdiction  of  incorporation 
and  address  of  any  corporation  which  is  in 
a  position  to  control  each  such  company. 

4.  Brief  specific  details  of  each  exemption 
granted,  the  date  on  which  it  was  granted, 
the  mineral  to  which  it  applies,  the  length 
of  time  for  which  it  is  granted  and  the  terms 
and  conditions  under  which  the  exemption 

is  granted. 

5.  Statement  of  the  reason  for  granting 
each  such  exemption. 

6.  The  following  three  percentages  ag- 
gregating 100  per  cent:  (a)  The  percentage 

of  each  of  the  12  major  metallic  mineral 
resources  mined  in  Ontario  in  1969  which 

was  processed  in  Ontario;  (b)  The  percentage 

of  each  of  the  12  major  metallic  mineral  re- 
sources mined  in  Ontario  in  1969  which  was 

processed  elsewhere  in  Canada;  (c)  The  per- 
centage of  each  of  the  12  major  metallic 

mineral  resources  mined  in  Ontario  in  1969 

which  was  processed  outside  Canada.  If  the 
foregoing  information  is  not  available  in 
precisely  the  form  requested,  or  using  the 
criteria  outlined  above,  then  the  information 

which  will  provide  the  substance  of  the  in- 
formation requested. 
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Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources to  parts  1,  4,  and  5: 

(a)  All  of  the  silver  producers  in  the  Cobalt 
and  Gowganda  areas  were  granted  exemp- 

tions effective  for  a  period  of  three  years 
from  Feb.  28,  1971,  to  export  their  silver 
concentrates  because  the  only  refinery  in 
Canada  available  to  them  was  forced  to  close 
down  early  in  1971. 

(b)  Algoma  Steel  Corp.  Ltd.  was  granted 
an  exemption  under  date  of  Dec.  18,  1969, 
for  the  period  Jan.  1,  1970,  to  Dec.  31,  1974, 
which  permitted  them  to  export  iron  con- 

centrates. They  were  granted  an  exemption 

because  the  company's  steel  furnaces  at  Sault Ste.  Marie  could  not  absorb  all  the  materials 
which  the  mine  produced  and  there  was  no 
other  market  in  Canada  for  the  disposal  of 
the  surplus. 

(c)  Caland  Ore  Co.  Ltd.  was  granted  an 
exemption  under  date  of  Dec.  18,  1969,  for 
the  period  Jan.  1,  1970  to  Dec.  31,  1974,  be- 

cause the  company  made  the  investment,  in 
the  property,  prior  to  iron  ore  being  subject 
to  this  section  of  the  Mining  Act  and  it 
could  only  dispose  of  its  concentrates  in  the 
United  States. 

(d)  Canada  Talc  Industries  Ltd.  was 
granted  an  exemption  to  export  crude  talc 
under  date  of  Jan.  8,  1970,  for  the  period 
from  Jan.  1,  1970,  to  Dec.  31,  1972.  This 
company  grinds  and  sells  a  considerable 
amount  of  its  products  in  Canada  and  the 
exemption  was  granted  in  order  to  make  the 
whole  mining  operation  economic. 

(e)  Consolidated  Canadian  Farady  Ltd. 
was  granted  an  exemption  under  date  of 
Jan.  8,  1970,  to  export  concentrates  contain- 

ing nickel,  copper,  platinum  and  palladium, 
for  the  period  from  Jan.  1,  1970,  to  Dec.  31, 
1975.  These  concentrates  were  being  shipped 
via  the  International  Nickel  Co.  for  treat- 

ment, and  it  was  known  that  at  least  some 
of  these  materials  would  be  exported  in  a 
semi-refined  or  concentrated  state. 

(f)  Denison  Mines  Ltd.  was  granted  an 
exemption  under  date  of  Feb.  20,  1968,  to 

ship  uranium  concentrates  to  Jrapan  for 
specific  contracts  for  the  period  Jan.  1,  1969, 
to  Dec.  31,  1978.  A  further  exemption  was 
granted  to  ship  uranium  concentrates,  under 
date  of  March  20,  1970,  to  the  Tokyo  Elec- 

tric Co.  Inc.,  in  Japan,  for  the  period  from 
Jan.  1,  1974,  to  Dec.  31,  1983,  and  a  further 
exemption  was  granted  under  date  of  Jan. 
22,  1971,  to  export  uranium  concentrates 
which  are  and  will  be  deposited  in  a  joint 
venture  stock  pile  with  the  federal  govern- 

ment during  the  period  Jan.  1,  1970  to  Dec. 
31,  1974,  and  in  addition  on  Feb.  1,  1971, 
the  company  was  granted  an  exemption  for 
the  export  of  yttrium  oxide,  to  Dec.  31,  1971. 

The  reason  for  these  exemptions  were  that 
it  was  necessary  to  keep  the  Elliot  Lake 
Mine  in  operation  as  long  as  possible  in  order 
to  ensure  employment  in  that  area,  par- 

ticularly in  view  of  the  fact  that  there  is  no 
facility  for  refining  uranium  in  Canada,  with 
capacity  to  handle  all  of  the  production  of 
U3O8.  The  reason  that  an  exemption  was 
granted  for  yttrium  oxide  was  to  fulfill  a 
contract  which  existed  since  1968.  This  com- 

modity has  become  a  drug  on  the  market, 
it  was  the  original  basis  for  coloured  tele- 

vision picture  tubes,  but  has  now  been  re- 
placed by  non-radioactive  substances. 

(g)  Ecstall  Mining  Ltd.  was  granted  an 
exemption  to  export  lead  and  zinc  con- 

centrates under  date  of  Nov.  6,  1969,  for 
the  period  from  Jan.  1,  1970  to  Dec.  31, 
1972.  The  company  had  all  of  its  copper 
concentrates  treated  at  Noranda,  Quebec.  A 
provision  of  the  exemption  was  that  Ecstall 
would  be  treating,  to  metal  form,  at  least 
51%  of  its  zinc  concentrates  prior  to  Dec. 
31,  1972.  We  believe  this  deadline  has  been 

met  since  the  company's  zinc  smelter-refining 
complex  in  the  Timmins  area  is  now  in  tune- 
up  operation.  An  exemption  was  granted  be- 

cause there  were  no  facilities  in  Canada  for 
the  treatment  of  either  the  lead  or  the  zinc 
concentrates  produced  by  the  mine  and  it 
would  only  have  curtailed  employment  to 
have  refused  it. 

(h)  Falconbridge  Nickel  Mines  Ltd.  was 
granted  an  exemption  under  date  of  Dec. 
18,  1969,  to  ship  their  smelter  product  out 
of  Canada  for  refinement  for  the  period  Jan. 
1,  1970,  to  Dec.  31,  1975.  It  was  also  granted 
an  exemption  to  export  iron  pellets  for  the 
period  from  Jan.  1,  1970,  to  Dec.  31,  1974. 

The  exemption  was  granted  with  the  con- 
dition that  the  minister  could  recommend 

that  it  be  rescinded  if  the  company  did  not, 
by  Dec.  31,  1972,  commence  or  contract  for 
the  construction  of  a  refinery  in  Canada, 
capable  along  with  the  Ferro  Nickel  Plant, 
in  the  Sudbury  area,  of  refining  at  least 
51%  of  the  product  of  the  Sudbury  ores. 
The  exemption  was  granted  to  sustain  as 

much  employment  as  possible  in  the  Sud- 
bury area. 

(i)  Hermina  Copper  Ltd.  was  granted  an 
exemption  on  Aug.  7,  1969,  to  export  cop- 

per concentrates  for  the  period  from  Aug. 
1,   1969  to  Dec.   31,   1972,  because  of  the 
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economics  of  the  operation.  This  made  it 
possible  for  the  company  to  operate  at  a 
small  profit,  for  a  period,  otherwise  it  would 
not  have  been  able  to  operate  at  all.  The 
company  has  not  operated  so  far  in  1972. 

(j)  The  International  Nickel  Co.  of  Canada 
Ltd.  was  granted  an  exemption  under  date 
of  Dec.  18,  1969,  to  export  a  part  of  its 
semi-refined  nickel  and  the  concentrates  con- 

taining the  associated  minerals  from  the 
platinum  group  for  the  period  from  Jan.  1, 

1970,  to  Dec.  31,  1975,  because  the  com- 
pany was  endeavouring  to  obtain  a  market 

for  refined  nickel  in  Japan  and  because  it 
required  certain  quantities  of  nickel  oxide 
from  semi-refined  matte  to  feed  its  Clydach 

refinery,  in  Wales,  and  because  its  Acton  re- 
finery in  England  is  the  only  available  plant 

for  the  recovery  of  metals  from  the  platinum 

concentrates.  Under  the  same  date,  the  com- 
pany was  also  granted  an  exemption  to  export 

iron  concentrates  for  the  period  from  Jan. 

1,  1970,  to  Dec.  31,  1974,  because  the  Cana- 
dian market  could  only  absorb  about  27  per 

cent  of  its  production  of  iron  concentrates. 

(k)  Jones  and  Laughlin  Mining  Co.  Ltd. 
was  granted  an  exemption  under  date  of  Dec. 
18,  1969,  to  export  its  production  of  iron 
concentrates,  for  the  period  from  Jan.  1, 
1970,  to  Dec.  31,  1974,  because  the  company 
had  invested  in  this  low  grade  iron  property 
prior  to  the  date  that  this  section  of  the 
Mining  Act  applied  to  iron  ore. 

(1)  Kam  Kotia  Mines  Ltd.  was  granted  an 
exemption  under  date  of  Jan.  16,  1969,  to 
export  its  zinc  concentrates  for  the  period 
from  Jan.  1,  1969,  to  Dec.  31,  1974,  be- 

cause there  were  no  zinc  smelter-refining 
facilities  available  in  Canada. 

(m)  Marmoraton  Mining  Co.  was  granted 
an  exemption  under  date  of  Dec.  18,  1969, 
to  export  iron  concentrates  for  the  period 
from  Jan.  1,  1970  to  Dec.  31,  1974,  because 

the  company  had  invested  in  these  lands 
prior  to  the  date  that  this  section  of  the 
Mining  Act  was  applied  to  iron. 

(n)  Mattabi  Mines  Ltd.  was  granted  an  ex- 
emption under  date  of  March  21,  1971,  to 

export  its  lead  and  zinc  concentrates  for  a 
period  of  not  more  than  five  years  from  the 
date  of  commencement  of  operation  or  to 
Dec.  31,  1977,  whichever  comes  sooner,  be- 

cause there  were  no  suitable  facilities  in 
Canada  for  treatment  of  such  concentrates 
at  this  time. 

(o)  National  Steel  Corp.  of  Canada,  Ltd., 
was  granted  an  exemption  under  date  of  Dec. 
18,  1969,  for  iron  concentrates  covering  the 
period  Jan.   1,  1970,  to  Dec.  31,  1974,  be- 

cause this  property  had  been  developed  prior 
to  the  date  that  this  section  of  the  Mining 
Act  was  applied  to  iron. 

(p)  North  Canadian  Enterprises  Ltd.  (Cop- 
percorp  Mine)  was  granted  an  exemption 
to  export  1,000  tons  of  copper  concentrates 
during  the  period  January  to  June  30,  1972, 
to  fulfill  a  contract  which  had  existed  prior 

to  the  application  of  this  section  of  the  Min- 
ing Act  on  these  lands  and  during  the  period 

of  a  previous  exemption  covering  the  period 
Jan.  1,  1970  to  Jan.  31,  1971. 

(q)  Rio  Algom  Mines  Ltd.  was  granted  ex- 
emptions under  date  of  May  30,  1968  cover- 

ing, (a)  the  export  of  uranium  concentrates, 
between  Jan.  1,  1968,  to  Dec.  31,  1972,  under 

a  contract  with  Eldorado;  (b),  covering  sev- 

eral contracts  with  Japanese  power  com- 
panies for  the  period  Jan.  1,  1969,  to  June 

30,  1980,  and  (c)  covering  a  contract  with  the 
United  Kingdom  Atomic  Energy  Authority 
for  the  period  Jan.  1,  1972,  to  Dec.  31,  1980, 
all  because  there  are  no  facilities  in  Canada 
for  the  further  refinement  of  U3Os  other  than 
Eldorado. 

(r)  South  Bay  Mines  Ltd.  was  granted  an 
exemption,  under  date  of  March  21,  1971, 

for  the  export  of  zinc  concentrates  and  asso- 
ciated minerals  for  a  period  of  not  more  than 

five  years  from  Feb.  22,  1971,  because  at 
this  time  there  are  no  facilities  in  Canada 

capable  of  refining  these  materials. 

(s)  Spanish  River  Mines  Ltd.  was  granted 
an  exemption,  under  date  of  Aug.  7,  1969, 
for  the  period  Aug.  1,  1969  to  Dec.  31,  1972, 
to  export  copper  concentrates  because  of  low 

grade  copper,  high  mining  costs,  and  avail- 
able foreign  prices.  The  mine  was  forced 

to  close,  on  account  of  economics,  in  Sep- 
tember 1970. 

(t)  Steep  Rock  Iron  Mines  Ltd.  was  granted 
an  exemption,  under  date  of  Dec.  18,  1969, 

to  ship  iron  concentrates  out  of  Canada  be- 
cause, again,  the  investment  was  made  before 

this  section  of  the  Mining  Act  applied  to  iron 
and  because  there  was  very  little  available 
market  for  the  Steep  Rock  material. 

(u)  Willroy  Mines  Ltd.  (Willecho  Mines 
Ltd.  and  Big  Nama  Creek)  was  granted  an 
exemption  under  date  of  July  2,  1970,  to 
export  lead  and  zinc  concentrates  for  the 

period  July  1,  1970,  to  Dec.  31,  1972,  be- 
cause there  were  no  suitable  facilities  in 

Canada  to  refine  this  material,  available  at 
the    time. 

2  and  3.  Information  not  available  in  this 
ministry. 

6  a,  b,  and  c.  (See  table  on  page  4683.) 
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Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and 
Commercial  Relations  to  parts  2  and  3: 

Algoma  Steel  Corporation  Ltd.— Mannes- 
man A.  G.  of  Dusseldorf— 25  per  cent;  4000 

Dusseldorf,  P.O.  Box  5501,  West  Germany. 

Caland  Ore  Company  Ltd.— Delaware  1957, 
wholly  owned  subsidiary  of  Inland  Steel, 
Chicago;  30  W.  Munroe  Street,  Chicago,  111. 

Canada  Talc  Industries  Ltd.— Ontario  1951; 
Draper  Investments— 80,667  common;  con- 

trolled by  J.  D.  Perrin;  44  King  Street  West, 
Toronto,  Ont. 

Consolidated  Canadian  Faraday  Ltd.— On- 
tario 1967;  no  tenpercenters;  100  Adelaide 

Street  W.,  Toronto,  Ont. 

Denison  Mines  Ltd.— Ontario  1960;  Roman 
Corp. -25  per  cent;  4  King  Street  West,  To- 

ronto, Ontario;  Madison  Fund  Inv.  Trust— 
10.3  per  cent;  660  Madison  Avenue,  New 
York   City,   US. 

Ecstall  Mining  Ltd.-Texas  1909  wholly 
owned  subsidiary  of  Texas  Gulf  Sulphur;  200 
Park  Avenue,  New  York  City,  US. 

Falconbridge  Nickel  Mines— Ontario  1928; 
1,838,201  shares;  37  per  cent  Mclntyre  Por- 

cupine Mines;  57  Yonge  Street,  Toronto,  Ont. 

Hermina  Copper  Ltd.  Hermina  Mines— On- 
tario 1969;  name  changed  to  Nichohal  Mines; 

350  Bay  Street  West,  Toronto,  Ont. 

The  International  Nickel  Company  of  Cana- 
da Ltd.— Dominion  1916;  Toronto-Dominion 

Centre,  Toronto,  Ont. 

Jones  and  Laughlin— Pittsburgh,  Pa.;  wholly 
owned  subsidiary  Jones  and  Laughlin  Steel; 
3  Gateway  Centre,  Pittsburgh,  Pa.,  US. 

Kam  Kotia  Mines  Ltd.— Ontario  1945;  Dick- 
enson Mines  owns  2,090,108  shares— 48.7  per 

cent;  25  Adelaide  Street  W.,  Toronto,  Ont. 

Marmoraton  Mining  Co.— Delaware  1950; 
division  of  Bethlehem  Chile  Iron  Mines  Co., 
controlled  by  Bethlehem  Steel  International 

Corpn.;  701  East  Third  Street,  Bethlehem, 
Pa.,  US. 

Mattabi  Mines  Ltd.-Ontario  1970;  owned 
40  per  cent  by  Abitibi;  Toronto-Dominion 

Centre,  Toronto,  Ontario,  and  owned  60  per 
cent  by  Mattagami  Lake  Mines,  44  King 
Street  W.,  Toronto,  Ont. 

National  Steel  Corp.  of  Canada  Ltd.-Pitts- 

burgh,  Pa.;  wholly  owned  subsidiary  of  Na- 
tional Steel  Corpn.,  2800  Grant  Building, 

Cleveland,  Ohio. 

North  Canadian  Enterprises— controlled  by 
J.  P.  Sheridan  100  per  cent,  4  King  Street  W., 
Toronto,  Ontario. 

Rio  Algom  Mines  Ltd.— 1960  by  amalgama- 
tion; Rio  Tinto  London— 51  per  cent;  6  St. 

James  Square,  London  SW  IV,  England. 

South  Bay  Mines  Ltd.-Ontario  1968;  Sele- 
oast  Canadian  Holdings-2,822,500  shares;  6th 
Floor,  55  Yonge  Street,  Toronto,  Ont. 

Spanish  River  Mines  Ltd.— Ontario  1967; 
Globe  Exploration  and  Mining  —  496,000 
shares;  350  Bay  Street,  Toronto,  Ont.;  Sheri- 

dan Geophysics— 125,000  shares;  4  King  Street 
W.,  Toronto,  Ont. 

Steep  Rock  Iron  Mines  Ltd.-Ontario  1939; 
Premier  Iron— 600,000  shares;  Royal  Trust 
Tower,  Toronto,  Ont.;  N.  W.  Patterson  & 

Sons  Ltd.-686,699  shares;  P.O.  Box  664, 
Thunder  Bay,  Ont. 

Willroy  Mines  Ltd.-Ontario  1954;  Lake- 
shore  Mines— 3,583,028  shares— 100  per  cent; 
112  King  Street  W.,  Toronto,  Ont. 

23.  Mr.  Cassidy— Inquiry  of  the  ministry: 
What  procedures  are  used  by  the  government 
in  scheduling  legislation  to  be  prepared  and 
brought  forward  to  the  Legislature? 

Are  any  officials  or  ministers  directly  re- 
sponsible for  ensuring  that  legislation  is  draft- 

ed in  good  time  and  introduced  in  the  House 
well  before  being  considered  in  order  that 

members  and  the  public  can  consider  the  pro- 
posals with  care? 

Are  there  bottlenecks  in  legislative  drafting 
that  slow  up  the  presentation  of  bills  to  the 
House?  If  so,  what  plans  does  the  government 
have  to  eliminate  these  bottlenecks? 

What  steps  does  the  government  plan  to 
eliminate  the  other  problems  that  seem  to  be 
delaying  the  introduction  of  bills  into  the 
House? 

Answer  by  the  Premier: 

The  recent  changes  in  government  structure 
recommended  by  the  Committee  on  Govern- 

ment Productivity  have  resulted  in  the  gov- 

ernment's legislation  receiving  broader  scru- 
tiny prior  to  its  introduction  into  the  House. 

The  process  of  approval  is  well  documented 

in  the  committee's  reports.  As  the  result  of 
our  experience  with  the  new  structure  during 
the  session,  a  number  of  new  procedures  were 

implemented. 

The  overall  responsibility  for  the  content 

and  introduction  of  the  government's  legisla- 
tive programme  remains  with  the  cabinet.  It 

has,  at  all  times,  a  schedule  of  priorities  for 
its  legislation. 

In  addition  to  the  planned  programme, 
bills  have  to  be  prepared  and  introduced 
during  the  session,  often  at  short  notice,  as 
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the  result  of  actions  taken  in  other  jurisdic- 
tions, court  decisions  and  changes  in 

economic  and  social  conditions.  Some  bills 
are  introduced  during  the  latter  part  of  the 
session  that  are  contingent  upon  the  enact- 

ment of  others  earlier  on.  Other  bills  are 
introduced  to  deal  with  recommendations  re- 

cently received  by  the  government.  This  ses- 
sion, many  bills  were  introduced  only  on 

completion  of  discussions  and  consultations 
with  the  public  or  organizations  affected.  All 

this  can  interrupt  and  cause  delay  in  the 
planned  programme. 

There  has  been  a  steady  stream  of  bills 
into  the  House  since  the  opening  of  the 
Legislature,  and  there  has  always  been  a 
more  than  sufficient  number  of  bills  on  the 
order  paper. 

The  legislative  programme  is  constantly 
under  review  by  the  cabinet,  and  in  par- 

ticular by  the  chairman  of  the  cabinet  legis- 
lation committee  and  the  House  leader. 
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ERRATA 

No. Page Col. 
Line Should  read: 

1 6 2 

48 

In  the  field  of  the  arts,  such  awards  will 

4 72 2 45 Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  A  supple- mentary: 

11 406 1 

16 

William  Lyon  Mackenzie  used   the 
15 542 1 33 bill  dealing  with  the  basic  reorganization 

taking  place. 

33 1285 2 14 Mr.  Renwick:  It  has  some  relationship. 

36 1397 2 1 being   asked   to   give   $2.25   million   to   the 
ORF. 

42  1662  1  38      the  hon.  member  for  Hamilton  Centre  indi- 
cated, 

82  3270  1  14      the  reception  floor.  There  was  new  carpeting 
in 

91  3663  1  27  Applications   are   evaluated  on   a  point 

97  3963  2  7      Remuneration:    $60  per  day  plus  travelling 

expenses. 

101  4118  2  5-6      reation.  But  we  have  precedents  in  the  York 
bill,  for  example,  for  a  recreation  and  parks 

102  4181  1  33  Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —in  this  aspect  perhaps 

102  4181  1  47  Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  -and  I  quote:  'The  struc- tural reform 

102  4181  1  54      chinery  exists  to  deal  with  them." 
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